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Abstract 

Over the last three decades, globally, formal institutional enabling factors such as independence, 

powers and resources have been identified as important to the effective functioning of anti-corruption 

agencies (ACAs). But, while institutional enablers are surely important, this thesis questions whether 

they are obscuring a more comprehensive picture of the factors necessary for anti-corruption agencies 

to play their accountability roles. In particular, it examines whether ACAs are interacting effectively 

with social accountability actors — often identified, internationally, as perhaps even more pivotal in 

successful anti-corruption efforts.  

This thesis explores interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability actors by 

drawing on horizontal and social accountability as the conceptual framework for understanding how 

such interactions manifest. Focusing on anti-corruption agencies in three Australian states — New 

South Wales, Queensland and Victoria — the research analyses the views of anti-corruption agency 

staff and social accountability actors to confirm whether interactions between ACAs and social 

accountability actors are important for enhanced accountability outcomes; and identifies the critical 

enablers upon these interactions.  

The thesis confirms the importance of interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors, for 

ACAs’ current performance of their accountability roles. It identifies ten main areas of interaction in 

the Australian cases, for three fundamental purposes (detection, investigation and exposure of 

corruption; prevention, education and awareness; and support for ACAs’ political standing, reputation 

and performance). The research confirms that while formal institutional enablers of ACAs are crucial 

for effective interaction with social accountability actors, other operational and attitudinal enablers are 

also crucial but remain understudied and undervalued. The thesis argues that this is an important 

challenge that specifically hinders sufficient interaction, and the effective functioning of anti-

corruption agencies more generally. The thesis develops and demonstrates a conceptual framework 

for improved mapping and evaluation of these important relationships in specific institutional 

contexts, to achieve better outcomes in the area of anti-corruption and possibly other accountability 

fields. 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

1.1  Research Problem  

Globally, the establishment of integrity institutions such as anti-corruption agencies (ACAs) 

has been seen by governments and stakeholders as an important part of the response to 

corruption (see for example De Sousa, 2010; Article 36 UNCAC). Most scholarly and policy 

discussion regarding the effectiveness of such agencies has focused on their institutional 

enablers, such as their independence, powers and resources (e.g. Ankamah & Manzoor E 

Khoda, 2018; Brown & Bruerton, 2017; Brown & Head, 2005; Gregory, 2015; Kuris, 2015; 

Quah, 2010, 2015). Although these enablers are surely important for the effective functioning 

of ACAs, is this institutional focus obscuring a more comprehensive picture of the factors 

and forces determining how these agencies play their role? This question is important due to 

the mounting tide of evidence that ACAs are struggling to succeed in their roles across a 

range of countries (De Sousa, 2010; Kpundeh, 2004; Mungiu-Pippidi, 2015b), and that social 

accountability processes — more than, or instead of these formal institutions — may hold the 

key to corruption control (Ankamah, 2016; Cornejo et al., 2015; Fox, 2015; Goetz & Jenkins, 

2001; Halloran, 2015; Malena et al., 2004; Mungiu-Pippidi, 2013; Schatz, 2013; Smulovitz & 

Peruzzotti, 2000). 

This thesis investigates a key area of the enabling factors and forces that determine the basic 

work of ACAs, beyond their formal powers and resources — the nature of the interactions 

between these horizontal accountability agencies, and the social accountability actors, such as 

civil society organisations, media (journalists), complainants, whistleblowers and other 

observers, seen increasingly as so important. The meaning of ‘horizontal accountability’ and 

‘social accountability’ actors for the purpose of this thesis will be explained below, and in 

Chapter 2. What is clear, however, is that the nature of these interactions, the roles they 

currently and potentially play in the work of ACAs, and their enabling factors are likely to be 

very important, albeit an understudied element of anti-corruption research. For instance, 

Huberts et al. (2008b) argued that misconduct in public office may go undiscovered without 

the cooperation of citizens and that, with a well-informed citizenry, the work of oversight 
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institutions will be supported and defended against political interference. Similarly the United 

Nations Office on Drugs and Crime’s (UNODC) Jakarta principles also recommends for 

ACAs to  ‘communicate and engage with the public [social accountability actors] regularly in 

order to ensure public confidence in [their] independence, fairness and effectiveness’ 

(UNODC, 2012). Recently in his discussion paper, Halloran (2015) also identifies interaction 

between accountability institutions and social accountability actors as very crucial and 

highlights the need for more research in this area.  

Accordingly, this thesis answers the question: Are formal institutional factors of anti-

corruption agencies such as independence, powers and resources sufficient for achieving 

effective interactions with social accountability actors, and for the successful performance of 

their accountability functions? This gap in knowledge is acknowledged by Guillermo 

O’Donnell who argues for accountability scholars to focus more on interactions between 

different accountability mechanisms and processes, in the fight against corruption, as a new 

frontier for accountability research. He states that: 

In the present stage of our knowledge, the only point that I believe may be confidently 

made is that the more important effects, and the more intriguing ones as a frontier for 

research, are the ones to be found at the interactions among various kinds of 

accountability (O’Donnell, 2003, p. 50). 

O’Donnell’s argument is all the more important as recent initial empirical research tends to 

show that interaction between accountability mechanisms reinforces favourable anti-

corruption outcomes (see for example Heinrich & Brown, 2017; vaz Mondo, 2015). The 

active involvement of social accountability actors and the strengthening of horizontal 

accountability are therefore not ‘mutually exclusive’ (Ackerman, 2004a, p. 458). This is 

because citizens are arguably the greatest enemy of corruption and are rich sources of 

corruption information (Klitgaard et al., 2000). However, more than a decade after 

O’Donnell’s proposition how integrity institutions and social accountability actors can or do 

interact in support of one another remains an understudied question. The contributions of 

social actors to the effective operations of horizontal agencies are still largely unknown as 

they were almost two decades ago (Schedler, 1999b).  

The even more challenging question, once the nature of these interactions is better 

understood, is what enabling factors are the most important for achieving successful 

interactions, that is, which ones reinforce the roles of both horizontal and social 
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accountability, and enhance the prevention and remedying of government corruption? In 

particular, are formal institutional enablers such as independence, powers and resources of 

anti-corruption agencies — which have dominated so much scholarship and policy — the 

most important focus for understanding this crucial element of their work? This uncertainty 

makes research such as this thesis, which hopes to find a more comprehensive picture of the 

crucial enablers, very important and justified.  

To this end, this study explores interactions between accountability mechanisms through the 

conceptual lenses of horizontal and social accountability (see section 1.2 below and details in 

Chapter 2). The purpose of this exploration is to develop a new conceptual framework for 

improved mapping and evaluation of the important interactions. Thus the research aims to 

provide a stronger method for identifying what needs to change if interactions are to be 

effective and sustained for enhanced accountability outcomes. Using three Australian ACAs, 

I will confirm that interactions between ACAs and social accountability actors are indeed 

important. I will further confirm that although the independence, powers and resources of 

anti-corruption agencies are necessary for, and important to effective interaction, they are not 

the only important enablers. On their own, these enablers are insufficient to explain either (a) 

how effective interaction occurs, or (b) what might be done to strengthen effective interaction 

in these or other cases. Accordingly I will argue for the need of increased attention to other 

enablers in order for ACAs to perform their accountability functions effectively.  

The rest of this chapter explains the key concepts introduced above — such as horizontal and 

social accountability — and provides further evidence as to why we believe their interaction 

is likely to be important. This provides background to the specific research questions 

investigated by this thesis, and an outline of the research approach. Finally, the chapter 

concludes by previewing each chapter and how the thesis will proceed to answer the overall 

research question: Are formal institutional factors of anti-corruption agencies sufficient for 

achieving effective interactions with social accountability actors, and for the successful 

performance of their accountability functions? 

1.2  Horizontal and Social Accountability in the Fight against Corruption  

It is well documented that corruption plays a significant role in lowering economic growth, 

investment and overall development ( e.g. Johnson et al., 2011; Rose, 2006; Senior, 2006). In 

their Global Economy Watch report, PwC (2016) stated that a point increase in ‘perceived 
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corruption levels is associated with a $380 decrease in GDP per capita’. Thus corruption, 

often understood as the ‘misuse of public power for private gain’ (Rose-Ackerman, 1999, p. 

91) is a problem in both the global north and south (Herrmann & Fletcher, 2012; Mitchell et 

al., 2014; Mungiu-Pippidi, 2015a; Sampford et al., 2006). However, the manifestation of 

corruption is different across countries and regimes (e.g. Johnston, 2005). For example, in 

developing countries like my country of origin — Ghana, corruption has real human cost 

such as loss of lives due to lack of quality healthcare (Armstrong, 2005); whereas in 

developed countries like Australia, the cost of corruption on government ‘legitimacy and 

responsiveness on democratic politics’ in the long run may be significant (Johnston, 2005, p. 

43; McAllister, 2014). 

Accordingly, the fight against corruption is now central to agendas of good governance, 

economic growth and overall international development worldwide (Fritzen & Basu, 2011; 

Halloran, 2015; Johnston, 2005). So far, responses to corruption in different jurisdictions are 

mostly focused on legal and institutional reforms. But, while the causes of corruption are 

many and varied, including economic and structural, two specific approaches for governance 

efforts aimed at fighting corruption and safeguarding integrity in government are evident:  

First, existing concepts such as horizontal accountability assume that effective control of 

corruption requires mandated, empowered and independent oversight bodies (see details in 

Chapter 2). As explained by O’Donnell, Horizontal Accountability is:  

…the existence of state agencies that are legally enabled and empowered, and 

factually willing and able, to take actions that span from routine oversight to criminal 

sanctions or impeachment in relation to actions or omissions by other agents or 

agencies of the state that may be qualified as unlawful (1999a, p. 38).  

Common examples of horizontal accountability agencies include ACAs, Ombudsmen, 

Supreme Audit Institutions and Information Commissioners. These corruption fighting bodies 

are what Brown refers to as the ‘core integrity institutions’ which are candidates for 

classification as an integrity branch of government in some societies (Brown 2014a). In 

Pope’s analysis of integrity systems, these institutions were included as ‘pillars’ of the system 

(Pope, 2000). Indeed the concept of horizontal accountability was ‘central to the multi-

institutional framework of Transparency International’s (TI) ‘national integrity system’ 

(Brown, 2014a, p. 305).  
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The purpose of these institutions is to oversight other state agencies and public officials by 

acting as checks and balances (Huberts et al., 2008a; Kaufmann & Dininio, 2006; Quesada et 

al., 2013; Six & Huberts, 2008; Warburton & Baker, 2005). It is claimed that for these 

oversight bodies to hold public officials accountable effectively, their independence, powers 

and resources must be adequate to the task. However, the OECD notes that these institutions 

‘cannot function in a vacuum and none can perform all tasks relevant for the suppressions 

and prevention of corruption alone’ (OECD 2008, p. 20). Accordingly their effectiveness 

often depends on the system within which they operate. 

Second, the concept of social accountability assumes that the collective actions of social 

actors may hold a key to corruption control, as citizens are arguably the worst enemies of 

corruption (see details in Chapter 2). As explained by Smulovitz and Peruzzotti, Social 

Accountability is a: 

… nonelectoral, yet vertical mechanism of control that rests on the actions of a 

multiple array of citizens’ associations and movements and on the media, 

actions that aim at exposing governmental wrongdoing, bringing new issues 

onto the public agenda, or activating the operation of horizontal agencies 

(2000, p. 150).  

Social accountability therefore operates at any time, regardless of whether or not there are 

elections, and via multiple avenues including  substituting horizontal mechanisms through 

generating public pressure and campaign and supporting horizontal mechanisms through, for 

instance, activation of their investigations (Schatz, 2013). Although social accountability 

mechanisms can be an important force against corruption, they lack formal oversight and 

sanctioning powers and generally rely on formal oversight bodies in exacting effective 

accountability.  

While both of the above approaches — horizontal accountability and social accountability —  

have been recognised as important for fighting corruption, research to date has tended to 

focus on the problems of each separately ( e.g. Brown, 2014a; Brown & Head, 2005; Dixit, 

2016; Fox, 2015; Gregory, 2015; Killian, 2017; Kuris, 2015; Malena et al., 2004; Meagher, 

2005; Quah, 2010; Schatz, 2013; Smulovitz & Peruzzotti, 2003). Most scholarly efforts focus 

on strengthening the performance of each approach, notwithstanding the evidence and 

likelihood that they are actually closely connected in achieving anti-corruption outcomes 
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(Ankamah, 2016; Cornejo et al., 2015; Fox, 2015; Goetz & Jenkins, 2001; Heinrich & 

Brown, 2017). For instance, some scholars (e.g. Schacter, 2005) consider horizontal 

accountability, on its own, to be insufficient as there is a fundamental interconnection 

between horizontal and social accountability mechanisms which makes the former unable to 

exist in a meaningful fashion without the latter.  

Smulovitz and Peruzzotti (2003) also maintain that unless social accountability mechanisms 

turn on what McCubbins and Schwartz (1984) call a ‘fire alarm’, vertical electoral and 

horizontal mechanisms may be reluctant to work.  Metaphorically, Fox (2015, p. 357) notes 

that ‘voice needs teeth to have bite — but teeth may not bite without voice’; emphasising the 

critically important roles both horizontal accountability agencies (teeth) and social 

accountability actors (voice) play in accountability relationships. This shows that teeth alone 

is not sufficient for the success of horizontal accountability agencies such as ACAs (Kuris, 

2015). Accordingly, it is often difficult to achieve successful anti-corruption outcomes 

without the voice of citizens (Walker, 2009) and also difficult for voice alone to effect 

sanctions without formal oversight institutions (McCubbins & Schwartz, 1984; O’Donnell, 

2006; Peruzzotti & Smulovitz, 2006a; Rose-Ackerman, 1999, p. 171). Therefore, the 

‘external mechanisms of social accountability can be particularly effective when combined 

with accountability mechanisms internal to the state’ (Malena et al., 2004, p. 14).  

Furthermore, Peruzzotti and Smulovitz (2006a, p. 350) report that the effectiveness of social 

mechanisms hinges on interactions with existing formal accountability agencies who are able 

to enforce sanctions (see also Lagunes, 2017). It is therefore apparent, based on different 

countries’ experiences, that strengthening public involvement in accountability relationships 

has the ability to hold public officials to account (see e.g. Ankamah, 2016; ICAC, 2013b, p. 

23; Malena & McNeil, 2010, pp. 5, 14; Rinaldi et al., 2007, p. 18). Nevertheless, ‘a deeply 

entrenched convention in institutions of horizontal accountability is to deny non-officials 

access to their proceedings’ (Goetz & Jenkins, 2001, p. 366). These non-officials are what I 

define in this thesis as social accountability actors. This raises the question of whether 

horizontal agencies are aware of and acknowledge the importance of the various support roles 

social actors may play to their activities and operations in performing their accountability 

functions. 

These important roles both horizontal and social actors play in exacting accountability is 

what Guillermo O’Donnell describes as ‘stimulation and inducement’:  
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On one hand, an alert and reasonably well-organized society, and a media that does 

not shy away from reporting cases of encroachment and corruption, provide crucial 

information, support, and political incentives for the often uphill battles that agencies 

of horizontal accountability may wage against powerful transgressors. On the other 

hand, the perceived availability of this kind of horizontal agency may encourage 

undertaking actions of …societal accountability. These effects, respectively of 

stimulation of horizontal and of inducement of …societal accountability, are 

extremely important (2003, p. 48; emphasis added). 

Horizontal and Social Accountability: How do They Interact? 

It is quite clear from the above discussions that there is consensus on the importance of 

interactions between horizontal and social accountability actors in fighting corruption. 

Nevertheless, no-one has yet constructed a comprehensive and/or systematic picture of the 

forms and nature of these interactions as they currently manifest or could potentially 

manifest; especially in ways that might work quite well or may conflict. So far, there have 

been a few attempts by some scholars (e.g. Goetz & Jenkins, 2001; Jacobs & Schillemans, 

2016; Smulovitz & Peruzzotti, 2003) that try to map out these interactions, but they mostly 

focus on social accountability and how they directly or indirectly support the works of 

horizontal agencies. However, they fail to provide a more systemic and/or comprehensive 

picture (see details in chapter 2).  

For instance Smulovitz and Peruzzotti (2003) show, with evidence from a province in 

Argentina, how social accountability actors reinforce the work of horizontal accountability 

agencies, which resulted in justice for the death of a young high school girl alleged to have 

been killed by the son of a politician. They show that, without significant public interest and 

support of social accountability actors, the work of horizontal accountability agencies would 

have been compromised. Similarly, Peruzzotti and Smulovitz (2006a), after analysing the 

importance of social accountability, concluded that corrupt public officials may go 

unpunished unless social accountability actors activate the work of horizontal accountability 

agencies; and that, also, the success of social actors often hinges on the effective performance 

of horizontal accountability agencies. Focusing on how the media component of social 

accountability works in holding public officials accountable in the Netherlands, Jacobs and 

Schillemans (2016) also show that the media trigger and spark the works of horizontal 
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agencies, amplify the works of horizontal agencies and act as a check and balance in their 

own right.  

Although those previous findings provide a clear departure point for this more systemic 

picture, so far they do little more than help identify various areas where interactions may 

occur, and some of the reasons for suspecting their importance. More importantly, as yet, we 

lack a logical explanation of the crucial enablers that help in creating the most effective forms 

of interactions, for the purpose of achieving enhanced accountability outcomes. This gap in 

knowledge is what this research seeks to fill, by providing a comprehensive account of the 

areas of interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors; and also by offering a 

logical explanation of the crucial enablers for achieving effective interactions for enhanced 

accountability outcomes. Accordingly this research is important and will make a significant 

contribution to public accountability theory and practice.     

1.3  Research Objective and Questions 

As a result, the aims of the thesis are, first, to explore the nature of interactions between 

horizontal and social accountability mechanisms; and second, to identify and explain the 

crucial enablers for achieving the most effective forms of interactions. A goal of the research 

is to develop a conceptual framework for improved mapping and evaluation of these 

interactions. In doing so, the main research question the thesis answers is: Are formal 

institutional factors of anti-corruption agencies such as independence, powers and resources 

sufficient for achieving effective interactions with social accountability actors, and for the 

successful performance of their accountability functions? To answer this problem, three sets 

of subsidiary questions need to be answered, which provide the structure of this research:  

First, what is the nature of interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social 

accountability actors? How do key stakeholders see these interactions? Are these interactions 

as important to the effective functioning of anti-corruption agencies and integrity systems as 

broadly assumed?  

Second, assuming they are indeed important, what are the crucial enablers upon whether 

these interactions occur? Are there other important enablers apart from formal institutional 

enablers of anti-corruption agencies? I suggest that three types of enablers — formal, 

operational and attitudinal — are crucial (see details in section 2.4.1) for achieving effective 

interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability actors:   
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1. Formal Institutional Enablers: The independence, powers and resources of anti-corruption 

agencies;  

2. Operational Enablers: The transparency of anti-corruption agencies’ activities and 

operations; 

3. Attitudinal Enablers: Specific awareness on the part of anti-corruption agencies and/or social 

accountability actors, of the support roles played by social actors to anti-corruption agencies’ 

activities and operations.  

The reason for testing these other enablers (beyond formal institutional enablers) is provided 

in Section 2.4.1. 

Third, if, as suspected, debate on the performance of anti-corruption agencies has been 

dominated by the first set of enablers (formal and institutional), what are then the 

implications of a major complete picture? What is needed to get the balance right, and what 

should be our approach to mapping, evaluating and strengthening these interactions into the 

future?   

I will argue that, while formal institutional enablers of ACAs are crucial, they are not 

sufficient in themselves to explain either how effective interaction occurs; or what could be 

done to achieve effective interactions with social accountability actors. I will confirm that 

other operational and attitudinal enablers are also crucial but remain understudied and 

undervalued. This affirms the need for renewed attention of these other enablers in order to 

achieve effective interactions for enhanced accountability outcomes. It is important to 

emphasise here that this thesis does not in any way intend to judge the effectiveness of either 

(let alone both) accountability mechanisms in fighting corruption; and that the focus is on the 

effectiveness of their interaction.  

1.4  Research Approach 

To explore the nature of interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social 

accountability actors, I adopt a qualitative multiple case study approach. This approach 

presents an in-depth understanding of the cases (Creswell, 2013, p. 98). Denzin and Lincoln 

(2000, p. 3) explain qualitative research as the study of things in their ‘natural settings, 

attempting to make sense of, or to interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people 
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bring to them’. Moreover, case study is widely accepted as an ‘empirical inquiry that 

investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth and within its real life context, especially 

when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident’. (Yin, 2009, 

p. 17).  

According to Yang, the qualitative approach is mostly appropriate for accountability research 

in that as public officials create and are often constrained by accountability structures, it 

causes a change and shift in accountability as actors act and interact (Yang, 2014). This 

changing dynamics according to Yang is difficult to: capture by cross-sectional surveys; 

examine in experimental designs; or capture in longitudinal surveys as the meaning of 

accountability shifts over time. Yang further notes that, due to the understanding of 

accountability as a virtue or institutional arrangement, the way accountability manifests and 

is implemented cannot be separated from actors’ ‘values, perceptions, interpretations, and 

strategic responses’ (Yang, 2014, p. 162). Since these attributes of accountability actors such 

as anti-corruption agency personnel, journalists, civil society, complainants/whistleblowers 

and other observers are crucial to this thesis, it is best to study them in perspective (Yin, 

2009). Moreover accountability information is often sensitive information that can mostly 

only be collected by people knowledgeable on the subject and who are directly involved in 

accountability relationships (Yang, 2014).  

Additionally, as the qualitative case study approach allows for multiple level of analysis, I 

supplement the perspectives of interviewees with documents and observations where 

possible. Qualitative case studies are particularly ‘valuable if researchers want to find the real 

treasures: new knowledge, new theories, and new models’ (Yang, 2014, p. 173). 

Accordingly, this approach was adopted as the most useful approach to research interactions 

between accountability mechanisms and develop a new conceptual framework for this area.  

The case study approach, although the most suitable for this research project, is not without 

limitations. The most critical of this approach is that it is difficult to generalise findings to 

other contexts (Bhattacherjee, 2012). Although proponents (e.g. Flyvbjerg, 2006; Yin, 2009) 

accept that this is true especially from an individual case or context to others. Yin ( 2009, p. 

39) notes that findings may be subject to analytic generalisation in other contexts. As this 

research adopts a multiple case study approach, this weakness in the case study approach may 

be reduced. Moreover, although the conceptual framework this thesis aims to develop may 
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not be generalised, it can be used as an analytical approach in researching the phenomenon in 

other institutional contexts alike, domestically and internationally.  

1.4.1  Case Selection 

As indicated in section 1.2 above, horizontal accountability agencies are state agencies that 

are mandated to oversight other state agencies. Although they may be located within the 

executive branch, they normally have a statutory mandate to hold the executive to account 

(Appleby, 2017). Horizontal accountability agencies are ‘authorised and willing to oversee, 

control, redress, and if need be sanction unlawful actions by other agencies’ (O’Donnell, 

1998, p. 118). The kind of accountability these agencies exact may be what Burton and 

Williams (2012) refer to as ‘soft and hard’ accountability — soft accountability resulting in 

reports, criticisms and demand for explanations; and hard accountability resulting in binding 

consequences. It is argued that for these agencies to succeed in holding public officials 

accountable effectively  they should be, of course, independent of those they oversight 

(Appleby, 2017; Brown, 2014a; Diamond, 1991; Signé & Korha, 2016; Stapenhurst et al., 

2006). In addition, their powers and resources must also be sufficient in performing their 

functions (Brown & Head, 2005; Mulgan, 2003; O’ Donnell, 1999a). Typical of horizontal 

agencies is that their subjects are other state agents who act unlawfully in executing their 

functions (Kenney, 2003). Examples of such institutions within an integrity system may 

include anti-corruption agencies, supreme audit institutions and ombudsmen.   

In contemporary governance, anti-corruption agencies have mostly been the lead agency 

tasked in fighting government corruption and misconduct. In the United Nations Convention 

against Corruption (UNCAC) for instance, it is stated in Article 6 for each state party to 

endeavour to establish an anti-corruption body that specifically fights and prevents 

corruption. Consequently, as we shall see in Chapter 2, ACAs became the new ‘saviour’ in 

fighting government corruption. Some development donors even tied grants to the 

establishment of ACAs (Ankamah & Manzoor E Khoda, 2018; Doig et al., 2006), regardless 

of existing agencies such as Ombudsmen and Supreme Audit Intuitions.  

However, agencies like ombudsman offices are generally ‘complaint bureaux for dissatisfied 

citizens’ and are ‘incapable of dealing with organised corruption’(Brown & Head, 2005, p. 

91). This probably explains the significant role of ACAs in fighting government corruption. 

Accordingly, most anti-corruption research is focused on the effective functioning of ACAs 
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in performing their accountability roles. Therefore, using anti-corruption agencies as the unit 

of analysis in this thesis is justified and would contribute significantly to accountability 

theory.   

In Australia, for instance, every state and territory now has an anti-corruption agency of some 

kind (see Table 1.1 below) although the ‘particular form which these bodies take, the range of 

their functions, and the extent of their powers differ, in some respect markedly’ (Callinan & 

Aroney, 2013, p. 42). Those territories that do not have a specialised anti-corruption agency 

are seriously considering its establishment. Almost all these ACAs were set up based on 

recommendations after investigations were launched in relation to government corruption 

(Callinan & Aroney, 2013; Grabosky & Larmour, 2000; Maor, 2004; Prenzler & Faulkner, 

2010). In line with global practice and belief, the establishment of ACAs in Australia is 

perceived as an antidote to government corruption.  

Table 1.1: Anti-Corruption Agencies in Australia 

Jurisdiction Dedicated Anti-corruption Agency 

Commonwealth 2006 — Australian Commission for Law Enforcement Integrity (ACLEI) 

Victoria 2004–2013 — Office of Police Integrity (OPI) 

2012 — Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission (IBAC) 

New South Wales 1988 — Independent Commission Against Corruption (ICAC) 

1996–2017 — Police Integrity Commission (PIC) 

2017 — Law Enforcement Conduct Commission 

Queensland 1989–2002 — Criminal Justice Commission (CJC) 

1997–2002 — Qld. Crime Commission (QCC) 

2002–2014 — Crime and Misconduct Commission (CMC) 

2014 — Crime and Corruption Commission (CCC) 

2000 — Integrity Commissioner 

Western Australia 1966-–2004 — Anti-corruption commission 

2004 — WA Corruption and Crime Commission (WA CCC) 

South Australia  2012 — Independent Commissioner Against Corruption (SA ICAC) 

Tasmania 2010 — Integrity Commission 

Australian Capital Territory Under consideration 

Northern Territory Legislation passed to establish one 

Source: Adapted from Masters and Graycar (2015). 
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Over the last few years, there has been the concern that the Australian Government is not 

doing well to fight corruption, as it has been documented that corruption in Australia is 

increasing (ANU, 2012; Bowman & Gilligan, 2007; ICAC, 2013b; McAllister, 2014; 

Transparency International, 2017a). This has renewed interest in the establishment of a 

special Commonwealth ACA. This renewed interest is further stimulated by Australia’s 

consistent drop in points on the Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index 

(TI-CPI) over the last couple of years since 2012 (Transparency International Australia, 

2018); although Australia is still among the few countries that are perceived to be relatively 

clean.  

To this end, discussions are largely focused on the form such an agency should take to 

perform its accountability roles effectively when established rather than whether it should be 

established at all. In a Senate Committee’s public inquiry into the establishment of the  

National Integrity Commission, in which I participated as a witness, Senator Kakoschke-

Moore specifically asked me what the relationship between a future commonwealth ACA and 

the wider public should be (Parliament of Australia, 2017). The Committee’s report accepted 

that social accountability actors play a critical role in the effective functioning of ACAs (The 

Senate, 2017, p. 99). This heightened importance accorded to ACAs, and the need for their 

interaction with social accountability actors, makes Australia suitable as a case country for 

this thesis (Creswell, 1998, 2013; Yin, 1994, 2009).   

Moreover, in Australia, the ways that social accountability actors work to reinforce horizontal 

accountability may not be as different from elsewhere as might first be presumed. On the one 

hand, the media works to substitute the operations of horizontal mechanisms through media 

campaigns and continuous pressure to hold public officials to account. The effect of such 

accountability modes are sometimes the eventual resignation of public officials who are 

alleged to have committed misconduct/corrupt conduct (Bauhr & Grimes, 2014). In 2015, for 

instance, the speaker of the Australian House of Representatives, Bronwyn Bishop, was made 

to pay back $5227 costs in addition to $1300 loading as a penalty for improper use of travel 

allowances on a chartered helicopter for party fundraising; and was also forced to resign 

(Gartrell, 2015), due to continues backlash and pressure from the media. Furthermore in 

2017, continued backlash and public pressure forced the federal Health Minister Sussan Ley 

to resign after ‘admitting that four of her travel claims failed ministerial standards, including 

a taxpayer-funded trip to the Gold Coast during which she purchased a $795,000 investment 

property’ (Lewis, 2017). By these examples, the thesis does not intend to suggest, in any way, 
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that all other similar conducts led to the same outcome; but to show instances where social 

accountability processes resulted in expected accountability outcomes. 

On the other hand, integrity institutions in Australia (e.g. ACAs and Ombudsmen) provide 

formal mechanisms for complainants and whistleblowers to activate their investigations 

(Brown, 2008). This activation role of social accountability actors is acknowledged as critical 

since the public are important in identifying where corruption occurs (ICAC, 2013b). Like 

elsewhere, the key question is whether horizontal accountability agencies and social 

accountability actors are properly boosting each other to achieve the most effective forms of 

interactions.  

More importantly, many countries aspire to have, or are explicitly or implicitly encouraged to 

establish integrity systems similar to that of Australia and other advanced liberal 

democracies. Accordingly, I argue that if it is correct that Australia’s integrity is relatively 

well-functioning, and that the interaction between horizontal accountability institutions and 

social accountability actors is important to that functioning, then undertaking this project in 

Australia should help find good evidence of the range and areas of interactions including how 

these interactions manifest in accountability relationships. If, in fact, Australia’s integrity 

systems could themselves be improved — as is also often argued domestically — then this 

analysis can also expose whether this is an area where reforms are needed and desirable. In 

either case, the study requires establishing a new conceptual framework for mapping and 

evaluating the interactions, including helping to identify and explain the important enablers 

for interactions, which will assist these answers not only in Australia, but in a wide range of 

countries. This will help explain how things need to change in terms of research, discussions 

and policy reform if interactions are to be effective.   

In this thesis, effective interaction is defined as an interaction between horizontal 

accountability agencies and social accountability actors that reinforces the significant roles of 

both in their overall goal of fighting and preventing government corruption effectively; and 

helps to renew and sustain public confidence in horizontal accountability agencies. 

The Specific Cases  

I focus on three state jurisdictions in Australia guided by Stake’s three main criteria on the 

selection of cases — the relevance of the case, whether they provide diversity and whether 

they provide good opportunities to learn about complexity and context (Stake, 2006, p. 23). 
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These jurisdictions are New South Wales (NSW), Queensland (QLD) and Victoria (VIC), 

which are comparable in terms of ‘government structures, legislative powers and 

departmental roles in the provision of services’ (Annakin, 2011, pp. 53–54). Moreover, these 

three states make up the three largest public sector employers at the state level across 

Australia (ABS, 2014). However, whereas Queensland has a unicameral Parliament, both 

NSW and Victoria have bicameral parliaments (NISA, 2005). 

Anti-corruption agencies in these three jurisdictions were selected as the cases for this thesis, 

in addition to selected social accountability actors who are informed about the operations of 

ACAs and are, themselves, engaged in fighting government corruption (see Table 1.2 for the 

interviewees recruited for this project). As we shall see in Chapter 3, these three anti-

corruption agencies are the main agencies within the integrity system, leading the fight 

against government corruption in these states. They are the NSW Independent Commission 

against Corruption (ICAC); Queensland Crime and Corruption Commission (CCC); and 

Victoria Independent Broad-Based Anti-Corruption Commission (IBAC). Again, as detailed 

in Chapter 3, NSW ICAC and Queensland CCC were established in the 1980s after the 

institutional structures in place to fight government corruption failed to deliver.  

In Queensland, for instance, the Fitzgerald Inquiry into police misconduct and public sector 

corruption led to the establishment of the CCC (Grabosky & Larmour, 2000, p. 4; Prenzler & 

Faulkner, 2010). In addition, Queensland’s ‘post-Fitzgerald reform process in 1989–1995 had 

been one of the triggers for Jeremy Pope’s coining of the term integrity system’ in which 

horizontal accountability institutions such as ACAs play a vital role (NISA, 2005, p. 21). 

Similarly, the NSW ICAC was established due to a series of corrupt conduct events in NSW 

which resulted in the imprisonment of a Chief Magistrate and a Cabinet Minister, as well as a 

series of trials involving senior public officials (Gorta, 2003; Johnston, 1999; Maor, 2004). 

Moreover, as these two agencies have been in operation for almost three decades, they will 

provide extensive documentary sources that will supplement the interview data (Creswell, 

2013). 

Unlike the ICAC and the CCC, the establishment of IBAC had been a major issue in Victoria 

since 2003 after the police failed to tackle fights between organised crime groups. 

Consequently the establishment of IBAC became a major campaign issue leading up to the 

2010 state elections in Victoria. Upon winning power in that election, the Coalition took the 

necessary steps to establish the IBAC to lead the fight against government corruption in 
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Victoria. Thus the IBAC has only been in full operation since 2013 and is considered to be 

relatively young. The inclusion of IBAC will bring to the study new experiences and how 

lessons from the well-established CCC and ICAC have shaped its operations in terms of 

relationships with social accountability actors.  

In particular, it is important to note that in a case study research involving a small number of 

cases, attention to ‘purposive modes of sampling is needed’ since random sampling is not 

‘typically a viable approach’ (Seawright & Gerring, 2008, p. 294). Although it is true that 

purposive methods may not be reliable when it comes to generalisation, ‘they can nonetheless 

make an important contribution to the inferential process by enabling researchers to choose 

the most appropriate cases for a given research strategy’ (p. 295). To this end, Seawright and 

Gerring considered seven case selection procedures which focus on typical, diverse, extreme, 

deviant, influential, most similar, and most different cases. Each of these procedures may 

facilitate a different strategy for within-case analysis. As this thesis focuses on interactions 

between horizontal accountability agencies and social accountability actors, the case selection 

strategy employed is the most similar cases method – in terms of ACAs – to ascertain 

whether there are variations in areas of interactions and if so why.  

Accordingly, all the three anti-corruption agencies have similar mandates and powers in 

terms of their jurisdictions (see Chapter 3). For instance they are all mandated to investigate 

and prevent corruption in public office. In addition they are all mandated to hold public 

hearings as part of their investigation, although the flexibility regarding the use of such 

powers and the form in which they take including their functions may differ in some respects 

(Callinan & Aroney, 2013). However, as we shall see in Chapter 3, whereas the CCC is 

mandated to fight organised crime, the ICAC and IBAC are not. Moreover, whereas both the 

CCC and IBAC have the mandate to investigate and fight police corruption, the ICAC does 

not, as there is a different oversight agency responsible for police corruption in NSW. More 

importantly, whereas the ICAC and IBAC may make corrupt findings, the CCC’s 

investigations only focus on establishing criminality. Studying these agencies in a single 

research project in the bid to explore the nature and forms of interaction between them and 

social accountability actors; and seeking to understand and explain the crucial enablers of 

these important relationships will significantly contribute to, and stimulate, initial discussions 

in this area.  
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1.4.2  Data Collection Process 

The empirical data collection phase of the project was preceded by an application for ethics 

clearance to ensure the safety of both myself (the researcher) and research participants 

(Patton, 1990). The ethics application was approved by Griffith University’s Human 

Research Ethics Committee (GU 2016/080) and informed consent obtained. The research was 

conducted in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research. As part of the ethical clearance, participants were assured that the information they 

provide would be treated with much confidentiality and that no text in the report and/or 

subsequent publications, will identify them unless with their prior consent or where such 

information is publicly available.  

Within qualitative research such as this project, the subjective experience of individuals is the 

focus rather than whether such experiences can be generalised (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 

Patton, 2002). Therefore it is argued that in qualitative research, ‘one well-placed articulate 

informant will often advance the research far better than any randomly chosen sample’ 

(Palys, 2008, p. 697; Patton, 2002; Stake, 2006). Accordingly, the purposive sampling 

technique was used in selecting research participants. In qualitative case study research, the 

data collection tools are often extensive, drawing on ‘multiple sources of information such as 

observations, interviews, documents and audio-visual materials’ (Baxter & Jack, 2008; 

Bowen, 2009; Creswell, 1998, pp. 62–63; 2013). Accordingly, the interview data was 

supplemented with documents where possible. Like any explorative research, evidence may 

be wide ranging. However, I adopted a similar approach to that of others (e.g. Ankamah & 

Manzoor E Khoda, 2018; Brinkerhoff, 2015, p. 5) who suggested that choices need to be 

filtered to identify what information is essential and adequate. Documents used included 

ACAs’ annual reports, investigation reports, website information, public submissions, 

newspaper articles, ACA Inspectors and Parliamentary Committee reports and ACA 

legislative documents. Where documents are used as supplementary evidence to the interview 

data, they are duly cited in text and added to the general list of references at the end.   

For the purpose of this research, a first step was to get informed people from all relevant key 

stakeholders including ACA staff at leadership and operational levels, media, civil society 

groups, complainants/whistleblowers, and oversight bodies (see Table 1.2 below). The thesis 

focused on anti-corruption agencies as the main horizontal accountability agency; and used 

the views of journalists, civil society activists (including non-government organisations), 
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ordinary members of the public or public officials (complainants/whistleblowers), and other 

observers as expressions of social accountability.   

Table 1.2: Number of Interviewees 

 

Category 

Number of Interviewees 

NSW QLD VIC Total 

ACA Leadership 2 1 1 4 

ACA Operational  1 3 1 5 

Media (Journalists) 4 3 1 8 

Civil Society Groups  1 2 1 4 

Complainant/Whistleblowers - 3 1 4 

Oversight bodies 2 2 - 4 

Other observers - 1 - 1 

Total number of Interviewees 10 15 5 30 

 

In the case of anti-corruption agencies, I selected staff, whether past or present, who are/were 

very active in the operations of the agency. For the purposes of this project, professionals 

contracted to assist these agencies were considered to be staff of such agencies. In the case of 

journalists, I selected those from each state who have dealt/deal with anti-corruption 

agencies; whether in the form of investigative journalism or reporting on the agencies’ 

activities and operations. Such journalists are considered to have rich information about the 

operations of the selected anti-corruption agencies. In terms of civil society actors, 

participants were selected on the basis of their knowledge on anti-corruption and public 

accountability issues more generally — but also specifically may have participated in the 

works of the agency in one way or the other. In particular, civil society participants were 

invited from Transparency International Australia and the Accountability Round Table. 

These two civil society organisations were chosen for three main reasons: first, because they 

are anti-corruption civil society; second, they actively participate in public accountability and 

anti-corruption debates (especially in the form of submissions) in the jurisdictions studied; 

and third, participants selected from these two organisations have in-depth knowledge of the 

subject and focus of the study and of the anti-corruption agencies studied. For complainants 

and whistleblowers, priority was given to those who have had an experience with the selected 

agencies or other integrity agencies alike. Accordingly, whistleblowers who had been in the 

news in the past, had dealt with any of the three ACAs or other integrity agencies, and their 
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contact details were readily available, were invited to participate. Others, including 

parliamentary oversight committees, heads of other integrity agencies, inspectors and 

academics were also selected based on their knowledge and experience on the operations and 

activities of the agencies and the subject under investigation more generally.  

A limitation of the purposive sampling technique is that the researcher may ‘inadvertently 

omit a vital characteristic on which to select the sample, or may be subconsciously biased in 

selecting the sample’ (Gray, 2018, p. 215). Accordingly the thesis acknowledges that the 

views and experiences of interviewees, especially social actors, may not be representative. 

However, as stated in Section 1.4.3 below, this limitation was addressed by triangulating the 

views and experiences of respondents within and across the three case jurisdictions.   

It is important to mention that in anti-corruption and accountability research, bringing 

together these actors in a single study to participate in the form of interviews is not an easy 

task and even more difficult for a PhD research, even if a promising one. However, as this 

thesis is part of a larger Australian Research Council Linkage Project ‘Strengthening 

Australia’s national integrity system: priorities for reform’ (LP160100267) led by Griffith 

University’s Professor A. J. Brown and Transparency International Australia, I received some 

support in getting access to interviewees. The starting point was to build initial contacts 

where possible. As a first step, I participated in a workshop on Australia’s National Integrity 

System Assessment on 7 September 2015 in Canberra and made as many contacts as possible 

with the help of my Principal Supervisor, Professor A. J. Brown. In March 2017, I again 

participated in a conference on Australia’s National Integrity held in Brisbane. All these 

meetings normally bring together most of the key players in the Australian Integrity 

landscape; therefore they were used as a platform to build the necessary network for the 

study.   

When satisfied with the list of potential participants (35), they were invited to participate in 

the project as interviewees. Within a period of one year (from June 2016to July 2017) 30 

participants accepted, including five participants referred by other participants in the form of 

snowballing. The total list of participants interviewed including personal details can be found 

in Appendix 1, although this is confidential information available only to examiners. It is also 

important to note that, because this study was funded for three and half years, participants 

who were ready and willing to participate were interviewed, while waiting to hear from 

others hence the 12 months period of data collection.    
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Using interviews as a tool for public policy and political science data collection is not 

uncommon. Kapiszewski et al. (2015, p. 190) for instance argue that ‘interviewing is the most 

common form of data collection for political scientists who engage in fieldwork’. However, 

to use this tool effectively Rubin and Rubin (1995, p. 2) advise that the interviewer ‘requires 

skills beyond those of ordinary conversation and takes considerable practice’. Overall, each 

of the 30 interviews lasted for a period of one hour on average. Interviews focused on key 

issues in relation to the areas of interaction and whether there is strong evidence of 

interactions or not and why; whether the effectiveness of such interactions is important for 

ACAs to perform their accountability roles; the crucial enablers of the interactions; and 

possible areas of reform for achieving the most effective forms of interaction. Focusing on 

these areas provided the needed evidence to solve the research problem.  

In addition to the use of documents as a supplementary source of data for the analysis in this 

thesis, I also participated in one public forum and two public hearings organised by the 

Queensland CCC and the Victoria IBAC between 2016 and 2017. Furthermore, I participated 

in the 2017 edition of the Australian Public Sector Anti-Corruption Conference jointly 

organised by the NSW ICAC and Queensland CCC. My experiences in these four major 

gatherings also complemented the interview data (Kawulich, 2005).  

1.4.3  Data Analysis  

The philosophical viewpoint of this research assumes that government accountability stems 

from multiple processes and interactions among different mechanisms and stakeholders (e.g. 

Fox, 2015; Goetz & Jenkins, 2001; Malena, 2009; O’Donnell, 2003). Accordingly, it is best 

to study these interactions and processes in context (Yin, 2009). Thus the interpretive 

research paradigm was adopted for this study. Interpretive research considers the subjective 

views of social actions and respects the views of different actors (Bhattacherjee, 2012; 

Bryman, 2012; Neuman, 2011). Accordingly the subjective views from the interviews were 

interpreted through a ‘sense-making’ process rather than making judgements (Bhattacherjee, 

2012, p. 103). This was done within the framework of the concepts guiding the project and to 

a larger literature by others (Creswell, 2013).  

This thesis adopted Creswell’s process of qualitative field data analysis to ensure the 

credibility and reliability of findings and discussions (Creswell, 2013). First, the recorded 

field interview data were organised and transcribed verbatim. Second, the transcripts were 
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transferred into the NVivo 11 software for coding. Before the coding begun, I ran a word 

frequency query to have an overall idea of what issues and categories to expect. This was 

done alongside a thorough reading of the transcripts to have a fair idea and knowledge of 

each transcript before starting to code. Third, issues appearing in the transcripts were coded 

into categories in accordance with how they provide evidence to the research questions and 

overall aim of the project. The coding was performed to note patterns and to allow 

distinctions to be drawn; and to refine categories by ‘splitting, splicing and linking codes’ 

(Joffe & Yardley, 2004, p. 63). These categories are known in the NVivo software as nodes. 

While codes on issues such as reporting corruption were developed inductively from 

participants’ perspectives, categories/nodes such as activation of ACAs’ investigation were 

created based on findings from the literature and purpose of the thesis (Table 1.3 below 

shows an example of the coding frame/approach for areas of interactions). The practice of 

splitting, splicing and linking codes was done twice to enhance the ‘test-retest’ reliability 

(Joffe & Yardley, 2004). The result was a reliable coding frame to inform the analysis and 

evidence presented in this dissertation.   

Table 1.3: Example of the Coding Frame 

Category/Node Explanation Example Quote 

Activation of ACAs’ 

investigations 

Alerting ACAs on issues of 

corruption and where they are 

occurring; including the provision 

of evidence.  

 

I would read stories that I think are worth investigating and 

those stories can be an incentive to commence investigating 

some issues. In what was called operation Jasper which 

involved members of the Obeid family, the media had been 

investigating the Obeid family much longer than ICAC and 

they had more material than we did (ACA Staff_1_NSW). 

 

Public Hearings Involvement of the public in 

corruption investigation 

proceedings. 

  

I think the thing about public hearings is that it brings forth 

other information, people read it and they either call us or 

ICAC and say that I saw that, I witnessed that and I have got 

documents so the very publicity works as an encouragement 

for people to contribute to that as well (Journalist_2_NSW). 

 

Community Outreach 

and Awareness 

Raising awareness on ACAs’ 

activities and operations including 

how to prevent and report 

corruption. 

  

We worked couple of times each year going to the country 

and held seminars there and most people will attend. Those 

seminars were … about anti-corruption measures (ACA 

Staff_1_NSW). 

 

Accountability 

processes 

Interactions emanating from the 

holding of ACAs accountable for 

their operations and activities.  

Some of the mistakes this agency [CCC] made in the past, I 

think they deserved the negative media coverage. I’ve been 

around for a long time and seen much worse things than 

that, that agencies have done. Sometimes you have to wear 

the negative criticism.  But the way to do that is to have a 

professional working relationship with the media (ACA 

Staff_3_QLD). 
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Last, data within the various categories were analysed using the thematic qualitative data 

analysis approach (Boyatzis, 1998; Joffe & Yardley, 2004). This was done by grouping the 

categories under various themes depending on how they relate to each other in answering the 

research questions and overall purpose of the thesis. These themes are referred to in the 

NVivo software as ‘parent nodes’. This was done in regards to the purpose for which 

interactions manifest or can manifest. For instance, the theme Detecting, Investigating and 

Exposing corruption covered all categories/nodes that captured areas of interactions to detect, 

investigate and expose corruption in government, such as activation of ACAs’ investigations. 

This approach of analysis helped to provide ‘thick description’ and interpretation and to cast 

further insights into the phenomenon by corroborating other forms of evidence 

(Bhattacherjee, 2012; Marsh & Stoker, 2010) such as documents and observations where 

applicable.   

In order to help protect the anonymity of interviewees, pseudonyms were used in the text of 

this thesis to represent them. However, Appendix 1 which is only available to thesis 

examiners as indicated earlier, provides details on interviewees including their names, place 

of work and position where applicable. For example, anti-corruption agency respondents 

were cited as ACA Staff_1_NSW or ACA Staff_1_QLD which represents ACA personnel in 

New South Wales and Queensland respectively. Similar coding was used for social actors and 

other observers interviewed. Moreover, as indicated in section 1.4.2 above, other documents 

were used to supplement interview data, where available and appropriate. The content of 

selected documents was reviewed to identify which information is relevant and adequate for 

the thesis (Ankamah & Manzoor E. Khoda, 2018; Brinkerhoff, 2015). 

1.5  Research Limitations and Reliability 

Like any major project, this thesis has limitations. The first limitation was the challenge of 

accessing interviewees, especially for PhD research and as a non-native Australian seeking 

data on issues relating to public accountability. However, as indicated earlier, this challenge 

was ameliorated with the help of my principal supervisor, Professor A. J. Brown. 

Notwithstanding, I was not able to have an even representation of all key stakeholders from 

various participant pools across the three case jurisdictions (see Table 1.2 above). This affects 

representativeness and generalisability. For instance, in Victoria only one journalist was 

interviewed, and no whistleblower was interviewed in New South Wales.   
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However, as this thesis employs the multiple case study research approach using three 

jurisdictions across Australia, the above mentioned challenge was minimised. Thus a cross-

case synthesis was performed purposely for triangulation, as part of the analysis, of the views 

of respondents within and across the three case jurisdictions (Bhattacherjee, 2012; Creswell, 

1998; Crotty, 1998; Golafshani, 2003; Yin, 2009).  This was done using Denzin’s 

methodological triangulation approach to further enhance the reliability and credibility of 

findings (Denzin, 1978). What this means is that findings were based on the views of the 

majority of respondents within and across jurisdictions for any particular issue, although 

differing views, where critical, were also highlighted in the thesis. This strategy helped in 

enhancing the analytic generalisability of the findings. This practice also facilitated the 

understanding of different perspectives of the phenomenon under study although the overall 

goal was to develop a conceptual framework for mapping and evaluating the important 

interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability actors.  

Moreover, given the personal engagement and interactive nature of this study, mostly through 

interviews, and my passion in the fight against government corruption, the possibility of 

researcher bias and subjectivity was a challenge especially in the interpretation of findings. 

To address this challenge, Gray (2018) suggests that the researcher must provide evidence of 

accuracy and as well as demonstrate neutrality. Accordingly, I incorporated excerpts from 

interviews in my analysis and interpretation to make findings more representatives of 

interviewees’ views and experiences than my own subjective views. This enhances accuracy 

and also demonstrates neutrality as suggested by Gray. More importantly, as a test for 

enhancing the reliability and credibility of findings, the thesis has benefited from comments 

and suggestions from experts through presentation at international conferences such as the 

2016 and 2017 Australian Political Studies Association conferences in Sydney and 

Melbourne respectively; the 2017 International Public Policy Association Conference in 

Singapore; and the 2018 International Political Science Association Congress in Brisbane, 

Australia.   

1.6  Thesis Preview  

Following on from the introduction, Chapter 2 presents the key literature and conceptual 

pillars of the thesis as well as the analytical framework that guides the analysis in this thesis. 

Accordingly, Chapter 2 is divided into three main sections. In the first section, the concept of 

accountability is explained to help understand the purpose of accountability relationships. 
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The second section presents a detailed analysis of the two main conceptual pillars — 

horizontal and social accountability — and discusses some important debates in the 

scholarship. In the last section I present some previous empirical backgrounds in an attempt 

to map out the analytical framework for this thesis. The analytical framework for this thesis 

significantly  draws on my previous work (Ankamah, 2016) and that of others to provide the 

departure points for mapping the interactions and explaining the important enablers for 

achieving effective interactions between horizontal accountability agencies and social 

accountability actors. The findings in such works reinforce the importance of the three types 

of enablers suggested in Chapter 1 as being important for achieving effective interactions. It 

is further shown in this chapter, for the purpose of analysis, that these important enablers 

translate into formal institutional, operational and attitudinal — which then serve as the 

analytical framework for the thesis.  

Chapter 3 provides the background context of the three main anti-corruption agencies used 

in this thesis. First, an overview of these agencies including their functions; structures and 

governance; and powers and resources is presented. This helps to provide the needed context 

for analysing and discussing the areas of interaction in the jurisdictions studied. As part of 

this background information, an effort will be made to highlight the possible areas of 

interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors. Second, the chapter discusses the 

topical issues concerning each of these three agencies over the last decade regarding the 

effective performance of their accountability functions. This discussion will also highlight 

some important possible enablers on the interactions. This chapter therefore provides the 

needed context and insights on what to expect in the bid to explore and have a more 

comprehensive picture of the areas of interaction between ACAs and social accountability 

actors in Chapter 4.    

Chapter 4 presents evidence to map out the various areas of interactions and the nature of 

identified interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability actors in the 

three jurisdictions studied. In addition, the chapter presents findings based on interviewees’ 

accounts of the presence or absence of interactions in the various identified areas. Interactions 

occurring in various areas are evaluated and ascribed with either ‘strongly evident, 

moderately evident or weakly evident’ in each jurisdiction studied. Overall, ten main areas of 

interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors were identified. More importantly, 

the chapter uses the views of key stakeholders to confirm whether interactions are 

individually and/or aggregately important for ACAs to perform their accountability functions 
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effectively. The chapter concludes with an initial frame of these ten areas of interaction and 

their evaluation.  

But what determines the nature and manifestations of interactions in the ten areas identified? 

Chapters 5 and 6 present evidence to answer research question two, by assessing the 

significance of the three key types of enablers suggested in Chapter 1. Specifically, Chapter 

5 covers formal institutional enablers and Chapter 6 covers operational and attitudinal 

enablers. Findings in relation to attitudinal enablers in Chapter 6 significantly draw on my 

previous work (Ankamah, 2017). Both chapters explain how these important enablers shape 

the nature of interactions between ACAs and social accountability actors.  

The next important question is what all these mean for analysing the interactions. Chapter 7 

sets out a framework for analysing the interactions between ACAs and social accountability 

actors based on all the foregoing. This framework of the areas of interactions includes the 

important enablers — formal, operational and attitudinal. Also, an overview of how the 

proposed framework could be applied to other contexts is presented. This first section of 

Chapter 7 also confirms that although formal institutional enablers are important to the 

interactions and the effectiveness of ACAs, they are not sufficient and that operational and 

attitudinal enablers are also important but remain undervalued and understudied. The second 

section of Chapter 7 discusses the key findings in relation to the three key types of enablers in 

the context of existing literature and how they contribute to scholarship. The discussion of 

these key findings will show in detail that for anti-corruption agencies to perform their 

accountability functions effectively all three types of enablers must work together.  

Finally Chapter 8 presents the overall conclusion including policy implications and reforms 

on what needs to change to get the balance right if interactions are to be effective for ACAs 

to better play their accountability roles. This also answers the third research question in terms 

of what is needed to get the balance right in the Australian context. It begins by emphasising 

how the research questions and overall research problem posed in Chapter 1 have been 

answered, and also provides insight into the key contributions the thesis makes to public 

accountability scholarship. Thus the thesis develops a conceptual framework for improved 

mapping and evaluation of the important relationships between ACAs and social 

accountability actors. More importantly, specific policy implications and reforms are 

suggested in this chapter in relation to all three types of enablers — formal institutional, 

operational and attitudinal — especially in relation to how to get their balance right for ACAs 
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to perform their accountability roles effectively. Finally, the chapter concludes with 

directions for future research on how the framework could be applied in different contexts to 

help solve similar challenges in the overall fight against corruption globally.  
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CHAPTER II   

Fighting Corruption in Government: A Focus on 

Interactions between Horizontal and Social Accountability 

2.1  Introduction  

This chapter provides the conceptual and analytical framework for this thesis. It does this 

by reviewing both theoretical and empirical literature on the subject, with a focus on the 

interactions between different accountability mechanisms. As the thesis focuses on 

interactions between horizontal accountability agencies and social accountability actors, 

Section 2.2 enhances our understanding and purpose of public accountability. This helps to 

situate the importance and need for interaction between different accountability 

mechanisms in context. In Robert Klitgaard’s famous formula — ‘corruption equals 

monopoly plus discretion, minus accountability’ (Klitgaard, 1988, p. 75), accountability is 

the main anti-corruption approach to fighting corruption. Accordingly, it is also the 

position of this thesis that  accountability in government, when enhanced, provides access 

to impartial arenas where there is opportunity to challenge and judge the abuse of authority 

(Ambos, 2000; Borneman, 1997; Elster, 2004); pressure and oversight that promotes 

upright behaviour among public officials (Anechiarico & Jacobs, 1994; Dubnick, 2003; 

Morgan & Reynolds, 1997); and improvement in the quality of government services 

(Dubnick, 2005).  

Section 2.3 also presents detailed analysis and debates of the two main conceptual blocks 

of this thesis — horizontal accountability and social accountability. In the last section, 2.4, 

the chapter uses some previous empirical backgrounds and draws on my previous 

published work (Ankamah, 2016), to provide a fresh conceptual framework of factors for 

the analysis in this thesis. The chapter finally shows that this framework of factors that is 

proposed to enable interactions between horizontal accountability agencies and social 

accountability actors reinforces the importance of the three type of enablers suggested in 

the introduction. These determinants translate into what appears to be formal institutional, 

operational and attitudinal enablers – for the purposes of analysis (see Figure 2.1).  
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2.2  Understanding Public Accountability  

Understanding public accountability relationships or processes helps to place the need and 

importance of interactions between different accountability mechanisms in context. Over 

the last few decades there has been a rise in prominence of public accountability, often 

described as the ‘buzzword of modern governance’ (Bovens et al., 2014, p. 1; Mulgan, 

2003). This is probably because the need for holding public officials accountable has been 

widely acknowledged (ErkkilÄ, 2007). This recent rise in prominence of public 

accountability is probably due to two main reasons: ‘first…the state is playing a greater 

role in public and private life than ever before…and second, democracy has emerged as 

the most popular and aspired-to form of governance’ (Pelizzo & Stapenhurst, 2013, p. 1). 

Accordingly, public accountability focuses on matters in the public’s interest such as how 

public funds are spent, use of public power or the conduct of public office (Bovens et al., 

2014).  

However, the extent and meaning of accountability has been broadened beyond its original 

focus of being called to account. Accordingly, Matthew Flinders described accountability 

as the ‘uber’ of the twenty-first century in governance research (Flinders, 2014) probably 

because there is an influx of various definitions and misuse of the term (Dubnick, 2005; 

Mulgan, 2000; Sinclair, 1995). Amanda Sinclair, for instance, calls it a ‘Chameleon-like’ 

concept (Sinclair, 1995) and Mark Bovens acknowledges the disconnection in the 

academic literature as many authors prefer to use their own definitions (Bovens, 2010). 

Consequently the meaning of accountability has become elusive and ‘presents more than a 

rhetorical problem’ (Koppell, 2005, p. 95) and a contested concept (Mulgan, 2003).  

In order to help solve this conceptual ambiguity, Koppell proposes five different 

dimensions of accountability including: transparency, liability, controllability, 

responsibility and responsiveness (Koppell, 2005). But Bovens suggests that this form of 

conceptualising accountability is more evaluative than analytical (Bovens, 2007). It is 

however not this project’s purpose to enter into this debate about the conceptual clarity of 

accountability but instead to take a more purposeful view of accountability that is skewed 

towards providing the conceptual and analytical basis for this research project.  

Accordingly, this thesis adopts Mark Boven’s definition of accountability as ‘a 

relationship between an actor and a forum, in which the actor has an obligation to explain 
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and to justify his or her conduct, the forum can pose questions and pass judgement, and 

the actor may face consequences’ (Bovens, 2007, p. 13). My adoption of this definition is 

premised on the argument that accountability should end up with the agent facing 

consequences rather than always sanctions (see e.g. Bovens, 2007; Mansbridge, 2014). 

Such consequences, depending on the outcome of the account giving process, may be 

sanctions or rewards or none. It may well be recommendations to improve gaps in existing 

systems in various units of public administration (Dubnick & Frederickson, 2009). To this 

end, the possibility of applying sanctions and not the application of sanctions itself ‘makes 

the difference between the non-committal provision of information and being held to 

account’ (Bovens, 2010, p. 952). Moreover the application of sanctions as core part of 

accountability would exclude some accountability forums such as Ombudsmen who do not 

have the power to sanction but can secure redress (Bovens, 2010). As we shall see in detail 

in Chapter 3, the ACAs studied in this project do not possess the powers to directly 

sanction — although they possess the powers to investigate and make recommendations 

which they may ensure are duly implemented.  

Mapping the Accountability Relationship 

As we have seen in Section 2.2 above, accountability is a relationship between a 

principal/forum and an agent. In such accountability relationship, Richard Mulgan 

identifies four critical questions that guide the analysis of this relationship (Mulgan, 2003). 

According to Mulgan, the first critical question is who is accountable? Again, as we shall 

see in Chapter 3, as far as the three case jurisdictions are concerned the agent in the 

accountability relationship may be any public official to whom power is delegated to act 

on behalf of the public and is expected to act in the public interest. This agent may be an 

individual public official or a whole public department. The second question Mulgan asks 

is who is the forum/principal? In liberal democracies, the forum may include external 

oversight bodies such as ACAs, auditor generals and ombudsmen (Bovens, 2007; Mulgan, 

2003; Pollitt, 2003; Sinclair, 1995). Such external oversight bodies exact accountability by 

starting at the top such as with department directors (Bovens, 2007; Bovens et al., 2014).  

The third question Mulgan asks is for what are agents accountable? For the purpose of this 

thesis, agents are accountable for abusing the power delegated to them which has or might 

result in corrupt conduct or misconduct in public office. Examples may include grand 

corruption, petty corruption, active and passive corruption, embezzlement, theft, fraud, 
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bribery, extortion, favouritism, nepotism, conflict of interest, and improper political 

contribution (Langseth, 2006, pp. 9–14; Rose-Ackerman, 1999). The last question Mulgan 

asks is what is the accountability process? In accountability relationship, this last question 

is probably the most important as it is the main stage where real accountability actually 

takes place. According to some scholars (see e.g. Bovens, 2007, 2010; Mulgan, 2003; 

Schedler, 1999a; Schillemans, 2011) three stages are typical of an accountability process:  

information stage, inquiry stage, and rectification or consequences stage.  

 Information Stage: This stage forms the preliminary reporting and assessment phase of 

the accountability process; and accountability forums may be informed of the alleged 

corrupt conduct through reports from complainants/whistleblowers (Mulgan, 2003) or by 

their own routine auditing. Part of this stage is the emerging practice of ‘distributed 

integrity’ or devolution where external accountability forums such as ACAs refer 

complaints to other oversight bodies or units of public administration where the complaint 

originated (Annakin, 2011). This emerging concept requires public departments 

themselves to build ‘capacity for the development of accountable and ethical systems and 

cultures within departments’ (Annakin, 2011, p. 17; see also Brown & Head, 2005).   

In order for external accountability agencies to extend their influence in the internal 

workings of public departments, there is then the need for them to cooperate closely with 

internal compliance and integrity offices within such departments (Mulgan, 2003). To this 

end, ‘it is well-established throughout the theory and practice of Australian governance 

that bigger and better “watchdog” agencies will never alone ensure higher levels of 

integrity’ (NISA, 2005, p. 83). However, a crucial question remains as to whether this 

concept and practice is also widely acknowledged by social accountability actors. As we 

shall see later in Chapter 6, the concept of distributed integrity (also referred to as 

devolution) is crucial for ethical governance, nevertheless complainants and 

whistleblowers mostly frown upon it.  

 Inquiry Stage: In this stage of the accountability process, there is a need of an avenue for 

the forum to pose questions to the agent and demand answers (Bovens, 2010) in the form 

of ‘justification and critical debate’ (Mulgan, 2003, p. 30). The main purpose at this stage 

is for the account holder to demand additional information and may pass temporary 

judgment (Schillemans, 2011). However, the agent is given the opportunity to justify his 

behaviour and conduct in the exercise of his or her public duties (Schillemans, 2011). This 

is what Schedler calls answerability (Schedler, 1999a), hence the ‘close semantic 

connection between accountability and answerability’ (Bovens, 2010, p. 952). However, 



31 
 

when it comes to inquiry by a horizontal accountability agency, the form it takes or should 

take as far as interactions between them and social actors are concerned and the possible 

enablers of such interactions, if any, are not clear. More specifically, what roles do or 

should social accountability actors play at this stage of the accountability process? Should 

such inquiries by horizontal agencies be held in private or public or both? What are the 

enablers of any form of inquiry on achieving effective interactions and how to get the 

balance right? These are some of the questions the study seeks to answer.  

 Consequence Stage: The third and final stage of the accountability process is the 

possibility of the forum to pass judgement on the conduct of the agent whilst performing 

his or her public duties — often referred to as the rectification, consequence or 

enforceability phase (Bovens, 2007, 2010; Mulgan, 2003; Schedler, 1999a). At this stage, 

the forum may approve or disapprove the agent’s conduct and may decide to either reward 

or sanction the agent (Schillemans, 2011). Since accountability as shown in the adopted 

definition does not automatically result in sanctions, the forum may apply or recommend 

sanctions of some kind when there is a negative judgement (Bovens, 2007, 2010; 

Schillemans, 2011), depending on the extent of powers available to it (Reif, 2000). To this 

end, a negative consequence may be informal or implicit ‘such as the very fact of having to 

render account in front of television cameras’ (Bovens, 2007) or public hearings as part of 

an investigation. Should ACAs have the power to hold such hearings in order to impose 

some of these informal sanctions professed by Bovens? Are such hearings important for 

achieving effective interactions between horizontal accountability agencies and social 

accountability actors?   

2.3  Accountability Mechanisms: The Key Concepts 

Although there is inadequate conceptual clarity and agreement among scholars on the 

meaning of accountability (Bovens, 2010; Romzek, 2015), there is an agreement on the 

parties involved in accountability relationships — the forum and the agent (Pollitt, 2003). 

For the purpose of this research, the forum may be grouped into horizontal accountability 

(see e.g. O’Donnell, 1999a; Schillemans, 2011) and social accountability (see Fox, 2015; 

Malena et al., 2004; Smulovitz & Peruzzotti, 2000; Smulovitz & Peruzzotti, 2003). 

Accordingly, this section discusses horizontal accountability and social accountability as 

the two key conceptual building blocks employed in this research (see Figure 2.1 below). 

Efforts are made to also touch on vertical accountability. However, because vertical 
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accountability is exacted mostly through elections, unlike social accountability which 

operates all the time, the focus in this research is placed on social accountability.   

Figure 2.1: Horizontal, Vertical and Social Accountability 

 

 

Source: : Adapted from Brown (2018, p. 11). 

 

2.3.1  Horizontal Accountability 

Horizontal accountability is exacted by state agencies who have the mandate to oversight 

other state agencies (Goetz & Jenkins, 2001; Mulgan, 2003; O’Donnell, 1999a) and is ‘in 

fact instrumental in achieving accountable governance’ (Bovens, 2010). The popularity of 

the concept of horizontal accountability in recent years can be traced to O’Donnell who 

explains it as ‘…the existence of state agencies that are legally enabled and empowered, 

and factually willing and able, to take actions that span from routine oversight to criminal 

sanctions or impeachment in relation to actions or omissions by other agents or agencies of 

the state that may be qualified as unlawful’(O’Donnell, 1999a, p. 38).  
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Since O’Donnell’s definition there have been debates among scholars regarding how broad 

or narrow his explanation of the concept is. For instance, in his analysis of O’Donnell’s 

definition, Kenney (2003) outlines four aspects of horizontal accountability that O’Donnell 

specified: the objects of horizontal accountability are state agents; the subject of horizontal 

accountability are also state agents unlike vertical accountability; the means of horizontal 

accountability includes oversight, sanctions and impeachment; and the scope of horizontal 

accountability is limited to only actions or omissions that are qualified as unlawful. 

However, Schedler (1999a) argues that in some cases accountability may not involve 

sanctions and at the same time not necessarily creating “diminished subtypes” of 

accountability as a result. Notwithstanding, Kenney (2003) maintains that accountability 

without the capacity to sanction is indeed a diminished form of accountability, citing 

Schedler’s own position: ‘exercises of accountability that expose misdeeds  but do not 

impose material consequences will usually appear as weak, toothless, “diminished” forms 

of  accountability…they will be regarded as acts of window dressing rather than real 

restraints on power’ (see Schedler, 1999a, pp. 15–16). To this end, it could be argued that 

where there are breaches found in the accountability process, there should be a possibility 

to sanction. However, as Mark Bovens notes, accountability may not always result in 

sanctions but may sometimes result in acquitting or even rewarding an agent in the 

accountability process (2007).  

Another debate stems from Schmitter (1999, p. 60) who argued that O’Donnell’s definition 

and conceptualisation of horizontal accountability is not comprehensive since it fails to 

include non-state actors such as ‘media organisations, party secretariats, trade union 

confederations, business peak associations, lawyers’ guilds, mass social movements, even 

large capitalist firms’. In response, O’Donnell clarified that his conceptualisation of 

horizontal accountability focuses on the relationship among incumbents ( referring to state 

agencies) and that the actors Schmitter refers to only call these incumbents to account 

which is more a matter of society-state relations, and calls it vertical
1
 accountability 

(O’Donnell, 1999b). O’Donnell’s response is also consistent with that of Schillemans 

(2011, p. 390) who emphasises that: 

                                                           
1
 O’Donnell’s use of vertical here is quite broad and reflects any form of accountability that is exacted by the 

wider public other than state oriented. In subsequent sections we will see that vertical accountability is 

restricted to elections as a means of holding elected public officials to account. However, all other means that 

non-state actors use outside elections to hold both elected and non-elected public officials accountable is 

referred to as social accountability (see Section 2.3.3). 
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To qualify as a horizontal accountability mechanism, it is imperative that there is a 

formalized relationship between an agent and an independent third party, in which 

the agent is obliged to explain his conduct, where there is a prearranged opportunity 

for accountor [forum] and accountee [agent] to engage in a debate on this account 

and where the accountor has the authority to pass judgment and to impose some 

sort of sanction, formal or informal, to redress unsatisfactory behaviour. 

Thus horizontal accountability differs from already established forms of accountability in 

public administration, where subordinates are accountable to superiors (Schillemans, 2011, 

p. 390). This accountability arrangement is normally to third parties instead of superiors in 

the same public department. Common examples of such agencies include independent 

auditors, ombudsmen and theme-specific bodies such as anti-corruption agencies 

(O’Donnell, 1999a; Schillemans, 2011; Yilmaz et al., 2008). In this project, I accept 

O’Donnell’s argument that horizontal accountability is exacted within the state by other 

state agencies rather than non-state actors as proposed by Schmitter. 

Mark Bovens conceptualised this approach as ‘accountability as a mechanism’ (2010). 

According to Bovens this form of accountability does not really focus on the behaviour of 

public officials
2
 but rather focuses on how institutional arrangements (accountability 

forums) in place are more effective in demanding accountability from other state agencies 

(see also Mulgan, 2003; Philp, 2009; Schillemans, 2011; Scott, 2000). Bovens further 

stated that such accountability arrangements do not only involve the provision of 

information regarding performance but also questioning by the accountability forum and 

the provision of answers by the public official which may or may not result in sanctions 

after judgement is passed, and calls it ex post (2010). The view of accountability as a 

mechanism considers the prevalence of corruption as a structural deficiency and for that 

matter strengthening state institutional structures is perceived as critical to the fight against 

corruption.  

According to Yilmaz et al. (2008) horizontal accountability agencies emerged as a 

mechanism in response to the increased complex bureaucratic nature of the public sector in 

addition to the new challenges in government that have stimulated the need for specific 

                                                           
2
 Mark Bovens calls this form of accountability ‘accountability as a virtue’. The focus here is how to govern 

the behaviour of public officials in various departments. This is more an ex ante form of accountability and 

according to Bovens is more difficult to establish empirically because standards depend on organisational 

type and institutional context.  
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expertise. Accordingly, the core of public accountability is the right of the forum to have 

investigation powers and be able to put the actions of the agent into serious scrutiny as 

well as the right to ‘impose remedies and sanctions’ (Mulgan, 2003, p. 10). However, 

Mulgan admits that in most cases such mechanisms may only have the ‘power to report 

and recommend without being able to enforce their recommendations’ (2003, p. 98) as 

their capacity for rectification and applying sanctions normally depend on other agencies. 

To enable horizontal accountability agencies to fight corruption in government effectively, 

O’Donnell (1999a) emphasised that they must have the capacity, autonomy and 

willingness to control, redress and/or sanction actions or omissions of other state agencies 

that are unlawful (see also Mulgan, 2003, p. 98). This, according to O’Donnell, must occur 

in conjunction with a system of state agencies ‘culminating in high courts, committed to 

preserving and eventually enforcing horizontal accountability’ (2003, p. 47).  

Furthermore, in her analysis of horizontal accountability, Appleby (2017) argued that the 

independence of horizontal agencies is critically important to their effectiveness. She 

conceptualised this independence into two main types: institutional independence and 

decisional independence. According to Appleby, institutional independence is the 

safeguards that separate such bodies from the executive and may include financial 

autonomy, security of tenure for heads of such bodies, and a well-defined jurisdiction. In 

terms of decisional independence, she explained that the horizontal body should have ‘the 

personal independence of mind that can be brought to the decisions that these agencies 

must make’ without influence from any quarters including the executive (Appleby, 2017, 

p. 172).  

To this end, building institutional capacity and independence of horizontal accountability 

agencies is an issue of heightened importance (Stapenhurst et al., 2006). It is argued that 

the success of such agencies has a direct relationship with their level of autonomy (e.g. 

Gregory, 2015; Kpundeh, 1998; Meagher, 2005). A clear demarcation of their 

independence from those institutions they oversight is therefore critical (Brown, 2014a; 

Solomon, 2012).  

Brown and Head (2005, pp. 84–85) also argued that in the assessment of such agencies, 

institutional capacity is fundamental. According to them, although nations and 

governments may sometimes appear to have all the necessary institutions and systems in 

place, their actual capacity to pursue integrity and control corruption may differ. Brown 
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and Head therefore asserted that, from a jurisdictional studies perspective, regardless of the 

number of institutions involved, integrity agencies are more effective in making public 

officials accountable and in effect safeguard integrity if ‘(a) their mandates are clear, and 

(b) their powers and resources are adequate to the tasks’ (see also Anechiarico, 2010; 

Armstrong, 2005; Diamond, 1991, 2007; Schedler, 1999a). Comparably, Mark Bovens 

argued that although institutionalised oversight bodies are very critical in fighting and 

preventing corruption, such institutions must be autonomous to ‘provide for checks and 

balances that operate independently from the political process’ (2010, p. 955). 

These institutional enablers are even more critical because, according to Schillemans and 

Busuioc (2014), ‘forum drift’ practically appears to be prevalent and the inherent challenge 

remains how to stimulate such failing forums to effectively hold public officials to 

account. They argued that forum drift is normally prevalent with institutions such as 

horizontal accountability agencies because unlike the traditional principal-agent model 

where the direct principal places all or part of their resources and power to the 

management of the agent and so would naturally have a strong interest in how such 

resources and powers are used, the forum may not necessarily be a direct principal. 

Accordingly delegated forums such as horizontal accountability agencies may not have 

such strong interests in the management of resources and powers available to the 

bureaucratic agent.  This, according to Schillemans and Busuioc (2014), is because such 

forums do not stand to directly benefit or lose from the works of the bureaucratic agent and 

for that matter these forums cannot be assumed to work effectively. For these forums to 

exhibit strong interest in monitoring the activities of the bureaucratic agent, there must 

then be some incentives such as independence, powers and resources available to them to 

stimulate this interest.  

Notwithstanding, these agencies are plagued with structural difficulties in monitoring the 

numerous government actions and inactions as well as their statutory or constitutional 

independence (Ackerman, 2004a; Maor, 2004). In context, they are faced with inadequate 

funding, limits in enforcement capacity, as well as weakness in the rule of law (Ackerman, 

2004a). The inherent challenge this thesis tries to unpack is whether these institutional 

enablers — independence, power and resources — of horizontal accountability agencies, 

although necessary, are sufficient to their effectiveness in the performance of their 

accountability functions — especially in their interactions with social accountability 

actors. Are there other important enabler(s) for achieving effective interactions with social 
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accountability actors, to support them to perform their accountability functions effectively? 

As explained earlier in the introduction, the main horizontal accountability agency of focus 

in this thesis is anti-corruption agencies. Accordingly, the rest of this section is devoted to 

understanding these important specialised bodies.  

Anti-Corruption Agencies: Overview, Purpose and Powers  

Anti-corruption agencies (ACAs) are mandated to fight corruption in public office. 

Specifically they are specialized agencies tasked to protect the public good (De Sousa, 

2010; Kuris, 2015; Meagher, 2005; Quah, 2010). They are mostly separate and permanent 

state agencies whose main responsibility is to ‘provide centralised leadership in core areas 

of anti-corruption activity’ (Meagher, 2005, p. 70). Such anti-corruption activities, 

according to Meagher (2005), may include corruption prevention, education — public 

outreach and information, monitoring public officials, investigating wrongdoing, and 

sometimes even prosecution. Recanatini (2011) presents a summary by outlining four main 

anti-corruption functions and the percentage of ACAs around the globe performing these 

functions. She noted that ACAs with prevention and education functions cover 82 percent; 

investigation functions cover 78 percent; prosecution function cover 58 percent; and 

research function cover 52 percent.  

ACAs became prevalent in the 1990s and early 2000s, inspired by the success of earlier 

ones such as the Singapore Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau (CPIB) established in 

the 1950s; and the Hong Kong Independent Commission Against Corruption (ICAC) 

established in the 1970s (De Sousa, 2010; Johnston, 1999; Kuris, 2015; Meagher, 2005). 

The prevalence of ACAs was due in part to donor pressures to fight corruption especially 

in developing countries (see e.g. Ankamah & Manzoor E. Khoda, 2018; Doig et al., 2006; 

Heilbrunn, 2004) as their establishment  was perceived as the solution to corruption (De 

Sousa, 2010; Meagher, 2005). Some were also created as a policy reform solution after 

corruption scandals and governance crisis in jurisdictions such as that of Singapore, Hong 

Kong and New South Wales in Australia (Heilbrunn, 2004). According to De Sousa (2010) 

the proliferation of ACAs as the solution to corruption was promoted by advocates such as 

Transparency International, Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 

(OECD), and through treaties like the UN Convention Against Corruption.  
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Although ACAs are generally seen as an important approach to fighting corruption, there 

appears to be some reservations on the extent of their effectiveness, with some scholars 

(e.g. De Sousa, 2010, p. 6; Kpundeh, 2004, p. 273) even describing them as a ‘useful 

short-term substitute’. To this end, Meagher (2005, p. 78) outlined three main limitations 

that hinder the success of ACAs. First, Meagher noted that most of the necessary 

conditions for success of anti-corruption reforms do not require the establishment of 

formal programs and ACAs. Such necessary conditions include political stability, sound 

macro economy, the rule of law, and a correlation between political gain and anti-

corruption success; which are often weak or absent in most developing countries. 

Specifically most of the failed ACAs were established even without clear attention to the 

context; as if one size fits all (see also Ankamah & Manzoor E. Khoda, 2018; Doig et al., 

2007; Heeks & Mathisen, 2012). Second Meagher noted that the magnitude of corruption 

could overwhelm anti-corruption reforms, such as the establishment of ACAs, making 

such reforms less effective especially in the short term. Third although anti-corruption 

policy reform may be successful initially, it may not live beyond the incumbent 

government regime. This is because some politicians may cut their budgets especially 

‘during high-profile investigations’ which affects the independence and impartiality of 

their works ‘through their powers of appointing and reappointing their leadership’ (Dixit, 

2016, p. 16).  

This makes political will a necessary condition for the success or otherwise of anti-

corruption policy reform implementation (Ankamah & Manzoor E. Khoda, 2018). Such 

limitations, according to some scholars (e.g. Recanatini, 2011), have shifted the focus of 

anti-corruption policies towards transparency in government machinery and operations 

especially at the local level to promote voice and accountability as an alternative anti-

corruption pathway as we shall see in Section 2.3.3.   

Although the anti-corruption movement is relatively new in the good governance and 

public administration literature, there have been quite a number of studies on how to make, 

ACAs in particular, effective in fighting corruption. Kpundeh (2004, pp. 266–267), 

outlined five key characteristics of a successful ACA. First Kpundeh found that successful 

ACAs are independent from the influence of powerful political elites in government (see 

also Gregory, 2015; OECD, 2008; Quah, 2010, 2015); second, successful ACAs are well 

financed and resourced and often have predictable budgets (see also Brown & Bruerton, 

2017; Brown & Head, 2005; OECD, 2008; Quah, 2010, 2015); third, there is the 
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manifestation of the rule of law and all other integrity agencies within the country’s 

integrity system are functioning well; fourth, the media plays a critically significant role in 

raising public awareness of ACAs’ anti-corruption efforts and operations and are 

professional in their reporting; and finally, there are effective checks and balances to 

actually hold ACAs to account in ensuring that ‘independence is not compromised’. 

Comparably, Pope (2000, p. 96) notes in a TI source book that for ACAs to be successful 

in their operations, of course they must possess some attributes including: commitment 

from the highest level of government to support them; adequate resources; independence 

from political interference; well defined mandates and powers including access to 

information and documents; and the integrity of ACAs’ leadership.   

Almost all the above noted success factors of ACAs are heavily focused on their 

institutional enablers with little effort spent on mapping how other key stakeholders such 

as social accountability actors interact and contribute to how ACAs perform their 

accountability functions effectively. Perhaps one recent study that comes quite close to 

documenting the importance of ACAs’ interactions with social accountability actors is that 

of Dixit. Dixit (2016, p. 16), after mapping the history of ACAs, specifically stated four 

main factors that contribute to the effectiveness of ACAs in addition to having a good 

communication and information links with social accountability actors. First, there is the 

need for genuine political support from government, particularly in the appointment of 

ACAs’ chairs and also in granting them security of tenure; second, a clear and 

comprehensive legislative framework of the ACA clarifying its powers and mandates; 

third, a guarantee of the ACAs’ resource and independence; and last the accountability of 

ACAs and their relationship with social mechanisms. Notwithstanding the reception given 

to ACAs’ relationship with social accountability actors, Dixit’s success factors are also 

overwhelmingly focused on the institutional attributes of ACAs other than their 

interactions with social actors. Although he touched on the importance of such 

interactions, Dixit was silent on the form such interactions take or should take and the 

factors or enablers that could help stimulate and achieve effective interactions.  

In a comparative study of anti-corruption agencies from eight different countries including 

Botswana, Croatia, Ghana, Indonesia, Latvia, Lithuania, Mauritius and Slovenia, Kuris 

(2014, p. 3) also emphasises four key lessons critical for the success of ACAs: 
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1. Strong internal controls and accountability mechanisms play important roles in preserving 

integrity and protecting ACAs from being subverted or discredited. 

2. ACAs often can outflank their antagonists by building alliances with citizens, state 

institutions, media, civil society, and international actors (see also Recanatini, 2011, p. 

530).  

3. Preventive efforts that disrupt corruption networks, together with educational efforts that 

reshape public norms and expectations, can enable an ACA to make long-term gains 

without triggering overwhelming pushback. 

4. Under certain conditions, ACAs pursuing high-level corruption can overcome retaliation 

by carefully managing timing, resources, and external support. 

It is quite obvious that all these four lessons put forward by Kuris aim at safeguarding 

ACAs from attacks by the beneficiaries of corruption. Kuris probably believes that when 

ACAs stay clear from developments that can create pushbacks or attack on the agency’s 

effectiveness, the agency is likely to succeed. It is common knowledge that most top 

government or political elites who are almost always the benefactors of corrupt 

government deals would take positions that would discredit ACAs in order to safeguard 

their own interests and agenda. Consequently Dixit (2016, p. 17) advises that for ACAs to 

deter such opposition attacks, they should ‘strive not to leave themselves open to valid 

criticisms’ and must also have ‘highly qualified and competent staffs with top integrity, 

cohesion and morale’. However, Kuris’ second lesson maintains that in situations where 

such attacks from powerful sources emerge, ACAs are able to outflank them by building 

relationships with social actors (Kuris, 2014). This lesson provided by Kuris suggests the 

need and importance for ACAs to have an ongoing interaction and relationship with social 

accountability actors.  

Notwithstanding, it is again not quite clear from the lessons of Kuris how such 

relationships could be built or the forms they could take in order for ACAs to enjoy the 

support and protection of social actors during such opposition attacks. This gap, in my 

view, is due to the extreme focus of earlier scholars on the institutional enabling factors of 

ACAs as if they are sufficient in themselves in making ACAs perform their accountability 

functions effectively. This is one area to which this thesis tries to contribute in the initial 

discussions, by developing a conceptual framework — based on empirical case evidence 
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informed by the views of key stakeholders within the anti-corruption landscape — for 

mapping and evaluating these important relationships.   

Classifications of ACAs 

As this thesis focuses on ACAs it is important to describe the various classifications of 

ACAs discussed in scholarship in order to provide the needed context. ACAs may have 

different mandates and powers in different contexts, normally in accordance to the purpose 

that they are created to achieve. Thus different contexts may have varying degrees of 

culture, legal and administrative circumstances. For instance, Alina Mungiu-Pippidi 

emphasises that ‘while globalisation has turned corruption into a global phenomenon in 

need of a global response, the battlefield upon which this war is won or lost remains 

national’ (Mungiu-Pippidi, 2015b, p. 210). Notwithstanding, trends can be established to 

outline some main models across a range of countries. According to OECD (2008) three 

main models of anti-corruption agencies are established in scholarship and in practice.  

First is what the OECD refers to as multipurpose agencies with law enforcement powers; 

commonly identified with the Singapore CPIB and Hong Kong’s ICAC. Particularly they 

may be involved in corruption prevention, public outreach and education, monitoring and 

investigation (including sometimes prosecutorial) functions. Meagher (2005, p. 72) calls 

this model the single agency paradigm because it ‘places a number of key capabilities, 

responsibilities, and resources under one roof — thereby creating a powerful centralised 

agency able to lead a sweeping effort against corruption’. However, Meagher 

acknowledges that this model does not move all anti-corruption functions under a single 

bureau as this is normally impossible in a democracy. Some of the best known ACAs that 

reflect this model include the NSW ICAC; Botswana Directorate on Corruption and 

Economic Crime (DCEC); Queensland Crime and Corruption Commission (CCC) and 

Indonesia’s KPK; although their powers and operations may not directly replicate their 

predecessors. Because they are able to prevent, investigate and sometimes prosecute, due 

to their strong law enforcement powers, some scholars (e.g. Kuris, 2015) call them “guard 

dogs”. Notwithstanding such ACAs have some shortcomings as summarised by Gabriel 

Kuris. He noted: 

… (1) guard dog ACAs require substantial investments of attention and resources; 

(2) guard dog ACAs face unrealistically high expectations; (3) guard dog ACAs 
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require tighter controls, which constrain their investigations and communications; 

(4) guard dog ACAs’ investigations are coloured by the precepts of criminal law; 

guard dog ACAs face greater risks of political subversion or pushback; and, (6) 

guard dog ACAs face tensions with other government bodies, especially law 

enforcement partners (Kuris, 2015, p. 129). 

The Second is what OECD describes as law enforcement type institutions. These 

specialised ACAs normally take the approach of detection and investigation including 

prosecution. Although they may also have some prevention and research functions, this is 

uncommon. They are typical of Western European countries and may be part of what 

Gabriel Kuris describes as guard dog ACAs as indicated above. Examples of such ACAs 

include the Hungary Central Prosecutorial Investigation Office; German Department of 

Internal Investigations; and UK Metropolitan Police / Anti-Corruption Command.  

The last category of ACAs is what OECD describes as preventive, policy development and 

coordination institutions. These ACAs may be responsible for corruption research; 

corruption risk assessment in public organisations; and monitoring the effective 

implementation of anti-corruption strategies and plans in a country. They may also  review 

and outline relevant anti-corruption policy and legislation; monitor ethical and conflict of 

interest issues in public organisations; assist in capacity building of public organisations in 

preventing corruption and promote what some scholars (e.g. Annakin, 2011) refer to as 

distributed integrity. Kuris (2015) calls these institutions watchdog ACAs because they 

can ‘bark’ and sometimes may have investigative powers in addition to their prevention 

mandates but cannot ‘bite’ — they lack law enforcement powers.  Examples of such ACAs 

include France’s Central Service for the Prevention of Corruption (CSPC); Malta’s 

Permanent Commission against Corruption (PCAC); the United States’ Office of 

Government Ethics (OGE); Ghana’s Commission for Human Rights and Administrative 

Justice (CHRAJ); and Slovenia’s Commission for the Prevention of Corruption (CPC). 

2.3.2  Vertical Accountability 

Vertical accountability is a bottom up approach of holding public officials to account. The 

main mode is through elections where citizens are able to hold their elected officials 

accountable by either voting for them to continue with their mandate in office or voting 

them out of office (O’Donnell, 1999a). Accordingly elections as a channel to hold power 
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to account in democracies is well documented (see e.g. Ashworth, 2012; Canes-Wrone et 

al., 2002; Fearon, 1999; Franklin et al., 2014; Przeworski et al., 1999). When there is 

elections and social demands that can be expressed without any repercussion of suffering 

from the state’s coercion as well as media coverage of these demands and of wrongful acts 

of public officials, then there is the presence of vertical accountability (O’Donnell, 1999a). 

Therefore at the end of the accountability chain are citizens who may decide to transfer 

their sovereignty to a more appealing candidate (Bovens, 2010). This serves as a 

punishment to corrupt officials by removing them from office (Rose-Ackerman, 1999). 

Elections are therefore the most straightforward means through which citizens can exercise 

their right of voice (Lankina, 2008). Consequently vertical/electoral accountability 

happens to be the ‘fundamental accountability relationship in a democracy’ (Romzek, 

2015, p. 28).  

However, the deficiency of the electoral mechanism is that in most democracies elections 

are held every four to five years, making the electoral system alone, although necessary, 

not a sufficient condition for ensuring that elected public officials safeguard the public 

interest. Moreover elections, even when effective, tend to hold only elected officials 

accountable although there may be actions and omissions by other non-elected officials 

that must be checked (O’Donnell, 2003). There is extensive literature that reveals the 

failure of voters to punish corrupt politicians at the ballot box since most alleged corrupt 

politicians often retain their seat (see e.g. Dimock & Jacobson, 1995; Eggers & Fisher, 

2011). Consequently, the effectiveness of only the electoral/vertical mechanism in 

ensuring accountability is deficient. Moreover, local citizens normally lack the skills to 

assess adequately the quality of complex services (Lankina, 2008) and what local voters 

normally assess are projects that are visible as citizens are able to assess whether tax 

payers money has been wasted (Ahmad et al., 2005).  

Even in advanced democracies such as the USA, for instance, it was established that voters 

tend to focus more on the views of elected officials on various policies than the policy 

outcomes of their actions (Jones 2011). In addition, Ferraz and Finan (2011) found that in 

Brazilian municipalities, mayors in their first term of office who are likely to run for re-

election misappropriated 27 per cent less resources than their counterparts in their second 

(last term) in office. Ferraz and Finan further found that it is worse in municipalities where 

judicial punishment appears to be weak. To this end, vertical mechanism of accountability 

should be viewed as ‘a complement and not a substitute for public accountability’ (Yilmaz 
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et al., 2008, p. 20). This is also the position of this thesis and reflects the conclusion 

reached by Manin, Przeworski and Stokes:  

[T]he conclusion…must be that citizen’s control over politicians is at best highly 

imperfect in most democracies. Elections are not a sufficient mechanism to insure 

that governments will do everything they can to maximize citizen’s welfare…. Yet 

even if responsibilities are clearly assigned, bad governments can be punished and 

good ones chosen, voters are well informed about the relations between politicians 

and special interests, and the rent-seeking behaviour of politicians is well 

scrutinized, elections are just not a sufficient instrument of control over politicians. 

Governments make thousands of decisions that affect individual welfare; citizens 

have only one instrument to control these decisions: the vote. One cannot control a 

thousand targets with one instrument (Manin et al., 1999, p. 50).   

Consequently, the focus of socially oriented accountability mechanisms for the purpose of 

this thesis is centred on the forms that are not only exacted at a fixed time such as during 

elections but at all times as indicated in Section 2.3 above. This social means of holding 

public officials accountable that are not bounded by time is what is conceptualised as 

social accountability; and in addition to horizontal accountability make up the two main 

conceptual building blocks for this thesis. Accordingly Section 2.3.3 discusses social 

accountability further.  

2.3.3  Social Accountability  

Social accountability uses citizens and civil society in policy development and decision 

making to hold government accountable on their use of public resources (Bousquet et al., 

2012; Brinkerhoff & Wetterberg, 2016; Malena & McNeil, 2010; Walker, 2009). 

According to O’Meally (2013, p. 1) social accountability improves public accountability 

by relying on the actions of ‘citizens and non-state actors’ (Malena & McNeil, 2010; 

Sirker & Cosic, 2007; Walker, 2009). This distinction of social accountability from that of 

the formal vertical accountability (mainly through elections — see Section 2.3.2 above) 

makes it ‘an especially relevant approach for societies in which representative government 

is weak, unresponsive, or non-existent’ (Fox, 2015, p. 346). Accordingly, social 

accountability is a crucial feature of democratisation (Bousquet et al., 2012).  
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The underlying premise of governance regards the maximisation of public resources for 

the betterment of citizens. Therefore, since citizens are victims of poor government 

decision making, they should have not only the right, but also the power, to participate in 

such decisions according to this governance approach (Ankamah, 2016). Consequently, 

there has been a renewed interest in scholarship regarding social accountability to 

complement horizontal accountability (Ackerman, 2004a; Smulovitz & Peruzzotti, 2000). 

This is important as it is practically impossible to corrupt the whole society by top elites, 

which makes this form of accountability ‘much less inclined to the problem of complicity’ 

(e.g. Schatz, 2013, p. 162).  

It is argued that a fundamental principle of democracy is that citizens have both the right 

and the responsibility to demand accountability and to ensure that government acts in the 

best interests of the people (Ankamah, 2016; Malena et al., 2004). Therefore public 

officials should be held accountable for both their conduct and performance in public 

office. Moreover, citizens have the right to ensure that public officials (a) obey the law in 

the use of their powers, and (b) serve the public interest in an efficient, effective, and fair 

manner (Malena & McNeil, 2010, p. 5). Accordingly, social accountability bolsters both 

citizen engagement and public responsiveness of states in the bid to improve institutional 

performance (Fox, 2015). Typically, how citizens are engaged by state agencies through 

interactions or how citizens engage independently in the process of ensuring that public 

officials tasked with delivering public goods do so in the public interest is the hallmark of 

social accountability. Therefore social accountability relies on civic engagement where 

both individuals and civil society participate either directly or indirectly in holding power 

to account.  

In many countries, the role of civil society in governance has shifted from top-down to 

demand-driven. This is achieved by ‘participating in public decision making and resource 

allocation, monitoring government performance, and ensuring accountability in the use of 

public resources’ (Malena & McNeil, 2010, p. 1). To make such an accountability 

mechanism self-sustaining, there is the need to enhance local capacity to accept ownership 

(Walker, 2009). Accordingly, Sirker and Cosic (2007) outline five key enablers that seem 

to make social accountability effective including: responsiveness and voice, the power of 

information, local ownership, political buy-in, and local capacity building. 
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Social accountability tools may include citizen report cards and social audits. They may 

also involve public reporting and the use of public panels (Bovens, 2007). It is thus ‘an 

umbrella term for diverse approaches to exercise voice, ranging from the simple exposure 

of government failures to participatory performance monitoring, expenditure tracking, 

budget analysis and participatory budgeting, among others’ (Schatz, 2013, p. 162; see also 

(Ankamah, 2016; Fox, 2015, p. 346). For example, in the Philippines local government 

code allows organised citizen groups, including NGOs and other community-based 

organisations, to take part in the ‘prequalification, bid, and award committee for local 

contracts’ (Yilmaz et al., 2008, p. 19). In addition, both service providers and civil society 

use different participatory tools for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of service 

delivery. In India, Mathew and Mathew (2003) note that several prominent individuals 

forming a social audit committee scrutinise and make public the findings of how public 

budget is allocated and spent.   

In Malawi, community scorecards are used by both users and service providers for such 

accountability purposes (Malena & McNeil, 2010, pp. 11–12). Malena and McNeil further 

note that in Tanzania, ‘citizen surveys, elected service management boards and local-level 

monitoring committees’ are used to ensure accountability and the quality of public service 

delivery. In other developed countries where rule of law is advanced and the press enjoys 

much freedom, social accountability may manifest in the form of activating the works of 

formal oversight bodies and media denunciation (Ankamah, 2017). However, most 

instances of social accountability showcase reactive efforts mostly targeted at ending a 

particular case of abuse (Grimes, 2013). Such ex post efforts used in holding public 

officials accountable operate in two main ways: ‘mobilizing public protest and assisting in 

the collection of relevant information and evidence’ (Grimes 2013, p. 384). Accordingly, 

social accountability initiatives tend to be more effective where there is media presence 

and freedom (Ankamah, 2016; Grimes, 2013; Smulovitz & Peruzzotti, 2003).  

Notwithstanding the crucial role of social accountability in fighting corruption, some 

scholars doubt their ability to really hold power to account. Schedler, for instance, 

describes social accountability as ‘weak’, ‘toothless’ and as a diminished form of 

accountability since these actors are able to ‘expose misdeeds but do not impose material 

consequences’ (Schedler, 1999a, pp. 15–16). Moreover, since they lack the possibility of 

judgement and sanctioning powers, Bovens (2007) notes that the empirical question is the 

extent to which these social groups can really hold power to account and the answer is not 
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clear. In an experimental research which tested the hypothesis that social accountability 

initiatives such as their oversight of public works by itself could help reduce corruption, 

Olken (2007) found that community monitoring alone had marginal impact on reducing 

corruption. This discussion seems to outline the limits of social accountability and in my 

view reiterates the heightened importance of interactions between accountability 

mechanisms such as social accountability actors and state oriented integrity institutions.  

Thus, the success of social accountability often depends on formal accountability forums 

such as ACAs mainly because social mechanisms are not in the position to exact direct 

forms of accountability (Bauhr & Grimes, 2014; Fox, 2007; Peruzzotti & Smulovitz, 

2006b). This is even more so as accountability relationships are, often, power 

relationships, therefore ‘citizens often need intermediary institutions that are more 

powerful than them to be able to effectively hold officials accountable’ (Schatz, 2013, p. 

163). Notwithstanding, Malena and McNeil (2010) argued that social accountability 

mechanisms can create informal sanctions (e.g. shaming) and also ignite the chances of 

formal sanctions. Similarly, Smulovitz and Peruzzotti (2003) argued that although societal 

mechanisms may not have mandatory outcomes, they more often than not have ‘material 

consequences’: 

First, because the disclosure of illegal or corrupt practices can destroy a 

fundamental resource or electoral politics: the symbolic capital or reputation of a 

politician or institution. Second, because very often these symbolic sanctions are 

needed for the activation of the mechanisms that have ‘teeth’. That is, societal 

strategies are able to activate horizontal mechanisms because they can threaten 

public officials with the imposition of reputational or electoral consequences (2003, 

p. 311).  

Accordingly, some scholars perceive social accountability as an ‘antidote’ to the weakness 

in state oriented accountability (Brinkerhoff & Wetterberg, 2016) and its effectiveness and 

impacts are depicted in a growing body of research (e.g. Fox, 2015; Gaventa & Barrett, 

2012; Joshi, 2014; McNeil & Malena, 2010a; Peruzzotti & Smulovitz, 2006a). However, 

the approach it takes may differ depending on differences in context (Joshi & Houtzager, 

2012).  
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In their analysis of how social accountability mechanisms work in demanding 

accountability, Smulovitz and Peruzzotti (2003) identify four key avenues:  

1. Social accountability actors expose and denounce wrong doing by instilling public interest 

in a particular phenomenon;  

2. Social mechanisms may impose symbolic sanctions on public officials. In the case of 

political officials such sanctions may inform electorates and influence their voting. In other 

instances such sanctions may lead to resignation.  For instance, Bauhr and Grimes (2014, 

p. 296) argue that ‘public indignation that yields little or no success in bringing about 

reform or accountability may turn to resignation and a withdrawal from civic and public 

life’; 

3. Social accountability actors activate the operations of horizontal ones. This occurs in three 

main ways: (a) when there is social mobilization around a particular demand or claim; (b) 

when there is great media reception to a particular claim or the exposure of misconduct 

through investigative journalists. Thus ‘classical liberalism, ever sceptical about the 

trustworthiness of government and powerful leaders, advocates that journalists should be 

watchdogs of the public interest’ (Norris, 2014, p. 525); and (c) when individual citizens 

activate oversight bodies. In this thesis, as indicated earlier in Chapter 1, I accept such 

individuals may include whistleblowers in public departments as far as social 

accountability actors are concerned. However, for social actors to be able to act effectively 

in activating and supporting the works of horizontal accountability agencies, some scholars 

(e.g Ackerman, 2004a; Ankamah, 2016; Malena et al., 2004) maintain that a high level of 

institutionalisation is necessary — where social actors are involved in the works of 

horizontal agencies. However, the form of such involvements and the dynamics of 

interactions that may instil such support from social actors are not quite clear. Specifically, 

under what circumstances are social accountability actors willing and able to activate and 

support the works of horizontal accountability agencies?  

4.  Social accountability can serve as ‘guardians to the guardians’. In this way, social 

accountability actors seek to monitor the performance and operations of horizontal 

agencies in exacting accountability. This is so as delegated forums ‘tasked with monitoring 

and enforcing punishments may themselves be corruptible’ (Olken, 2007, p. 201). 

However, in their relation to horizontal accountability agencies, which forms should such 

oversight roles take in order not to create tension and attract unreceptive attitudes from 

horizontal accountability agencies?  
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These avenues social accountability actors utilise in exacting accountability are consistent 

with those discussed by Peruzzotti and Smulovitz. They conclude that:  

By exposing and denouncing cases of governmental wrongdoing, activating 

horizontal agencies of control, and monitoring the operation of those agencies, 

mechanisms of social accountability make a crucial contribution to the enforcement 

of the rule of law. Public exposure of issues and wrongdoing not only generates 

symbolic costs to the officials or agencies suspected of wrongdoing but also, by 

bringing such cases of corruption or official misconduct into the public agenda, 

forces political institutions to address these cases and raises the actual costs of 

illegal or improper…behaviour (2006b, p. 11).  

Specifically, Jacobs and Schillemans (2016, pp. 27–28) conceptualise the roles of the news 

media in exacting accountability into a typology of four, using documentary evidence from 

the Netherlands including:   

1. The news media may act as a ‘spark’ as they cover issues in public administration which 

may potentially lead to accountability by accountability forums, acting as ‘accountability 

entrepreneurs’; 

2. The news media can act as accountability forums in their own right by uncovering 

misconduct and abuse of power in public office, mainly through the watchdog role of 

investigative journalists; 

3. The news media act as an ‘amplifier’ of accountability by covering, mostly, the works of 

formal accountability forums for public information dissemination, thereby amplifying the 

effect of formal accountability. This may include ‘reporting hearings from public inquiries 

or court prosecutions’, thereby reinforcing accountability (Norris, 2014, p. 526); 

4. The news media may trigger accountability forums to investigate alleged misconducts by 

public officials.  

However, Jacobs and Schillemans acknowledge that there is not much deviation from the 

role of the media as a spark and as a trigger and accept that it is an analytical typology 

therefore roles can overlap or interconnect in practice (2016, p. 37). But what is surprising 

about all these studies is that they mostly dwelt on the analysis of existing documents 

without any evidence such as interviews with key stakeholders. Specifically, they are 
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focused on the contribution of social actors in limiting public sector corruption with little 

or no focus on the dynamics of their interactions with horizontal accountability 

mechanisms in achieving their common goal of effectively fighting government 

corruption. What this project does is to deviate from this status quo by bringing together 

and synthesising the views of key stakeholders in the anti-corruption landscape, at the state 

level in Australia. It does so by employing a multiple case study approach to explore how 

social accountability actors and horizontal accountability agencies (e.g. ACAs) interact 

and support or could support each other. The study also identifies and explains the 

important enablers of such interactions and supports. In doing so, there is the need for an 

initial analytical framework to guide the analysis, as presented in Section 2.4 below. 

2.4  Interactions between Horizontal and Social Accountability 

Mechanisms: Some Preliminary Empirical Backgrounds 

The existing scholarship provides a rich departure point for understanding the different 

ways in which social accountability manifests in practice including, in particular, its 

relationship with horizontal accountability. This section presents an analysis of some of the 

existing empirical research on how social accountability actors operate in direct or indirect 

relationship with horizontal accountability in exacting accountability. The analysis in this 

section will help formulate a preliminary framework for the analysis in this thesis (see 

Section 2.4.1 below). To this end, the use of this initial framework for the analysis in this 

thesis will help identify the roles that each mechanism plays or could play in the 

interactions; including the areas of interaction and the important enablers of such 

interactions.  

One example of a study that sought to examine how social accountability actors and 

horizontal accountability agencies interact to support each other in exacting accountability 

is that of Smulovitz and Peruzzotti (2003) in their paper entitled ‘Societal and Horizontal 

Controls: Two cases of a Fruitful Relationship’. In this paper, the authors use two cases in 

Argentina — the rape and murder of a young high school girl; and the death of three 

youngsters due to police violence — to show how social and horizontal accountability 

actors worked together in reinforcing each other to bring about justice. They show that 

because social actors became interested in the two cases and in turn put pressure on 

horizontal actors to operate properly, justice was served. This public interest, according to 
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the authors, made it difficult for powerful elites to influence the proceedings. According to 

the authors, these cases portray how horizontal accountability agencies were involved in a 

series of actions that aimed at avoiding accountability but for the vigilance of civil society 

and the media. Particularly, the authors noted two instances where social accountability 

actors affected the operations of their horizontal counterparts: 

1. They were necessary in activating the operations of horizontal accountability; and  

2. They were necessary in ensuring that the operations of horizontal accountability would 

follow due process. For instance the formation of a commission for justice and truth, in 

the first case, which involved prominent people with high levels of integrity in society, 

ensured that decisions taken in the investigations were as transparent and fair as possible. 

Furthermore, the involvement of the media, particularly the television media, to broadcast 

the case live also ensured that there was no political interference in the works of 

horizontal accountability agencies.  

More importantly, Smulovitz and Peruzzotti’s findings are consistent with Ackerman’s 

notion that the active involvement of social accountability actors and the strengthening of 

horizontal accountability agencies are not ‘mutually exclusive’ (2004a, p. 458). Their 

findings also emphasise that both accountability mechanisms complement each other for 

enhanced anti-corruption outcomes (Fox, 2015).    

Another example of a series of cases mostly from Latin America featured in Peruzzotti and 

Smulovitz (2006a) concluded that the achievement in outcomes by social accountability 

mechanisms often depends on their interactions with other forms of accountability such as 

horizontal accountability. They found that, for more successful accountability outcomes, 

interactions should occur not only among different modes of social accountability such as 

civil society, citizens and the media, but also among other mechanisms such as horizontal 

accountability agencies. They further noted that unless social mechanisms activate 

horizontal ones, and make claims visible, reputational cost may not even be established. 

They argue, in effect, that the ‘success of social mechanisms is critical for the imposition 

of electoral accountability and for the breakdown of the stalemates that paralyse or prevent 

the workings of horizontal mechanisms’ (Peruzzotti & Smulovitz, 2006a, p. 351).  

A study by Goetz and Jenkins (2001) also examines two social accountability initiatives 

that engaged in public sector oversight functions. On one hand, Goetz and Jenkins found 
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that social mechanisms attempted to engage with accountability agencies in charge of 

monitoring the efficiency and quality of a food subsidy system. On the other hand, they 

found that social mechanisms established parallel monitoring mechanisms against local 

government auditing systems. Consequently, when social monitoring groups found that 

their own analysis contradicted that of the local government auditing body, they protested 

heavily. These two cases, according to Goetz and Jenkins, show a clear deviation of social 

mechanisms from the traditional electoral accountability and ‘insinuating themselves to 

previously closed horizontal accountability functions’ (2001, p. 363). They further argued 

that for such interaction which they coined ‘diagonal accountability’ to be effective, it is 

crucial for social accountability mechanisms to have continuous presence in the works of 

horizontal accountability agencies; they also need to have access to information and 

documentation; and the right to complain to formal bodies about the conduct of horizontal 

accountability agencies.  

These findings relate to two principles put forward by Pelizzo and Stapenhurst (2013) 

which are also relevant to the analysis in this study. First they propose that social 

accountability actors need to participate in the activities of horizontal accountability 

agencies. Second, the need for social actors to have access to information which would 

otherwise be limited to horizontal accountability agencies, including, as far as practicable, 

access to deliberations and reasons behind horizontal mechanisms decision making. 

Although these claims provide rich starting point to understanding the need for 

interactions, the forms such interactions take or could take in a comprehensive fashion, are 

not clear. Furthermore, the magnitude of information sharing on the part of horizontal 

agencies to social actors that will contribute to achieving the most effective forms of 

interaction is also not clear. This is critical considering the fact that horizontal agencies, on 

the other hand, also require some level of secrecy to make them perform their 

accountability functions effectively.   

In Peru, Paul Lagunes’ seminal experimental research also shows that ACAs and social 

accountability actors such as Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) can be in a more 

formalised engagement as part of an agreed strategy in exacting accountability (Lagunes 

2017). Lagunes found that districts that were aware of the monitoring role of CSOs, on 

behalf of the state ACA, recorded a substantial reduction in project costs. Accordingly he 

argued that ‘to the extent that these agencies [ACAs] are sincere in their desire to control 

corruption, they should proactively collaborate with CSOs’ (Lagunes, 2017, p. 41).  
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2.4.1  The Analytical Framework for this Study 

In order to understand how interactions between social accountability actors and horizontal 

accountability agencies work out to hold public officials accountable, and the important 

enablers for achieving effective interactions, I analysed six anti-corruption cases in Asia 

including: the Blitar local budget corruption in Indonesia; the citizen coalition 

investigation of the construction of a national cancer centre in South Korea; the public 

distribution system in Mumbai, India; the Pontianak district case of procurement 

corruption in Indonesia; the Rajasthan Community Audit in India; and the Highway 

Expenditure Audit in Abra, Philippines. As more fully explained elsewhere (Ankamah, 

2016, pp. 293–297), the analysis suggested some important interactions that manifest 

between social accountability actors and horizontal accountability agencies: 

 First, it became clear that the activation of horizontal accountability agencies by social 

actors remains one of the critical avenues of their interaction; 

 

 Second, the involvement of social actors in the account holding process is also another 

avenue for such interactions; although the form it takes or could take was not quite clear. 

However, it was clear that when social actors were involved in the works of horizontal 

agencies it was difficult for powerful politicians to influence the workings of horizontal 

agencies. This was found to be especially so when accountability was ‘close to home’ 

(Maor, 2004, p. 12). Thus societal involvement makes it possible for citizens to boycott 

political interference. In this way, social accountability actors may not be regarded as 

‘toothless’ as claimed by Schedler (1999a), since they become part of the process of 

horizontal operations. Furthermore it became clear that where there were legal backings for 

the involvement of social actors in the work of horizontal agencies, interference of 

powerful politicians was prevented. As explained more extensively in Ankamah (2016, p. 

297), the analysis further suggested that where social actors are involved in the operations 

of horizontal agencies, they could play much more significant support roles to these 

agencies. However, the forms such support roles could take was not made clear.  

It seems findings from the analysis of these six cases and those of previous studies 

presented in Section 2.4 above regarding the interactions between social accountability 

actors and horizontal accountability agencies are mostly focused on investigations and the 

account holding processes. Although these serve as rich departure points in mapping their 
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interaction, the question this frame will help explore and identify is whether there are other 

avenues for interactions informed by the functions and governance of horizontal agencies, 

and the forms such interactions take or could take. Accordingly, an exploration of the 

interactions with this frame as a starting point will help to paint a more comprehensive 

picture of a wide range of interactions. This exploration will also use the views of key 

stakeholders to confirm whether these interactions are important for the effective 

performance of ACAs’ accountability roles. Only when this comprehensive picture of the 

interactions is developed will it be viable to identify and explain the important enablers of 

these interactions and the implications for the institutional arrangement and design of 

horizontal agencies if interactions are to be effective and sustained.  

However, the analysis of the six anti-corruption cases also led to a proposal of eight 

conditions that could be important in explaining the presence or absence of the interactions 

that may exist between horizontal accountability agencies and social accountability actors. 

The analysis suggests that although there may be variations across a range of countries and 

context, any or all of the eight conditions may contribute to improve interactions between 

horizontal accountability agencies and social accountability actors. As more fully 

explained in Ankamah (2016), the proposal of these eight conditions is important not only 

for Asia but also relevant to a wider range of countries as the analysis was the outcome of 

a much wider literature review. These eight conditions include: 

1. Independence and capacity of horizontal accountability agencies (see also Anechiarico, 

2010; Chêne, 2012; Maor, 2004; Pope & Vogl, 2000; Quah, 2007; Quah, 2010; 

Transparency International, 2009); 

2. Legislative requirements for interactions including social actors’ access to information (see 

also Fritzen & Basu, 2011; Goetz & Jenkins, 2001); 

3. Vibrant and independent media  (see also Brunetti & Weder, 2003; Freille et al., 2007; 

Macdonell & Pesic, 2006; Norris, 2014; Stapenhurst, 2000); 

4. Interactions among various approaches and mechanisms of social accountability (see also 

Peruzzotti & Smulovitz, 2006a; Peruzzotti & Smulovitz, 2006b; Scholte, 2004; 

Stapenhurst, 2000; Walker, 2009); 

5. Organised civil society (see also Brinkerhoff & Wetterberg, 2016; Scholte, 2004; Walker, 

2009); 
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6. Capacity of social accountability actors (see also Brinkerhoff & Wetterberg, 2016; 

Kubalasa & Nsapato, 2010; McNeil & Malena, 2010b); 

7. Credibility of horizontal accountability agencies (see also  Dixit, 2016; Pope & Vogl, 

2000; Quah, 2007, 2010) and social accountability actors (McNeil & Malena, 2010b; 

Scholte, 2004); and 

8. Incentives for both social accountability actors and horizontal accountability agencies to 

support each other in public accountability processes.  

These eight propositions point to what appears to be three groups of enabling factors 

including formal institutional enablers, operational enablers and attitudinal factors (see 

Figure 2.2 below) for the purpose of analysis in this thesis. These three groups of factors 

reinforce the importance of the three key types of enablers suggested in Chapter 1 as 

important for explaining the nature of interactions between ACAs and social accountability 

actors. As explained in much detail in the sections below, formal institutional attributes 

translate into what could be the institutional enablers of ACAs such as their independence, 

powers and resources. Operational enablers could also translate into the day to day 

activities of ACAs including their transparency and any other operational attribute the 

thesis may identify. Attitudinal enablers could translate into the awareness of ACAs of the 

various support roles that social actors play to their activities and how these shape their 

attitudes towards social actors as far as interactions are concerned. To this end, the next 

section explains in detail why these three groups of factors are important and can serve as 

the analytical basis in testing the importance of the three key types of enablers suggested in 

Chapter 1.  
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Figure 2.2: Background of Formal, Operational and Attitudinal Enablers 

 

 

Note: P1–P8 represent the eight propositions. 

 

Formal Institutional Enablers 

In this research, formal institutional enablers are those attributes of horizontal agencies that 

are mostly provided by an external party such as the executive and Parliament. 

Accordingly these enablers mostly depend on ‘political will’ to make them available to 

horizontal agencies. For instance, Maor (2004) reports that a significant reduction in the 

budget and mandates of ACAs in NSW and Queensland had a drastic adverse effect on 

their effectiveness. Furthermore, Brown (2014a) reported that the intended powers, 

independence and capacity of ACAs is very critical to their success. Therefore it is 

important to confirm whether these formal institutional enablers are important for 

achieving effective interaction.  

The meaning of political will as used in this project refers to the extent of committed 

support among key decision makers, mostly politicians, for a particular policy solution and 

• P1 - Independence and capacity of ACAs; 

• P2 - Legislative requirements for interactions 

Formal Institutional 
Enablers 

Indepenence, powers and 
resources of ACAs 

• P7 - Credibility of ACAs 

• P8 - Support to social actors (including transparency) 

Operational Enablers 

Transparency of ACAs' 
activities and operations 

• P3 - Independent media 

• P4 - Interactions among social actors 

• P5 - Organised civil society 

• P6 - Capacity of social actors 

• P7 - Credibility of social actors 

• P8 - Support incentives to ACAs 

Attitudinal Enablers 

Support roles social actors play 
to ACAs' activities and 

operations 
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sustaining it (see e.g Ankamah, 2016; Ankamah & Manzoor E. Khoda, 2018; Brinkerhoff, 

2000; Post et al., 2010). In relation to anti-corruption, political will may be exhibited in the 

form of protecting the statutory independence of integrity agencies by providing them with 

the needed resources and powers to go after the corrupt regardless of their status 

(Ankamah & Manzoor E. Khoda, 2018). As Brown rightly states, the independence of 

such agencies is their ‘single greatest hallmark’ and he further argued that whether they 

will be effective in performing their accountability functions depends on the alignment of 

their ‘powers, independence and capacity’ to their statutory purpose (2014a, pp. 303, 325).  

Accordingly, in the analysis of the independence of ACAs in my attempt to confirm the 

importance of the first type of enabler (as suggested in Chapter 1), I draw on Gabrielle 

Appleby’s conceptualisation of independence in the context of integrity agencies. 

According to this author, the independence of such agencies manifests itself in two main 

forms. First is institutional independence which includes financial autonomy and capacity, 

specified and guaranteed statutory jurisdiction and mandate. In terms of financial capacity, 

Brown and Bruerton (2017) also propose financial stability, security and sufficiency. The 

second according to Appleby (2007) is decisional independence, where the operations — 

including those of integrity agencies — are by no means influenced by the executive or 

any external power. In terms of powers, the analysis will focus on the various mandates 

and statutory powers available to integrity agencies in carrying out their integrity functions 

and how these powers (including others not available to them) determines the 

manifestation and effectiveness of their interactions with social accountability actors.  

Operational Enablers 

The analysis of operational enablers in this study is mostly focused on finding evidence to 

test the importance of the second type of enabler for achieving effective interaction, as 

suggested in Chapter 1. Accordingly, analyses focus on the transparency of anti-corruption 

agencies and any other operational enabler. It is argued that the transparency of ACAs 

influence public perceptions of the credibility of such agencies  (Fritzen & Basu, 2011); 

which is also important for achieving effective interactions between them and social actors 

(Ankamah, 2016; Goetz & Jenkins, 2001). For instance, Fritzen and Basu (2011) assert 

that analysis and sharing of corruption-related information whether in private or in public 

may affect the willingness of social actors to report allegations of corruption. In Southern 

Australia, for instance, section 56 of the ICAC Act 2012 (SA) strongly prohibits the 
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publicisation of corruption information in any form. Investigating whether transparency of 

ACAs influences interactions with social actors and how, is important. For the purpose of 

this study, I define transparency based on  Meijer’s definition as ‘[access to and] 

availability of information about an organisation or actor allowing external actors to 

monitor the internal workings or performance of that organisation’  (2014, p. 511).  

To this end, analysis of transparency is focused on the purpose of information and the 

intended users (Bauhr & Grimes, 2017). Thus the operationalisation of transparency 

should be context and situation specific. Roberts (2006) notes that there are certain 

quarters within governments such as in the security sector in which transparency is not 

welcomed. Consequently in many countries, ‘disclosure laws have been carefully tailored 

to ensure that the security sector survives as an enclave of secrecy’ (2006, p. 18); implying 

that although transparency is valuable, it may not be supported always (Ball, 2009). When 

then should transparency be supported in such contexts as regarding the operations of 

horizontal accountability agencies? Which forms should transparency take in such contexts 

and what are the views of key stakeholders on what forms of transparency in such contexts 

influence the most effective forms of interactions?  

In analysing transparency in this study, two main necessary conditions are used: Access to 

information and Inferability of information. First, the analysis of access to information by 

social accountability actors draws on the works of  Michener and Bersch (2013); and Fox 

(2007). The first component of accessibility is visibility. According to Michener and 

Bersch (2013), transparency is all about information therefore if information is not visible 

then the fundamental meaning of transparency loses its relevance. Accordingly, they 

propose that the visibility of information must take two main forms — completeness of the 

information and prospects that the information will be found. This conceptual lens 

proposed by Michener and Bersch is also what Fox (2007) describes as proactive 

dissemination of information by state actors. The second component of analysing 

accessibility takes a demand-driven approach. According to  Fox, demand-driven 

accessibility refers to ‘an institutional commitment to respond to citizens’ requests for 

specific kinds of information or documents which otherwise would not be accessible’ 

(2007, p. 665). To this end, accessibility to information may not only be limited to 

proactive dissemination of information in the form of visibility, but how social 

accountability actors get access to information upon request. This may sometimes even 

include how they are involved in the operations of formal institutions.  
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In the analysis of inferability as the second necessary condition of transparency, I again 

draw on the work of Michener and Bersch (2013). According to them, inferability is about 

the quality of the accessible information. They propose that three attributes increase the 

inferability of information, although these attributes may be adapted or substituted to the 

intended audience. The first attribute is the disaggregation of the information. They argue 

that because disaggregated or raw data is normally not mediated, it gives users more 

flexibility in the attachment of meanings and inferences to the accessible information. The 

second attribute is verification of the accessible information. They propose that the third 

attribute is whether the accessible information is simple or complex; and argue that 

conscious attention should be given to the intended use or purpose of the information and 

its users. I will seek evidence to confirm whether transparency of anti-corruption agencies 

to social accountability actors is an important enabling factor for achieving effective 

interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors.  

Attitudinal Enablers 

The analysis of attitudinal enablers in this study focuses on finding evidence to confirm 

whether the third type of enabler suggested in Chapter 1 is important for achieving 

effective interaction between ACAs and social actors. In this thesis, I draw on Eagly and 

Chaiken’s definition of attitudes as ‘tendencies to evaluate an entity with some degree of 

favour or disfavour, ordinarily expressed in…behavioural responses’ (1993, p. 155). The 

use of entity in this definition means the object of an attitude which may include 

individuals, organisations, events or groups among others. In this thesis the main object of 

attitude will be social accountability actors in terms of interactions; although they may 

sometimes be the subject of attitude as well. Such attitudes may be positive or negative, 

which result in likewise behavioural responses regarding interactions between ACAs and 

social accountability actors. According to Ajzen (1988) such attitudes may manifest in the 

form of verbal and non-verbal expressions. To this end, data will be sought to identify 

some of these verbal and non-verbal attitudes, as support roles, and the specific awareness 

by both integrity agencies and social accountability actors.   

Consequently, the study will show whether integrity agencies and/or social accountability 

actors are aware of such support roles social actors play or could play to integrity agencies’ 

activities and operations. The study will further explain whether the awareness of such 

support roles affects their attitudes towards each other and if yes, how such attitudes result 
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in interactive behaviour. Thus social actors need ACAs to have bite and ACAs may not 

even bite in the first place without the support of social actors (see Ackerman, 2004b; 

Ankamah, 2016; Fox, 2015). This is perhaps the more reason why the need for interaction 

between different accountability mechanisms has received much attention in recent years. 

But whether ACAs and/or social actors are aware of these support roles played by social 

actors to the effectiveness of ACAs is not well understood. But are ACAs and social actors 

aware of these support roles? How does this awareness shape ACAs’ attitudes towards 

social actors? Are social actors likely to play these support roles to ACAs when they are 

aware? These are some of the questions this study will answer in explaining whether 

attitudinal enablers are important for achieving effective interactions.    

2.5  Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided the conceptual and analytical basis for this research. It did this 

by first explaining the meaning and purpose of public accountability. In addition the 

chapter gave a detailed account of the debates around the two key conceptual building 

blocks of the thesis — horizontal accountability and social accountability — and 

highlighted the strengths and weakness of each to explain the importance of their 

interaction in exacting accountability. However, it was noted that current scholarship does 

not fully explore the nature and forms such interactions take or could take and whether 

they are indeed as important as claimed; and if so, the critical enabling factors for 

achieving effective interactions. In order to explore this issue, I examined the literature for 

existing cases where the interactions are evident to develop an initial framework of factors 

that may be important for understanding these interactions. The analysis of the wider 

literature and cases which informed this initial frame  as a guide for this thesis is more 

fully explained  elsewhere (Ankamah, 2016). The chapter further showed that in addition 

to the formal institutional enablers that clearly do influence the presence and nature of 

many of the likely interactions, the literature and cases pointed to at least two other groups 

of enablers — operational and attitudinal — which are also likely to be key determinants, 

at times independently of the formal structures and attributes. This threefold approach was 

accordingly adopted as the basis for organising and analysing evidence about these 

interactions in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 of the thesis.   

To this end, there is the need to provide a detailed context in relation to the three ACAs 

used for the analysis in this study. This will be the focus of the next chapter. This 
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background knowledge will provide the needed context for the analysis and presentation of 

evidence in relation to the areas of interaction and the nature of such interactions in 

Chapter 4; and chapters 5 and 6 will explain the important enablers of these identified 

interactions.  
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CHAPTER III   

Functions, Structures and Powers of ACAs in Three 

Australian States 

3.1  Introduction  

This chapter focuses on mapping out the current state of affairs in the three jurisdictions 

studied in this thesis. This follows on from the previous chapter which provided the key 

conceptual and analytical direction for this study. The chapter provides the background 

profile of the three ACAs in terms of their functions, governance and powers (including 

resources) and highlights possible areas of interaction in relation to these institutional 

enabling factors. This provides the departure point on what to expect and look for in the 

bid to map a more comprehensive picture of the areas of interaction between ACAs and 

social accountability actors. Specifically, the chapter notes that interactions may occur to 

fulfil ACAs’ corruption investigation and prevention functions. Furthermore, the chapter 

analyses recent expert and public discussions regarding the affairs of the anti-corruption 

agencies and highlights the possible important enablers of interactions between ACAs and 

social actors. Here the chapter shows that some of the possible enablers that need 

confirmation in the three jurisdictions include the independence of ACAs, public hearing 

powers of ACAs, and support role of social actors in defending the independence, powers 

and mandates of ACAs.  

The chapter proceeds as follows. The first section covers the functions, governance 

structures, powers (including resources) and recent policy controversies in relation to the 

NSW ICAC. The second and third sections repeat the aforementioned enabling factors in 

relation to the Queensland CCC and Victoria’s IBAC respectively.  

3.2  Independent Commission against Corruption — NSW 

The NSW ICAC is part of the three core generalist investigative agencies in NSW (NISA, 

2005, p. 25; Smith, 2005, p. 55) and the lead anti-corruption body. In the mid to late 
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1980s, the level of corruption in NSW public service was severe due to the exposure and 

imprisonment of many high-level public sector personnel including government ministers, 

senior police officers and the judiciary (Heilbrunn, 2004, p. 7; Johnston, 1999, p. 222; 

Moore, 1994, p. 80; Sturgess, 2015). Consequently community concern of the magnitude 

of corruption in NSW heightened, which in effect ‘eroded community confidence in the 

processes of democratic government’ (Gorta, 2003; Hall, 2004, p. 107). The issue became 

a major campaign message by the Coalition in the lead up to the 1988 state elections 

against the Labour Party, promising to establish an independent commission against 

corruption should they win the election (ICAC, 1989, p. 9; Johnston, 1999, p. 222). 

According to Al-Shaqsi (2008) the Coalition emerged victorious mainly because of this 

campaign promise to fight corruption as the issue of corruption had led to declining trust in 

government.  

Accordingly the Premier, Nicholas Greiner, on 26 May 1988 introduced the Independent 

Commission Against Corruption Bill to the NSW Parliament. The bill was drafted after a 

contingent was sent to Hong Kong to study the operations of the Hong Kong ICAC, to 

serve as a model for the proposed anti-corruption agency (Sturgess, 2015). Introducing the 

Bill to Parliament, Premier Greiner emphasised that: 

…this initiative is a component of the government’s program to restore the integrity 

of public administration and public institutions in this state. Nothing is more 

destructive of democracy than a situation where people lack confidence in those 

administrators that stand in a position of public trust. If a liberal and democratic 

society is to flourish we need to ensure that the credibility of public institutions is 

restored and safeguarded and that community confidence in the integrity of public 

administration is preserved and justified. …the establishment of the ICAC is not a 

political stunt. The commission will not be set up to pillory our political opponents 

or to engage in political witch hunts (Greiner 1988 cited in ICAC, 1989, p. 9). 

Upon extensive debate by both houses in Parliament, the Bill was introduced to the 

legislative council. The bill was allowed to lapse and a second bill incorporating the 

changes was introduced before being passed by Parliament receiving final assent on 9 

August 1988, after the Premier introduced the Independent Commission Against 

Corruption (Amendment) Bill (Heilbrunn, 2004, p. 7; ICAC, 1989, p. 9). The Premier 

announced the nomination of Commissioner Ian Temby and the Commission — ICAC — 
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formally began operations in March 1989 (Gorta, 2003; Heilbrunn, 2004, p. 7; ICAC, 

1989, pp. 11–12; Johnston, 1999, p. 222). Thus the ICAC was created in response to 

misconduct of government officials with the principal aim to investigate, expose and 

prevent corruption (ICAC, 2010, p. 8; 2015, p. 4). Therefore, the creation of the ICAC as a 

standing royal commission represents a ‘significant and symbolic public statement by 

government that corruption will not be tolerated and that steps will be taken to eradicate it’ 

(Moore, 1994, p. 81). 

3.2.1  Functions 

How do the functions of the NSW ICAC inform the possible areas of interaction between 

the ICAC and social accountability actors? For better understanding on how the 

commission carries out its functions, it is important to outline what constitutes corrupt 

conduct and who are deemed government officials as established in the ICAC Act 1988. 

According to Section 3 of the ICAC Act, a public official is an individual who has public 

official functions or acts in public official capacity. However, the ICAC does not 

investigate issues of misconduct or corrupt conduct within the NSW Police Service as the 

Law Enforcement Conduct Commission (LECC) in NSW performs these functions. 

The ICAC summarises corrupt conduct on its website as a conduct that is ‘deliberate or 

intentional wrongdoing, not negligence or a mistake and must involve either a NSW public 

official or organisation’ (see also Section 8(1) of the ICAC Act for details). To this end, 

corrupt conduct as established by Section 8(2) may include official misconduct such as 

breach of trust, fraud in office, misfeasance, malfeasance, extortion or imposition; bribery, 

fraud, secret commissions, theft, embezzlement, perverting the course of justice, election 

bribery, election funding offences, election fraud, revenue evasion, and forgery. Moreover, 

following the High Court decision in ICAC v Cunneen (High Court of Australia, 2015), 

the ICAC Act was amended (see Section 8(2A)) to expand the definition of corrupt conduct 

to include ‘any conduct of any person (whether or not a public official) that impairs, or that 

could impair, public confidence in public administration’. Accordingly the commission 

fights corruption in reference to Sections 8 and 9 by performing three main statutory 

functions.  

These three main functions performed by the ICAC are well summarised by Angela Gorta, 

a former research manager of ICAC:  
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 investigating and reporting on matters to find and deter corrupt conduct and discover the 

deficiencies in systems and procedures which allowed the conduct to occur;  

 prevent corruption by reducing opportunities for corruption by advising and working with 

public sector agencies to improve procedures, policies, work systems and ethical culture; 

and   

 educating the community and the public sector about the proper conduct of those in public 

office, the detrimental effects of corruption and the benefits which flow from action to 

reduce corruption (Gorta, 2003, p. 3 see also ICAC Act 1988 s13(1)). 

These three main functions provide departure points on what to look for in terms of 

interactions between the ICAC and social actors in the performance of these functions. For 

instance, in performing its education function, how does the ICAC engage with the public 

for this purpose? In addition to these three statutory principal functions, does the 

commission’s policy research and analysis role include empirical research which may take 

the form of a survey to inform efforts to minimise corruption in government? (Gorta, 2003; 

ICAC, 2012). In the performance of these functions, Section 12 of the ICAC Act requires 

the commission to ensure that the protection of the public interest and the prevention of 

breaches of public trust take precedence. Moreover, in the performance of its functions, 

Section 12A of the Act requires that the commission shall, as far as it is practicable, direct 

its attention to serious and systemic corrupt conduct and as well consider the roles and 

responsibilities of other public authorities and officials in the prevention of corruption. The 

important question here is this: how does the required focus on systemic and serious 

corruption influence the interaction of ICAC with social actors — especially 

complainants/whistleblowers?  

3.2.2  Structure and Governance 

How do the structure and governance arrangement of the ICAC inform the possible areas 

of interaction with social accountability actors? The ICAC started its operations with four 

main groups including the director of operations; director of administration and public 

affairs; the commission secretary; and general counsel. This core group, together with the 

commissioner and assistant commissioner, formed the ‘senior management group’ of the 

commission  (Al-Shaqsi, 2008, p. 177; ICAC, 1989). Until 2017, the commission was led 

by one commissioner who oversees the works of the commission and ensures that it 
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follows the requirements enshrined in the ICAC Act 1988 (ICAC, 2017). However, upon 

the passing of the Independent Commission Against Corruption Amendment Bill 2016, 

which generated interesting debates (see Section 3.2.4), the commission’s structure 

changed from a one commissioner to a three-commissioner model. To this end, the 

commission has three commissioners — one full-time commissioner (chief commissioner) 

and two part-time commissioners — and four functional divisions including the 

Investigation Division; Corruption Prevention Division; Corporate Services Division; and 

Legal Division. Figure 3.1 below shows the current structure of the ICAC.  

 

Figure 3.1: ICAC Organisational Structure 

 

Source: ICAC (2018). 

To ensure that the commission complies and acts within its remit as stipulated in the ICAC 

Act 1988, the commission has put in place its own in-house quality and compliance 

assurance measures such as the audit and risk committee which oversees the ICAC’s 

governance and risk (ICAC, 2013a, p. 42; 2015, p. 44; 2016a, pp. 42–43).  In addition to 

the commission’s internal compliance measures are two main external oversight bodies 
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that monitor the operations of the ICAC. First is the Office of the Inspector of the 

Independent Commission Against Corruption (OIICAC) (OIICAC, 2006, p. 1), whose 

Inspector is appointed by the governor under section 57A of the ICAC Act. Sections 57B 

and 57C outline the inspector’s oversight functions and powers respectively. Second is the 

Parliamentary Committee on the ICAC. It is the main oversight body that holds the ICAC 

accountable on behalf of the people of NSW and holds the right of veto on the 

appointment of ICAC’s commissioners. The committee is made up of 11 members with 

three from the Legislative Council and the other eight from the Legislative Assembly as 

established by Section 65 of the ICAC Act (see also The Senate, 2017).  

To this end, the committee’s accountability functions are clearly stipulated under Section 

64(1) of the ICAC Act 1988. However, they are not mandated to direct or investigate a 

matter relating to a particular conduct or reconsider the findings of ICAC. As we shall see 

in Chapter 4, this governance arrangement of the ICAC provides some avenue for 

interaction between the ICAC and social accountability actors in the areas of ACAs’ 

accountability processes. Nevertheless, the structure of the ICAC in terms of its leadership 

tells us little about how interaction with social actors could occur — especially as there is 

no representation of key social stakeholders at the leadership level.  

3.2.3  Powers and Resources 

To make the ICAC fight corruption effectively in the NSW public sector, the ICAC Act 

provides a number of powers to the commission. The focus here is on powers that tell us 

about the possible areas of interaction and how these powers may be important for those 

possible interactions. Below are a number of significant powers of the ICAC in performing 

its function:  

 Power to conduct compulsory examination if the commission is satisfied that it is in the 

public interest —  Section 30;  

 Power to conduct public inquiry if the commission is satisfied that it is in the public 

interest — Section 31. However, it is now a requirement that both the chief commissioner 

and one other part-time commissioner consent to the decision to hold public hearings; 

 Power to summon witnesses and take evidence — Section 35;  
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 Power to make findings and form opinions, on the basis of the results of its investigations, 

in respect of any conduct, circumstances or events with which its investigations are 

concerned, whether or not the findings or opinions relate to corrupt conduct — Section 

13(3a). However, this power is limited to findings of corrupt conduct that are serious.
3
 

Although Sections 20 and 20A give the commission powers to conduct preliminary and 

general investigations on its own initiative or upon a complaint or referral, the 

‘commission is not a court or disciplinary tribunal and does not conduct prosecutions or 

disciplinary proceedings as a consequence of any of its investigations’ (ICAC, 2015, p. 29; 

2017, p. 28) and therefore does not have the power to determine guilt. From the above 

mentioned powers, obviously, one of the possible areas of interaction could be through 

public hearings as part of ICAC’s investigations; whereas when it comes to its compulsory 

examination, there may be no interaction. These powers help provide the needed 

information on what to look out for in terms of the interaction between the ICAC and 

social actors in NSW and a wider range of enablers of the interactions that will be 

identified.  

Resources 

How does the resource capacity of the ICAC inform the possible areas of interaction or 

how interaction may or may not occur? The resource capacity of ACAs is normally 

assessed in the form of financial and human resources (Smith, 2005, p. 59). The main 

source of ICAC’s revenue is recurrent appropriations in addition to grant income from the 

NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC), fees from the provision of shared 

services and interest from investment among others (ICAC, 2014, 2017). In recent years 

the ICAC’s financial resource capacity has not been favourable; recording significant 

deficits in 2016 and 2017 operational years. In the 2015 operational year, for instance, the 

DPC provided $1million less in grant money to ICAC in relation to the previous year 

(ICAC, 2015; see Table 1 in Appendix 2). This reduction and the government’s resolve to 

discontinue with its ‘temporary supplementation’ might have accounted for a 15 per cent 

reduction in staffing capacity (Nicholls, 2016a). The main question of concern as far as 

resources are concerned, is how this resource arrangement of the ICAC and its 

                                                           
3
 Independent Commission Against Corruption Amendment Bill 2015 (NSW), Explanatory note. 
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consequential reduction in both financial and human resources influence interaction with 

social actors, in the performance of the ICAC’s accountability functions (see Chapter 5).  

For instance, the ICAC’s expenditure as a percentage of the state’s total expenditure  in 

recent years is less than 0.0375 per cent (Brown & Bruerton, 2017, p. 346). This is 

nowhere near the benchmark proposed by Quah et al. (2015, p. 34) for achieving a high 

level (≥0.2 per cent) of resourcing and could be said to have neither high security nor 

stability for its budget. Furthermore, out of its total expenditure, the commission spent just 

0.0657 per cent on advertising and publicity in 2017, down from its 2016 expenditure of 

0.085 per cent (ICAC, 2017, p. 75). Although there was no information on how much of 

the ICAC’s budget was spent on its corruption prevention, education and awareness, from 

the above discussion it could be suggested that there was a reduction. How does this share 

of their expenditure on media-related activities and the subsequent drop in the 2017 figure 

inform the nature of their interactions in the long term?  

In terms of the commission’s human resource capacity, there has been quite a significant 

reduction over the last few years (see Table 2 Appendix 2) which certainly will affect the 

commission’s operations generally. Particularly, the question of concern is the extent to 

which such reductions in the commission’s resource capacity affect its interaction with 

social accountability actors. As at June 2017, the total number of full-time equivalent staff 

of the commission was 98, down from 126 in 2014; and this translates into a staff-

population ratio of 1: 77551. Although one needs to be cautious when comparing the 

resource capacity of ACAs in different jurisdictions (Brown & Bruerton, 2017), ICAC’s 

staff capacity in recent years, compared to that of others such as the Singapore Corrupt 

Practices Investigation Bureau (CPIB) (Quah, 2015, p. 149) is relatively low; and may 

significantly influence how interactions may or may not occur.  

3.2.4  Recent Policy Controversies 

Recent developments in the effective functioning of the ICAC in NSW have largely 

centred on their formal institutional enablers. First is the ICAC v Cunneen
4
 case in which 

the jurisdiction of the commission, with respect to what constitutes corrupt conduct, was 

                                                           
4
 The case began when the ICAC summoned Ms Cunneen to appear before the commission’s public hearing 

to investigate an allegation as to whether she had an intention to pervert the course of justice (Dickens & 

Lane, 2015). Ms Cunneen is a NSW Crown Prosecutor who was accused by ICAC of advising her son’s 

girlfriend to fake chest pains to avoid a breath test after a car accident in May 2014. 
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challenged (ICAC, 2015, p. 3). A majority decision by the High Court in favour of Ms 

Cunneen meant that the commission has no/did not have any jurisdiction to investigate the 

conduct of ‘third parties in connection with the discharge of official functions by public 

officials’ with specific reference to Section 8(2) of the ICAC Act (Dickens & Lane, 2015). 

This ruling if held would invalidate some earlier findings of the commission in similar 

investigations. Consequently the NSW Government and Parliament acted quickly to enact 

the ICAC (Validation) Act 2015 that sought to validate earlier similar investigation 

findings of the commission (ICAC, 2015, p. 3).  

Consequently, the government commissioned an independent inquiry, led by the Hon. 

Murray Gleeson AC and Mr Bruce McClintock SC, to look into the ICAC Act to 

recommend any limits or enhancements in the use of the commission’s powers (Gleeson & 

McClintock, 2015). After its inquiry, the independent expert panel recommended some 

significant amendments to the ICAC Act to include: clarity in the definition of corrupt 

conduct to include others who impair or could impair public trust in public administration; 

enhancing the commission’s functions with respect to corruption prevention and 

education; and the mandate to investigate certain conducts referred to it by the electoral 

commissioner among others. These amendments, especially in relation to corruption 

prevention and education, may be important for strengthening possible interactions with 

social actors in the performance of these functions. 

Second is the ICAC Inspector’s review report to the Premier which recommended, among 

other possible amendments, the need to deny ICAC its public hearing powers in order to 

protect people’s reputation (OIICAC, 2016). The report which later became the subject of 

the ICAC Parliamentary Committee Inquiry (Parliament of New South Wales, 2016) 

generated lots of expert and public opinions on the consequences of such amendments. For 

instance, in a submission to the committee Professor Cowdery argued for a criteria to 

guide the conduct of public hearings rather than completely requiring the commission to 

hold all its hearings in private (Cowdery, 2016). Comparably, Moss acknowledged the 

need to have a balance between private inquiries and public hearing in order to have ‘the 

advantages of education, deterrence, principles of openness and accountability to the 

public’ (Moss, 2016). Others who argued in favour of the retention of the commission’s 

public hearing powers as it plays a significant role in its operations include the ICAC 

itself, David Ipp and the Accountability Round Table among others (Accountability Round 

Table, 2016b; ICAC, 2016c; Ipp, 2016b; Kelly, 2016; Watson, 2016).  
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In a publication by the Sydney Morning Herald, for instance, the editors argued that ‘the 

committee’s proposal to reduce the ICAC’s flexibility in determining which hearings are 

held in public — and to start from a presumption of private hearings — must be changed 

to preserve transparency’ (Sydney Morning Herald, 2016). According to the 

Accountability Round Table, the position of social actors in favour of public hearings 

resonates in Sir Anthony Mason’s (a former Chief Justice of Australia) assertion in 

Victoria v Australian Building Construction Employees and Builders Labourers Federation 

(1982) 152 CLR 25 at 97, when discussing the effects of private hearings. Mason stated 

that any order that will let a commission like a royal commission only proceed in private  

Seriously undermines the value of the inquiry. It shrouds the proceedings with a 

cloak of secrecy, denying to them the public character which to my mind is an 

essential element in public acceptance of an inquiry of this kind and of its report 

(Manson cited in Accountability Round Table, 2016b). 

Although the committee did not completely deny ICAC of the right to hold public 

hearings, it recommended for the ICAC to be structured to have three commissioners with 

one being the chief and full-time commissioner. Consequently, the use of ICAC’s 

extraordinary powers such as to hold public hearings is now dependent on majority 

decision as indicated earlier (Parliament of New South Wales, 2016). To this end, sections 

of the NSW society argued against the proposed change as a threat to effective functioning 

of the ICAC. An article featured in the Sydney Morning Herald by the chair of 

Transparency International Australia, Anthony Whealy, argued that the proposed 

restructure of the ICAC is likely to threaten the capacity of the commission, outlining three 

reasons (Whealy, 2016). Whealy argued that where more than one commissioner is 

appointed and a complex decision goes wrong, it would be difficult to hold the 

commission accountable. Furthermore, there is no precedent in the Australian anti-

corruption landscape where important decisions are made on a majority view of a panel. 

Last, and probably most importantly, Whealy stated that:  

…the notion that the head of the organisation, the only full-time commissioner, is at 

the mercy of his or her part-time assistants is strange, to say the least. In theory it 

could lead to the government of the day appointing assistant commissioners who 

were against holding public hearings into corruption matters. This would 

effectively stymie the work of the ICAC altogether. It is to be hoped, that no 
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government would do this. But in practice public perception may well be that this is 

an attempt to hamstring the head of the organisation and to drive public hearings 

underground. Such a perception would plainly be very damaging. 

Notwithstanding, the Independent Commission Against Corruption Amendment Bill 2016 

was passed to give effect to the committee’s recommendations and the Bill received assent 

on 23 November 2016. The passing of the Bill in effect required Commissioner Ms Megan 

Latham to reapply and she resigned (Nicholls, 2016b). This according to some experts has 

adversely affected the independence of the ICAC. For instance, Professor A. J. Brown 

noted that it defeats the purpose of having an anti-corruption agency ‘if the government is 

to turn around and sack a commissioner it doesn’t like against the spirit of the legislation’ 

(Brown cited in Heaton, 2017; see also Ipp, 2016a). Accordingly, some experts (e.g. 

Watson, 2017) noted that the government’s decision was a retaliatory measure against the 

commissioner for investigating Liberal MPs of electoral misconduct which led to the 

resignation of or moving to the crossbenches of eleven MPs.  

The last and current concern of the commission is the government’s cut of its financial 

support which, according to  Robertson (2016), is likely to leave the commission with 

2006 staffing levels. In November 2017, the current ICAC Commissioner Peter Hall 

outlined to the NSW Parliament that the funding cuts on the commission had reduced the 

number of investigation teams from four to three and explained the impact this has on their 

investigations (Nicholls, 2017). According to some experts, by reducing ACAs’ funding, 

the government makes ACAs subservient to them and makes it necessary for ACAs to 

frequently justify why they need extra funds. This leads to the ‘unsettling idea that the 

investigative agency needs to beg for money from those persons it should be investigating’ 

(Watson, 2017). Such calculated attempt to make the ICAC less effective, according to 

Watson (2007) is not exclusive of the ICAC’s investigation that exposed many Liberal 

MPs in NSW.  

These discussions highlight two main areas of possible interaction that the study hopes to 

confirm with key stakeholders in the bid of developing a more systematic and 

comprehensive picture of the range of interactions. These areas include education and 

awareness of corruption; and public hearings. Importantly, the discussions also highlight 

that the financial resource capacity of the ICAC and the role of social actors in defending 

the powers of the ICAC may be possible enablers of interactions.  
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3.3  Crime and Corruption Commission — Queensland 

Like the ICAC, CCC is the lead public sector anti-corruption agency in Queensland among 

others such as the Ombudsman, Queensland Audit Office, Integrity Commissioner, 

Information Commissioner and the Public Service Commission.  The Queensland Crime 

and Corruption Commission’s establishment dates back to the late 1980s when the 

Fitzgerald Inquiry into police corruption and public sector misconduct report 

recommended the establishment of the Criminal Justice Commission (CJC) (CJC, 1990; 

Fitzgerald, 1989; Hall, 2004). The 1980s saw growing and persistent allegations of police 

and political corruption in Queensland (Lewis, 2010, p. 2; Queensland Government, 2013, 

p. 2) and institutional decay was seen as part of public life (Lewis, 2010, p. 57). Following 

numerous publications by Philip Dickie in 1986–1987 as well as the ABC’s Four Corners 

Program which mainly targeted police misconduct and public sector corruption in 

Queensland (ABC News, 2014; Callinan & Aroney, 2013, p. 27), the then acting Premier 

of Queensland, Bill Gunn exhibited the political will to fight corruption ‘firmly and with 

vigour’ by ordering a commission of inquiry led by Tony Fitzgerald (Fitzgerald, 1989, p. 

3). According to Prenzler (2000, p. 663) the Fitzgerald Inquiry was the first of its kind 

which exposed significant high-level corruption and subsequently recommended ‘large-

scale reform measures’. 

The Fitzgerald Inquiry revealed high level systemic and serious corruption within the 

Queensland police service and public service — including political corruption (Callinan & 

Aroney, 2013; Fitzgerald, 1989). These revelations led to the prosecution and jailing of the 

Police Commissioner and four other ministers (Ransley & Johnstone, 2009, p. 532). To 

this end, the Fitzgerald Commission made more than 100 recommendations including the 

establishment of the Electoral and Administrative Review Commission (EARC), the 

Criminal Justice Commission (CJC; now Crime and Corruption Commission (CCC)), and 

other major reforms to the Queensland police service (Callinan & Aroney, 2013, p. 27; 

Fitzgerald, 1989, pp. 370–388). The report favoured the permanency of the CJC including 

being given powers and mandates to oversee police performance and other public sector 

workers in Queensland (Fitzgerald, 1989, p. 372; Hall, 2004, p. 264; Prenzler, 2000, p. 

661). Consequently, the CJC was established in 1989 by the Criminal Justice Act 1989. 

Until this period, however, the creation of standing anti-corruption and misconduct bodies 

in Australia was almost novel (Callinan & Aroney, 2013, p. 28). 
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3.3.1  Functions  

How do the corruption functions of CCC inform the possible areas of interaction of the 

CCC with social accountability actors? Unlike the ICAC, the CCC is a multipurpose 

organisation with wide-ranging functions such as to fight major crime and corruption in 

Queensland. Accordingly, the two main purposes of the commission as established by 

Section 4(1) of the Crime and Corruption Act (CCA) 2001 are to ‘combat and reduce the 

incidence of major crime’ and ‘to continuously improve the integrity of, and to reduce the 

incidence of corruption in, the public sector’. However, for the purpose of this research 

focus is skewed towards the CCC’s corruption function. To explore in detail the CCC’s 

corruption functions and how it performs these functions, it is important, as a first step, to 

understand what constitutes corruption as established by the Crime and Corruption Act. 

According to Section 15 of the CCA, corrupt conduct refers to a conduct of a person, 

regardless of whether the person holds or held a position in public office that adversely 

affects either directly or indirectly the effective functioning of a unit of public 

administration or a person in public office, and if proved, would be a criminal offence or 

warrant disciplinary action if the person holds or held an appointment. Unlike NSW, the 

threshold for corrupt conduct in Queensland must be one that when proved would amount 

to criminality or must warrant disciplinary action. Such conduct, according to Section 

15(2) may include abuse of public office, bribery, extortion, stealing, forgery, secret 

commission, perverting the course of justice, loss of revenue of the state, serious assault 

and offence relating to electoral donation. 

To this end the commission has two main corruption functions as established under 

Section 33 of the CCA: ‘(a) to raise standards of integrity and conduct in units of public 

administration; (b) to ensure a complaint about, or information or matter involving, 

corruption is dealt with in an appropriate way, having regard to the principles set out in 

section 34’. Specifically Chapter Two of the CCA 2001 outlines the CCC’s functions 

(focus on corruption) to include corruption investigation, corruption prevention (including 

education) and research. Accordingly Section 34 establishes four key principles including 

cooperation with other agencies; capacity building for corruption prevention; devolution; 

and the public interest, paying particular attention to public confidence in dealing with 

corruption allegations. By following the above mentioned principles in performing its 
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corruption function, some scholars (e.g. Hall, 2004, p. 290) report that the commission 

fulfils its purpose as a ‘watchdog’ and ‘capacity builder’.  

These functions highlight possible areas of interaction for the purpose of ACAs 

investigations, prevention, education and research. This provides a departure point for 

exploring these areas in order to obtain a comprehensive picture of the interactions that 

occur for these purposes. Furthermore, the devolution principle also highlights a possible 

determinant on achieving the effectiveness of these interactions; this study hopes to 

confirm whether it is an important enabler for achieving effective interaction.  

3.3.2  Structure and Governance 

How do the structure and governance arrangement of the CCC inform the possible areas of 

interaction with social accountability actors? From its full operational year in 1990, the 

CJC has comprised five main divisions including: Official Misconduct; Misconduct 

Tribunals; Intelligence; Witness Protection; and Research and Coordination (CJC, 1991a, 

pp. 7–76; Lewis, 2010, p. 59). Since its operation in 1990, there have been three major 

changes to the structure and role of the CJC. The Borbidge National-Liberal Government 

in 1998 separated the organised crime function from the CJC, creating a new Queensland 

Crime Commission (QCC) to fight crime in Queensland, legalised by the Crime 

Commission Act 1997 (CCC, 2016a, p. 15; Lewis, 2010, p. 58). The QCC was accountable 

to the Attorney General, making it more vulnerable to political influence (Al-Shaqsi, 

2008). Consequently, in 2002, the Beattie Labour Government ‘merged’ the CJC and QCC 

to create the CMC (Lewis 2010, p. 58) after the introduction of the Crime and Misconduct 

Bill to Parliament in October 2001 (PCMC, 2002, p. 4). To this end, the CMC became the 

only ‘single organisation with both crime and misconduct functions’ (PCMC 2002, p. 29). 

The CMC was led by a five-member commission comprising a full-time commissioner 

(the Chairperson) and four part-time commissioners representing the community (CMC, 

2013, p. 44; 2014, p. 35). The third and current reformation of the commission was from 

the CMC to Crime and Corruption Commission (CCC) in 2014 (CCC, 2016a) by the 

Newman LNP Government; notwithstanding a strong reservation from key stakeholders 

(see Section 3.3.4 for details).  

The current CCC is made up of five commissioners including a full-time chairperson; a 

part-time commissioner as deputy chairperson; and three part-time commissioners as 
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ordinary commissioners. Unlike the ICAC, the three ordinary part-time commissioners 

include at least one member from society (currently an academic). This five-member group 

referred to as ‘the commission’ provides ‘strategic leadership and direction for the 

performance of the CCC’s functions’ (CCC, 2015a, p. 6; 2016a, p. 16). Consequently the 

commission is responsible for setting the strategic direction, monitoring performance, 

establishing in-house management committees, and ensuring compliance with the 

Financial Accountability Act 2009 (CCC, 2016a, p. 64). Currently the CCC has eight 

divisions including the crime division, corruption division, operations and support 

division, proceeds of crime division, intelligence division, policy and research division, 

legal services division, and strategic and corporate services division (CCC, 2015a, p. 33) 

as shown in Figure 3.2 below.  

Figure 3.2: CCC Organisational Structure 

 

Source: CCC (2017a, p. 47). 

Like the ICAC, the CCC also has both internal and external compliance and accountability 

mechanisms in place. Internally, the CCC has a number of mechanisms in place which are 

normally risk-based and take the form of financial compliance, performance audit, and 

information computing technology audits (CCC, 2015a, p. 39). Externally, the 

Parliamentary Crime and Corruption Committee (PCCC) is the main body responsible for 

reviewing the activities of the CCC. Although the CCC is an independent commission 

which is free from government’s control and cannot be influenced by any other agency in 
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the pursuit of its functions, it is accountable to the people of Queensland through 

Parliament (CCC, 2015a, p. 6; CJC, 1990, 2000; CMC, 2013, 2014). The PCCC consists 

of seven members including four nominated by the leader of the house and the other three 

nominated by the leader of the Opposition as enshrined in Section 300 of the CCA 2001.  

 To this end, the commission’s functions are clearly stated under Section 292 of the CCA 

2001.
5
 To perform these oversight functions effectively, Section 303 of the CCA 

establishes the office of the parliamentary crime and corruption commissioner to assist the 

PCCC in its monitoring functions. However, the PCCC and Parliamentary Commissioner 

are not mandated to direct the operations of the commission. The organisational structure 

and governance arrangement of the CCC highlights important possible areas of 

interactions with social actors, especially at the decision-making level of the CCC and its 

accountability to Parliament. The form such interactions may take, based on this 

arrangement, will be explored in detail in Chapter 4.  

3.3.3  Powers and Resources 

Like the ICAC, to make the CCC perform its corruption functions effectively, the Crime 

and Corruption Act 2001 provides the CCC with extraordinary powers which exceed those 

of the police service. For instance the ‘CCC is the only Queensland law enforcement 

agency with the power to conduct coercive hearings that require witnesses to attend 

hearings and give evidence’ (CCC, 2015b). Notable among the CCC’s powers for the 

purpose of this study include:  

 Notice to attend hearings — Section 82; 

 Power to hold public and private hearings — Chapter 4 

Although CCC has enormous powers available for the effective operation of its corruption 

functions, the commission does not have the power to determine guilt (CCC, 2015a; Hall, 

2004). Like the ICAC, one of the possible areas of interaction for these powers is the 

conduct of public hearings as part of the CCC’s investigations.  

                                                           
5
 Among its wide-ranging functions, three are principal: monitoring and reviewing the performance of the 

functions, and the structure of the CCC; reporting to Parliament on matters relevant to the CCC; and 

participating in the appointment of commissioners and  Chief Executive Officer of the commission (see also 

CCC, 2016a, p. 78; The Senate, 2017).  
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Resources 

How does the resource capacity of the CCC inform the possible areas of interaction or how 

interaction may or may not occur? Unlike the ICAC, the CCC’s financial resource capacity 

seems to show a rather favourable picture (see Table 3, Appendix 2). The last few 

operational years of the commission have recorded stable financial inflow; although its 

total expenditure according to Brown and Bruerton (2017, p. 346) is less than 0.06 per 

cent, which is far below the benchmark for achieving a high level of financial resourcing 

(Quah et al., 2015). The main source of the commission’s revenue is grants from the state 

government and over the last few years, the CCC has recorded an absolute increase in 

grants from the government, representing a share of 96.67 per cent in its 2016–2017 

operational year (CCC, 2017a). It is therefore not surprising that the CCC has recorded 

surplus expenditure in recent years. Accordingly, it is expected that the CCC is able to 

perform its functions quite effectively as its financial resource capacity is considered to be 

part of the critical success factors of ACAs (see e.g. Ankamah & Manzoor E. Khoda, 

2018; Quah, 2010, 2015). It is however not clear what percentage of the CCC’s 

expenditure goes into media, corruption prevention and educational campaigns.  

Like its financial position, the CCC’s human resource capacity has been stable over the 

last few years and this is probably informed by its financial stability over the years (see 

Table 4, Appendix 2). As at June 2017, the total number of full-time equivalent employees 

in the commission was 343, significantly up from its 2015 figure of 336 (CCC, 2015a, 

2017a). This translates into a staff-population ratio of about 1:14000. Irrespective of the 

fact that the CCC’s mandate covers that of crime and police corruption, this figure is far 

below that of the ICAC (see Section 3.3.3) and its international counterparts like the 

Singapore CPIB. Given this favourable statistic, it is expected that there will be strong 

evidence of interaction in possible areas that will be identified in Chapter 4, especially in 

relation to corruption prevention, education and investigation.   

3.3.4  Recent Policy Controversies  

As earlier indicated in Section 3.3.2, the CCC has undergone reformations including 

structural and functional since its establishment in 1989. Although all these reformations 

generated both expert and public debates, focus on this section is placed on the most recent 
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reformation of the commission from CMC to CCC. Like the ICAC, most of such 

reformations focus on the CCC’s independence and powers.  

Six months after the overwhelming victory of the LNP in the Queensland state election, 

the Newman Government ordered a review of the Crime and Misconduct Act 2001 (ABC 

News, 2012; Briody, 2015). This was probably because prior to the 2012 Queensland state 

elections, the LNP had accused the CMC for allowing itself to be used to score political 

points against its leader Mr. Newman (Briody, 2015, p. 140). As a first step to the review 

of the CMC Act 2001, the Attorney-General and Minister for Justice, Honourable Jarrod 

Bleijie instituted an advisory panel made up of Justice Callinan and Professor Aroney at a 

media conference (Briody, 2015, p. 140; LACSC, 2014, p. 4). The advisory report 

recommended the administrative restructuring and amendment of the CMC Act (Callinan 

& Aroney, 2013, pp. 212–220). Notable among their recommendations was for the CMC 

to engage less in prevention and education; and no research — unless directed by the 

government (2013, pp. 212–220). Consequently the Crime and Misconduct and Other 

Legislation Amendment Bill 2014 was introduced to Parliament. The Bill, among other 

objectives, sought to implement most of the recommendations of the advisory committee 

including retraction of the commission’s corruption prevention functions and research 

powers (LACSC, 2014). The Bill was passed to become the Crime and Misconduct and 

Other Legislation Act 2014 and the CCC was formed.  

However, prior to passing the Bill there was a lot of debate around the independence of the 

CCC. David Gow, a former part-time commissioner of the CCC opined that although some 

of the changes to the commission’s legislation are important for good governance, ‘they do 

so at the cost of putting the CMC under closer control of the government of the day and 

that is a price that is too high’ (cited in Solomons, 2014). Similarly, Fitzgerald (2014) 

argued that the Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill if passed takes the ‘final step 

needed to remove the commission’s independence entirely and bring it completely under 

government control’, allowing the commission to be used as a political weapon.  

Media reportage from ‘Independent Australia’ stated that ‘the Newman Government has 

killed the independent Crime and Misconduct Commission’ and that in ‘its place will be a 

Crime and Corruption Commission with much reduced powers and Government-appointed 

commissioners’ (Bishop, 2014). The Queensland Ombudsman, the Australian Lawyers 

Alliance, the Bar Association of Queensland, the Queensland Law Society and the 



80 
 

Australian Lawyers for Human Rights were also critical of important parts of the proposed 

changes (Briody, 2015). To this end, A. J. Brown, a Professor of public policy and law, 

advises that care should be taken in the reform of such agencies in  order not to turn them 

into a ‘partisan-political football’ (Brown 2014b). In a submission to the Queensland 

Parliament, Professor Brown emphasised that:  

 …it is vital to public confidence in public integrity institutions that they be seen, as 

much as possible, as being above short-term party politics and partisan political 

interest. While this should not and need not insulate such institutions from reform, 

it means that significant reform should only occur based on an effective policy 

process, supported by broad community understanding and acceptance, and 

maximum bipartisan or multi-party political support (Brown 2014b).  

Similarly, Professor Prenzler also noted in his submission that:  

…the Bill represents a serious backward step for public sector accountability, 

integrity management and corruption prevention in Queensland…The proposed 

restructured Commission will be even more deficient. As it stands, the Bill is anti-

democratic and unscientific. The best one can say about it is that it is naïve about 

the misconduct risks in public sector organisation…and the natural tendency of 

organisations to cover up misconduct, and also extremely ill-informed about public 

opinion…One point of major concern is the denial of independence entailed in the 

proposal for ministerial control of the research agenda (Prenzler, 2014) 

Recognising the significant adverse effect of the Act on the independence of the CCC, Mr. 

MacSporran, in a speech after his appointment emphasised that the independence of the 

commission is critical to its success and that he is determined to pursue the complete  

independence of the commission (cited in van Vonderen, 2015). Due to public and experts 

backlash and the CCC’s zeal to ‘wind back Newman government changes to its operations 

that undermined its independence and effectiveness’ (Wiggins, 2015), the Palaszczuk 

Labour Government, in 2015, introduced the Crime and Corruption Amendment Bill 2015 

to Parliament to reinstate the CCC’s corruption prevention function and independence in 

conducting research. The Bill was passed and became the Crime and Corruption 

Amendment Act 2016.  
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The discussions in this section have highlighted two possible areas of interaction: 

corruption prevention and education; and research. The section has further highlighted 

some possible important enablers of interactions between the CCC and social 

accountability actors: independence of the CCC and support role of social actors in 

protecting the independence and mandates of the CCC. This provides the important 

starting point on what to expect as far as interaction between the CCC and social actors is 

concerned and the possible enablers upon which such interactions may or may not occur.   

3.4 Independent Broad-Based Anti-Corruption Commission — Victoria 

Like the ICAC and CCC, IBAC is Victoria’s main anti-corruption body responsible for 

investigating and preventing corruption in government (IBAC, 2016a). In more than a 

decade, Victorian politicians and successive governments had been paying lip service to 

establishing a broad-based anti-corruption agency (Lewis, 2014). During this period, the 

responsibility of identifying misconduct and corruption in the public sector and police 

service was dispersed among several bodies within the integrity and accountability 

framework of Victoria (Newton-Brown & Davis, 2013). Like NSW and Queensland, 

public confidence in government in the early 2000s was very low, especially when a 

‘major war between Melbourne organised crime groups appeared to go unaddressed by 

police’; and several killings including that of a confidential police informer which many 

believed had a link to corruption (Brown & Head, 2005; Lewis, 2014). Consequently the 

Victorian Government came under severe pressure by key stakeholders such as the media, 

integrity groups, former police and opposition parties to establish an independent royal 

commission into police corruption; a permanent anti-corruption agency to oversight police 

and public sector corruption; and a crime commission either as a stand-alone body or 

integrated into the anti-corruption agency (Brown & Head, 2005).  

In contrast, the government opted to boost the capacity of the Ombudsman with an 

additional AU$10 million and further powers (Lewis, 2014). Furthermore, the Bracks 

Government in 2004 established the Office of Police Integrity to investigate and prevent 

corruption and misconduct in the Victorian Police Service (Newton-Brown & Davis, 

2013). Despite this move, criticisms of the government in response to the need for an 

independent anti-corruption body continued to the extent that the establishment of such a 

body became one of the key political issues in the lead up to the 2010 state elections 

(Lewis, 2014). Accordingly the Coalition (then in opposition) promised to establish a 
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unified independent anti-corruption agency that would mirror that of the NSW ICAC as 

this would better serve the needs of Victoria’s Integrity System (Lewis, 2014; Newton-

Brown & Davis, 2013).    

Upon forming government, the Coalition took the necessary steps to introduce the broad-

based agency that would identify, investigate and prevent public sector corruption and 

police misconduct (IBAC, 2013a; Newton-Brown & Davis, 2013). To this end the 

Victorian Parliament passed the Independent Broad-Based Anti-Corruption Commission 

Act 2011, which established the IBAC (IBAC, 2013a) to replace the Office of Police 

Integrity (The Senate, 2017). The commission was formally established in 2012 but 

became fully operational in 2013 after the enactment of its investigation powers (IBAC, 

2016a). Accordingly, Mr Stephen O’Bryan was appointed as the first Commissioner of 

IBAC on January 1, 2013 (IBAC, 2013a, 2017a). 

3.4.1  Functions 

How do the functions of IBAC inform the possible areas of interaction with social 

accountability actors? For better understanding of the functions of IBAC, it is important to 

put them in the context of what constitutes corrupt conduct and the jurisdiction of IBAC as 

established by the IBAC Act 2011. In its first year of operation, IBAC noted in their 2013 

special report that concerns had been raised that the threshold requiring the commission to 

focus on serious corrupt conduct was vague and highly liable to legal challenge in the 

Supreme Court (Callinan & Aroney, 2013; IBAC, 2013b). Consequently the passing of the 

Integrity and Accountability Legislation Amendment (A Stronger System) Act 2016 (Vic) 

allowed for the expansion of IBAC’s jurisdiction. Although IBAC is required, under 

section 15(1A) of the IBAC Act 2011, to give priority to serious or systemic corruption and 

misconduct, it now has the mandate to investigate all corrupt conduct (The Senate, 2017). 

To this end, IBAC defines corruption broadly on its website as the ‘misuse of public power 

or position’ (see Section 4(1) and 5 for what specifically constitutes corruption and police 

misconduct respectively).  

Accordingly, IBAC receives complaints about corruption and misconduct concerning 

public bodies and public officials (judiciary, local councils, schools and universities, 

public hospitals, parliamentarians and contractors performing a public function etc.) and 
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Victorian Police employees.
6
 Following a number of significant amendments to the IBAC 

Act 2011 since its passage, the IBAC is now responsible for performing the following key 

functions:  

 identify, investigate and expose serious corrupt conduct and police misconduct;  

 assist in the prevention of corrupt conduct and police misconduct;  

 educate the public sector, police and community of the risks and impacts of corruption and 

police misconduct; and  

 assist in improving the capacity of the public sector to prevent corrupt conduct and police 

misconduct (IBAC, 2016d; see also IBAC Act 2011 s 15). 

Like the ICAC and CCC, these functions of IBAC also highlight some important areas of 

interaction in order to achieve their potential. Thus interactions may occur to investigate 

corruption, prevent corruption and educate the public on corruption related issues. This 

provides the needed groundwork to explore these areas of interaction for these purposes 

more comprehensively in Chapter 4.   

 3.4.2  Structure and Governance 

How do the structure and governance arrangement of the IBAC inform possible areas of 

interaction with social accountability actors? The IBAC started full operation with four 

main divisions in 2013 comprising the Strategic Services division; Operations; Specialist 

Services; and Corporate Services (IBAC, 2013a). As a relatively new organisation that has 

only been in full operation since 2013, IBAC’s organisational structure has not witnessed 

significant change like its counterparts in NSW and Queensland. However, after two full 

years of operation the IBAC consolidated its role and functions; which consequently led to 

a merger of its Specialist Services division with the Operations division (IBAC, 2015a). 

Moreover, for better reflection of its functions and their emphasis on strategic 

communications, the IBAC renamed its Strategic Services division ‘Prevention and 

Communications’ division (IBAC, 2015a). The IBAC is headed by a full-time 

commissioner as established by Section 19 of the IBAC Act 2011 and one or more deputy 

                                                           
6
 Including protective service officers: see (IBAC, 2016c, p. 7; 2017a) and also IBAC Act 2011 s 6. 
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commissioners (Section 23 IBAC Act 2011). Figure 3.3 below shows the current 

organisational structure of the IBAC as at June 2017. 

 

Figure 3.3: IBAC Organisational Structure 

 

 

Source: IBAC (2017a, p. 13). 

Like its counterparts in NSW and Queensland, the IBAC is exempt from ministerial or 

parliamentary control in its operations. Consequently, to assure the public that IBAC’s 

conduct, actions and decisions are appropriate and are in compliance with the legislative 

framework guiding its operations, there is a range of internal and external accountability 

mechanisms in place (IBAC, 2017a). Internally, IBAC has established a whole of 

organisation approach to good governance which includes ‘accountability, integrity, 

proportionality and transparency’ (2017a, p. 61).  

Externally, IBAC’s operations and activities are monitored by two main external oversight 

bodies. First is a Parliamentary Committee constituted under Section 12A of the 

Parliamentary Committee Act 2003 (Vic), referred to as the IBAC Committee. It is a ten 

member committee with at least one member from each house of Parliament. The 

committee’s functions which include monitoring performance of the duties and functions 
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of IBAC are established under Section 12A (1) of the Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 

(Vic). The second is the Victorian Inspectorate (VI), established by the Victorian 

Inspectorate Act 2011 (Vic). It commenced operations in February 2013. Functions of the 

VI, which include receiving and investigating complaints about the conduct of IBAC and 

its personnel, are established under section 11(2) of the VI Act 2011 (Vic). Like others, 

IBAC’s structure and governance arrangement also highlight some possible areas of 

interactions and lack of interaction. For instance, the accountability processes of IBAC are 

a possible area for interaction with social actors. However, unlike the CCC, IBAC does not 

have a key social stakeholder representative at the commission level who may participate 

in important decision making.  

3.4.3  Powers and Resources 

Again, like its counterparts in NSW and Queensland, the IBAC Act 2011 gives IBAC 

enormous and extensive powers to effectively perform its functions. It is important to 

mention that, although the IBAC has only been in full operation since 2013, some 

significant amendments have been made to its mandates and powers. For instance in 2012, 

the IBAC Act was amended to grant the commission some investigative powers. Further 

amendments to the Act, in 2016, enhanced IBAC’s investigative functions and abilities. 

According to IBAC (2016a, p. 11), these changes have strengthened their ability in the 

detection and investigation of government corruption and misconduct, including 

misconduct in police service. Section 16 summarises the enormous powers available to 

IBAC in its operations, establishing that the IBAC ‘has power to do all things that are 

necessary or convenient to be done for or in connection with, or as incidental to, the 

achievement of the objects of this Act and the performance of its duties and functions’. 

Such powers, for the purpose of this study, as stated on IBAC’s website include:  

 intercepting telecommunications;  

 holding private and public hearings; and  

 requiring people to give evidence at hearings.  

However, unlike the ICAC and CCC, Section 190 of the IBAC Act 2011 authorises the 

IBAC to bring criminal proceedings for an ‘offence in relation to any matter arising out of 

IBAC’s investigation’. This shows the magnitude of IBAC’s powers in fighting corruption 
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in Victoria. However, this arrangement has been opposed by some scholars who argue that 

such agencies should not be involved in prosecution ‘beyond referring the matter for 

consideration for prosecution by another agency  (Gilbert + Tobin Centre cited in The 

Senate, 2017, p. 160). Like the ICAC and the CCC, one of the possible areas of interaction 

emerging from these powers is the conduct of public hearings as part of the IBAC’s 

investigations.  

Resources 

How does the resource capacity of the IBAC inform possible areas of interaction or how 

interaction may or may not occur? Like the CCC, IBAC’s financial position also seems to 

depict a favourable picture (see Table 5, Appendix 2). However, unlike the CCC, IBAC is 

funded through parliamentary appropriation (IBAC, 2017a, p. 8). Since its full operation, 

IBAC has recorded a significant increase in its annual revenue and has operated a surplus 

budget over the years. Starting with total revenue of AU$27M in 2014, the IBAC had a 

total revenue of AU$36M for its 2016–2017 operational year. This rather favourable 

financial position of IBAC is confirmed by the commission in its 2017 report:  

IBAC’s financial position remains strong. Revenue, expenditure and equity are up 

and we are well placed to respond to financial challenges. IBAC is still growing 

and revenue and expenditure are forecast to further increase in 2017/18 in particular 

with an additional investigation team (IBAC 2017a, p. 8). 

Although IBAC’s financial position is stable, its share as a percentage of the state 

government’s expenditure is less than 0.05 per cent (Brown & Bruerton, 2017, p. 346) and 

far below the 0.2 per cent benchmark suggested by Quah et al. (2015) for achieving high-

level financial resourcing. Out of the IBAC total expenditure in 2017, 2.65 per cent was 

spent on marketing and promotions, significantly up from its 2016 figure of 0.365 per cent 

(IBAC, 2017a, p. 91). Accordingly, it exceeded its 90 per cent target of prevention and 

education initiatives (including outreach) delivered to stakeholders (2017a, p. 12). This 

highlights a possible important enabler on achieving effective interaction. Accordingly, 

evidence provides a departure point for confirming the importance of financial resource 

capacity in achieving effective interaction and how.  
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In terms of IBAC’s human resource capacity, the commission as at the end of June 2017 

had a total full-time equivalent staff of 169 — up from 136 in 2014 (IBAC, 2017a, p. 48) 

(see Table 6, Appendix 2). This translates into a staff-population ratio of about 1:36000 

and comparable to that of the Singapore CPIB (Quah, 2015, p. 149) and about half that of 

the NSW ICAC. Given that IBAC is still in its early years of operation, the steady increase 

in its human resource capacity is promising and signals a potential for favourable staff-

population ratio, probably comparable to that of the Queensland CCC in coming years.  

3.4.4  Recent Policy Controversies  

IBAC’s powers and mandates have also generated important debates in Victoria. One key 

issue that generated public and expert discussions was IBAC’s mandates regarding their 

investigations which subsequently received positive outcomes through legislative 

amendments. The fact that IBAC lacked the power to investigate misconduct in public 

office meant that it lacked the legislative teeth to function effectively (Gordon & Cook, 

2014). According to Accountability Round Table (2016a), the exclusion of misconduct in 

public office in the definition of corrupt conduct and the requirement on the part of IBAC 

to prove beyond reasonable doubt that a conduct would constitute a relevant offence, and 

to be satisfied that it is a serious conduct before launching an investigation were flawed. 

The Accountability Round Table further pointed out the government ‘had deliberately 

created a paper tiger, a sham anti-corruption commission which was intended not to have 

the necessary powers or ability to be able to investigate those who had created it’ (2016a, 

p. 3).   

Similarly Lewis (2014) lamented that the inability of IBAC to investigate misconduct in 

public office meant that IBAC is ‘unable to commence the type of investigations that led to 

the Obeid case in NSW’. Others (e.g. Charles, 2014) also expressed their disappointment 

that IBAC’s investigative powers heavily fall short of those of its NSW counterpart on 

which it was modelled. Acknowledging the effect IBAC’s limited powers had on its 

accountability role performance, in a report to Parliament the commission indicated that 

the legislation ‘undermined the IBAC’s ability to perform and achieve its principal objects 

and functions’ (cited in Gordon & Cook, 2014). 

Consequently the Andrews Labour Government, in December 2015, introduced the 

Integrity and Accountability Legislation Amendment (A Stronger System) Bill 2015 into 
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Parliament which sought, among other things, to broaden IBAC’s investigation powers to 

include misconduct in public office. The change also mandated IBAC to consider all 

corruption allegations and not to investigate serious corrupt conduct only. This Bill 

successfully passed to become the Integrity and Accountability Legislation Amendment (A 

Stronger System) Act 2016. In an article published by The Age, Collen Lewis argued that 

one way politicians may demonstrate they are capable of safeguarding the public interest is 

‘to ensure that anti-corruption bodies are given the powers they require to do their 

taxpayer-funded role effectively’ (Lewis 2016). The discussions in this session also raise 

some possible areas of interaction and the important enablers of those interactions in 

Victoria. For instance, the session has highlighted that possible areas of interaction exist 

for the purpose of IBAC’s investigations. It has also highlighted that support roles social 

actors play to IBAC in terms of defending and protecting its mandates and powers may be 

an important enabler for achieving effective interaction.    

3.5  Chapter Summary 

The aims of this chapter were, first, to set up the profile of the three anti-corruption 

agencies used in this project. Accordingly, the functions; structure and governance; and 

powers (including resources) of the three anti-corruption agencies were described. Where 

applicable, issues in relation to where interaction with social accountability actors could 

possibly occur (or the lack of it) were highlighted for each jurisdiction. For instance, the 

representation of social actors in the institutional structures of the three ACAs and the 

percentage of their annual expenditures on the media were noted where available. 

Moreover, how the functions of the three ACAs raise important initial points for exploring 

possible areas of interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors were noted. It 

was observed that ACAs’ functions to investigate corruption and prevent corruption 

highlight the need to explore areas of interaction to achieve these purposes. To this end, 

discussions of the institutional profile and key policy controversies in the three cases (see 

Table 3.1 for summary) provide the needed background and context for the analysis in 

chapters 4 to 6. The next important task is to identify the range of interactions, and their 

importance. 
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Table 3.1: The Three Anti-Corruption Agencies Compared 

Parameter ICAC CCC IBAC 

Investigation Functions √ √ √ 

Corruption Prevention and Education Functions √ √ √ 

Public Hearing Powers √ √ √ 

Governance Structures 

External Oversight Body e.g. Parliamentary Committees √ √ √ 

Representation of Social Stakeholders in ACA Leadership  √  

Corporate Communications Division √ √ √ 

Topical Issues 

Public Hearing Mandates/Publicising Corruption Allegation √ √  

Jurisdiction in terms of Corruption Investigation √  √ 

Operational Independence √ √  

Financial Independence and Capacity  √   
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CHAPTER IV 

Areas of Interactions between Anti-Corruption Agencies 

and Social Accountability Actors 

4.1  Introduction 

This chapter answers the first question of the thesis: what is the nature of interactions 

between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability actors, in the three cases 

studied? As seen in Chapter 2, the literature review identified a range of areas where 

interactions are expected to occur. Also in Chapter 3, there was detailed contextual 

information in relation to the functions, structures and powers of the three cases. These 

two chapters provided the needed background for the analysis in the present chapter.  

Accordingly this chapter provides a comprehensive picture of the areas where interaction 

occurs in the three case studies. This comprehensive account will help evaluate the nature 

(details below) of the interactions and confirm whether or not they are important for ACAs 

to perform their accountability roles. In doing so, the chapter aims at addressing, as part of 

the answer, O’Donnell’s long-awaited unanswered question of how various accountability 

mechanisms interact (O’Donnell 2003). This will serve as an initial framework for 

mapping and evaluating the interactions and as well setting the premise for explaining and 

understanding the important enablers upon whether the interactions occur or not in 

subsequent chapters.  

As indicated in Chapter 1, the analysis in this chapter mostly uses evidence from key 

stakeholders (see Appendix 1). Utilising the thematic analysis method explained in 

Chapter 1, findings in relation to key areas of interaction are presented. Evidence of these 

areas of interaction are supported with quotes. However, where there are unique 

perspectives or differing views, these are highlighted to enhance the credibility and 

reliability of findings.  

Overall, the analysis identifies ten main areas of interaction in the three case studies, for 

three fundamental purposes: detection, investigation and exposure of corruption; 

prevention, education and awareness; and support of ACAs’ political standing, reputation 
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and performance. Interactions in relation to these three purposes are presented under each 

purpose for ease of identification and mapping. These three purposes are presented in 

order of importance as per interviewees’ accounts, and for clarity in terms of the main 

functions of ACAs. For instance, areas of interaction for the purpose of ACAs’ 

investigation are presented first, because of interviewees’ accounts on the critically 

important role of ACAs in investigating and exposing corruption in government. 

Furthermore, areas of interaction for a particular purpose are presented in order of support 

for that area; and with less differing views. It is important to mention here that one area of 

interaction — public hearings — appears for all three purposes based on the wide range of 

benefits that come with it.  Finally, the chapter confirms that interactions between ACAs 

and social accountability actors are important for the current performance of ACAs’ 

accountability roles.   

The chapter proceeds as follows. The first, second and third sections present areas of 

interaction for the purpose of detection, investigation and exposure of corruption; 

prevention education and awareness; and support for ACAs’ political standing, reputation 

and performance respectively. Section four also evaluates the importance of the 

interactions to the performance of ACAs’ accountability roles and section five summarises 

the chapter and presents the initial framework.    

4.2  Detection, Investigation and Exposure of Corruption 

As noted in Chapter 3, one of the main functions of the three anti-corruption agencies 

studied is to hold public officials, who are alleged to have committed corrupt 

conduct/misconduct in public office, accountable by investigating such allegations. This 

function remains one of the fundamental roles of anti-corruption agencies globally (see 

OECD, 2008; Recanatini, 2011). Accordingly, four main areas of interaction were 

identified for the purpose of ACAs’ detection, investigation and exposure of corruption. 

These areas of interaction for this purpose are presented in accordance to the number of 

interviewees who shared this view and the importance of the interaction in achieving this 

stated purpose. For instance, the activation of ACAs’ investigation is presented as the first 

area of interaction because respondents’ view overwhelmingly supported this finding.  
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4.2.1  Activation of ACAs’ Investigations 

As expected, activation of ACAs’ investigations is one of the most important areas where 

interaction occurs — for the purpose of detecting, investigating and exposing corruption.  

All interviewees shared this view across the three case jurisdictions. It was evident that this 

area of interaction is even more important as ACAs are mostly reactive when it comes to 

investigating corruption. For instance, one ACA respondent admitted that ‘if we don’t 

receive a complaint or we have no information about a particular thing, you know, we 

don’t know about it’ (ACA Staff_3_QLD). The experiences and perceptions of 

interviewees showed that the dynamics of this interaction can be explored and discussed in 

two main forms: formal complaints by ordinary citizens or whistleblowers; and through 

the works of investigative journalists.  

In NSW, for instance, one good example of how the ICAC’s investigation is activated 

through complaint is the commission’s Operation Churchill. Operation Churchill involved 

a Willoughby city council building surveyor, Mr. Edward Karkowski who performed his 

official duties by favouring various business owners in the Chatswood area, mostly in 

return for benefits including cash, gifts, free meals, free massage and sexual services 

(ICAC, 2011). As a result of a complaint and a subsequent investigation, ICAC sought the 

advice of the Director of Public Prosecution regarding the prosecution of Mr. Karkowski 

for various corruption offences. In July 2012, Mr. Karkowski was sentenced to 

imprisonment for six months, although he was later assessed as being suitable to serve the 

sentence in a form of home detention, in addition to a two year good behaviour bond 

(Duff, 2014). In acknowledging the significant role played by complainants regarding the 

effectiveness of the ICAC, it stated in a 2012 report that ‘[w]ithout public…confidence in 

the anti-corruption mechanism of the state, knowledge of where to report, and a 

willingness to report, the ICAC would be severely constrained’ (ICAC, 2013b, p. 23).  

Like NSW, interviewees in Queensland also acknowledged the critically important role of 

complainants and whistleblowers in the effective performance of ACAs’ accountability 

functions. For instance, one ACA interviewee stated that:  

I think [whistleblowers and complainants] are exceptionally important because they 

are often the best source of information. You have members of the public who work 

in public sector agencies that could bring us information. They could make public 
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interest disclosures [PIDs]. They often are the complainants that come to us. So 

[these people are] very important and I think everyone in society has a role to play 

to stamp out corruption and we can only do one part of it once it comes to us (ACA 

Staff_3_QLD). 

In Victoria an IBAC staff also revealed that one of the main reasons why IBAC is 

investing significantly in community outreach programs (see Section 4.3.4) in recent years 

is to create awareness of IBAC and encourage people to direct corruption complaints to 

them (ACA Staff_2_VIC). Avenues for complainants and whistleblowers to notify ACAs 

of their complaints may include public interest disclosures, telephoning, online lodgement 

form, by post, email, faxing or in person.   

Furthermore, all ACA respondents and journalists confirmed that another way through 

which social accountability actors report corruption to ACAs is through publications by 

investigative journalists. However, one journalist pointed out that ACAs need to be 

cautious when relying on such publications since journalists normally do not go through 

any major test to proof the quality of information published (Journalist_1_NSW). In liberal 

democracies, one of the key roles of the media is to ensure that the government of the day 

and bureaucracy are honest and not corrupt. Accordingly, it is evident that when 

investigative journalists publish the outcomes of their investigations, ACA staff often read 

the revelations and where allegations meet thresholds of serious or systemic corruption in 

public office, they become the subjects of ACAs’ investigations.  

Mostly, ACA interviewees emphasised that often investigative journalists are aware of 

unsavoury things happening in public agencies before ACAs become aware of them. 

ACAs therefore treat such publications as important sources of information that helps them 

to perform their investigation function effectively. In Victoria, for instance, it was evident 

that IBAC’s investigation of serious and systemic corruption in the Victorian Education 

Department is one famous investigation that was significantly informed by the works of 

investigative journalists. The following excerpts from the interview data point to the nature 

and significance of publications by investigative journalists to ACAs’ investigative 

function:  

Our whole history of this organisation [CCC] started with just that, with an 

investigative journalist doing that so I acknowledge that…The one on the wall is 
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exactly that and it first started in The Australian. There was a story about the last 

elections and donations about a mayor up here on one of our councils…What we 

would do is look at that as information coming to us to say, well, what do we do 

with it? (ACA Staff_2_QLD). 

I would read stories that I think are worth investigating and those stories can be an 

incentive to commence investigating some issues. In what was called operation 

Jasper which involved members of the Obeid family, the media had been 

investigating the Obeid family much longer than ICAC and they had more material 

than we did (ACA Staff_1_NSW). 

There’s been several times where I have published stories about members of 

Parliament and then they have become subjects of hearings in the ICAC. The 

Australian border case is one, the circular Quay café is another. I did an 

investigation into the Sydney harbour authority that led to public hearings and 

corruption findings. So from time to time, yes, I think the works of investigative 

journalists is picked up by investigative bodies (Journalist_3_NSW). 

In other instances, investigative journalists continue to run their own parallel investigations 

alongside that of ACAs to ‘feed’ ACAs with more evidence that ACAs may otherwise not 

be aware of. In his interview, one investigative journalist narrated how a parallel 

investigation he conducted with a colleague about a boiler room fraud in Queensland 

helped the CCC in their investigation of the same issue. According to this interviewee, the 

main target in their investigation, ‘his wife, and son and in fact about 29 people in total 

are now facing serious charges’  as a result of the investigation they did and that of the 

parallel investigation with the CCC (Journalist_2_QLD).  

This section has argued that one important area of interaction between ACAs and social 

accountability actors is the activation of ACAs’ investigations. The analysis in this section 

shows that interaction that manifests in this area is strongly evident and important to the 

effective operation of ACAs. More importantly, in as much as the evidence has confirmed 

this area of interaction, it has done so in a more systematic form based on the accounts of 

interviewees ‘inside’ ACAs and social accountability actors. Furthermore, the evidence 

substantiates earlier assertions that ‘teeth may not bite without voice’ (Fox, 2015, p. 357). 
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4.2.2  Information Dissemination  

The media is the key means of communicating with the public. Media reports help 

inform people about the work of the Commission and why its work is relevant to 

them. Continued coverage and interest from the media is necessary for the 

Commission to achieve its goal of increasing public understanding about corruption, 

and the importance of its anti-corruption work (ICAC, 1993, p. 11). 

 The quote above provides the background for the analysis and findings in this section. The 

overwhelming majority of interviewees, across all three jurisdictions who shared views on 

this area of interaction (22 out of 23), emphasised that another important area of 

interaction is the communication role of the media. It was evident that ACAs use the 

media as a channel to disseminate information about their activities and operations to the 

wider community. ACA interviewees from all three jurisdictions particularly emphasised 

that without the media performing this role, their effectiveness would be constrained. 

Analysis of interviews showed that ACAs use the media to perform this task in two 

strategic ways.  

First is by pushing information to the media in the form of media releases and specifically 

notifying the media of any new developments in their operations. These media releases are 

mostly in relation to whether there is a new report or findings of the ACA who normally 

relies on the media to summarise such information for public dissemination. In other 

instances, ACAs may call a press conference regarding a particular policy issue and rely 

on the media to spread the news. For instance, when the CCC released its report  ‘Making 

Allegations of Corruption Public: Is it in the Public Interest’, it put out a media release and 

called a press conference to discuss the findings and recommendations of the report (CCC, 

2016b). Accordingly interviewees indicated in the affirmative the importance of the media 

in the responses below:  

The media assist in broadcasting [ACAs’] work. If the commission makes findings 

against a member of Parliament of corruption and I knew about it I will report on 

it…The media is doing their job which is to report on corruption and that is 

essentially the central role of the fourth estate. Here you have agencies that make 

corruption findings where we as a media report them…for the purpose of 

disseminating information that is in the public’s interest (Journalist_3_NSW). 
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I think that the media has a special duty to publish all the public material and 

publish in such a way that it sticks in people’s mind. If an ICAC report comes out 

let’s be honest it’s going to be 200 pages long so you do need someone who has the 

ability to summarise that in the media and make it interesting to people (CSO_3). 

Their [media] role is to push information. So when we put information on our 

website and release media statements and things like that, we do that so that 

information can get pushed (ACA Staff_4_QLD). 

Second is by inviting the media to public hearings (see details of public hearings in Section 

4.4.3) to broadcast issues as they transpire, to the general public. ACA interviewees 

indicated that during public hearings, they mostly depend on the media to inform the 

public on how events unfold. Due to the critical nature of this role played by the media, it 

was found that the NSW ICAC which often runs public hearings as part of its 

investigations even go to the extent of paying for advertisements in famous local media 

outlets on upcoming public hearings. In describing the critical nature of the media’s role in 

public hearings, some interviewees stated that:  

Ordinary members of the public read a couple of paragraphs in the newspaper and 

that is it…so when you get a couple of paragraphs in the newspaper everyday as the 

things build up [in public hearings], a much wider picture is [observed] by the 

public (ACA Staff_1_NSW). 

During the public hearings, [we] report what is going on and the members of the 

public read this and they get in touch with ICAC or with journalists. One of the 

interesting ones was the inquiry into the Wollongong city council and that involved 

developers paying bribes to council officers. Because the inquiry was public, a lot 

of people reading from the media obviously became interested…because of what 

they see (Journalist_2_NSW). 

However, there was an evidence of reservation by one journalist on this role played by the 

media (Journalist_1_NSW). According to this journalist, the problem is ‘about the role of 

the media in publicising mere accusations at an inquiry’. He further emphasised that he 

would be ‘less worried if the rules were changed so that accusations were capable of 

being tested with cross-examination and if those subject to adverse allegations were able 

to call witnesses of their own’. Although this reservation obviously raises some questions 
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on how things could improve, the majority of interviewees, as shown, still recognise the 

importance of interactions that occur in this area to the effective functioning of ACAs. 

Accordingly the analysis in this section points to strength in evidence of interactions 

between ACAs and social actors in this area.  

4.2.3  Public Hearings  

As a participant observer to public hearings (see Section 1.4.2), I witnessed that public 

hearings bring ACAs’ investigation to the public domain where everyone including the 

media have full access. All ACA interviewees and social actors except two 

(Journalist_1_NSW; Complainant/Whistleblower 1) reported that public hearings as part 

of ACAs’ investigations is one of the important areas where interaction occurs especially 

in providing more evidence to ACAs. It was evident that public hearings help in the 

exposure and investigation of corruption in two main ways.  

First, public hearings help to expose corruption, and consequently help to flush out more 

evidence for ACAs’ investigations. According to interviewees, this puts ACAs in a better 

position to determine appropriately the truth and extent of corruption. According to ICAC 

(2016c), public hearings motivate others who have relevant information about a corruption 

allegation and other suspected corrupt conduct, to come forward with relevant information. 

This particularly critical role of public hearings in supporting ACAs’ investigations to 

arrive at the truth including the extent and nature of the corrupt conduct, is reflected in 

recent investigations such as Operation Ricco in NSW and Operation Lansdowne in 

Victoria:  

This is most recently demonstrated by the public inquiry into the conduct of 

employees of the City of Botany Bay Council (Operation Ricco). The public 

inquiry was announced on 16 February 2016 and evidence taken between 29 

February and 17 March. In the three months since 16 February the Commission 

received 14 reports involving that council. Of these, five were assessed as being 

directly relevant to Operation Ricco and were referred to the Commission’s 

Investigation Division (ICAC, 2016c, p. 2).  

Following the announcement of Operation Lansdowne public hearings, more than 

20 approaches were made to IBAC by the public providing information they 
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believed relevant to this investigation or making other complaints about the training 

or public transport sectors (IBAC, 2017b, p. 24). 

Similarly, in her account of how public hearings help to flush out more evidence for 

investigations, an investigative journalist stated:  

I think the thing about public hearings is that it brings forth other information, 

people read it and they either call us or ICAC and say that I saw that, I witnessed 

that and I have got documents. So the very publicity works as an encouragement for 

people to contribute to that as well (Journalist_2_NSW). 

In Transparency International Australia’s (TIA) National Integrity Conference in March 

2017, the Chair of TIA, Anthony Whealy emphasised the critically important role of public 

hearings in flushing out more evidence to aid investigators. He stated:  

…there are examples where that [public hearings] has made a considerable 

difference over the 20 years that ICAC has existed in New South Wales, and where 

information that came forward, often late in the piece, from somebody who’d been 

alerted to the hearing by the media … became critical evidence (Whealy cited 

Easton, 2017) 

Both ACAs and social accountability actors acknowledge that public hearings ‘stimulate 

many complaints of like [corrupt] conduct by others who had never previously thought to 

raise the problem’ to appropriate authorities (Accountability Round Table, 2016a, p. 17). 

This view of the Accountability Round Table about public hearings or publicising 

allegations of corruption either as part of the investigation or other means was also 

emphasised by one complainant, in his submission to the CCC in Queensland. He 

emphasised that if his complaint was not shrouded in secrecy, he strongly believes that 

‘many more similar cases would have surfaced’ (Steff, 2016). Similarly one whistleblower 

commented that the publicisation of her allegation by the media made many culprits who 

did not know what to do, also come out to tell their stories:  

While it [the issue] came to the public arena other voices came on board and other 

patients became aware. Because prior to this each patient thought they were just 

one case. They didn’t realise that there were other patients who faced similar 

complication so they went to the media and told their story so the media acted like a 



99 
 

protector and making sure that people were held accountable 

(Complainant/Whistleblower 2). 

The experience of this whistleblower was confirmed by an ACA staff member in Victoria 

who stated during interview that public hearings help to create awareness and in turn 

generate further complaints about the matter and other unknown matters (ACA 

Staff_2_VIC). To this end, the Queensland Crime and Corruption Commission as part of 

its operation Belcarra held public hearings in April 2017. The CCC iterated on its website 

that the purpose of the public hearings as part of operation Belcarra was to ‘gather 

information about possible criminal offences to support Operation Belcarra and to also 

canvass broader issues related to corruption and integrity in local government’ (CCC, 

2017b). 

Notwithstanding the critically significant role of public hearings in making ACAs 

investigations effective as discussed in this section, evidence surprisingly showed that 

some social actors have strong reservations about the use of public hearings as part of 

ACAs’ investigations (Journalist_1_NSW; Complainant/Whistleblower 1). According to 

these interviewees, public hearings may lead to placing peoples’ reputation in unnecessary 

jeopardy. Moreover, although ACA interviewees supported the use of public hearings as a 

means to flush out more evidence for ACAs’ investigations, evidence showed that the 

Queensland CCC and the Victoria IBAC do not frequently conduct public hearings as part 

of their investigations as is the case for the NSW ICAC (see details in Chapter 5). 

However, considering that IBAC has conducted at least five public examinations in its 

relatively short life, it could be suggested that there is strong evidence of interaction in this 

area as far as IBAC is concerned.    

4.2.4  Complainant/Whistleblower Engagement (Reporting Back) 

In Section 4.2.1 it was shown that the activation of ACAs’ investigations by complainants 

and whistleblowers is one of the most important areas of interaction. This section answers 

the question: do ACAs engage complainants/whistleblowers in the complaint management 

process and are such engagements sufficient? The majority of interviewees reported that 

the engagement of complainants and whistleblowers in the complaint management process 

is another important area of interaction between ACAs and social actors. It was evident 

that ACAs, after receiving complaints of alleged corrupt conduct, assess them based on 
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their assessment threshold to decide whether or not to proceed with investigations or better 

still pass it on to the unit of public administration from where the complaint emanated (see 

details in Chapter 6). In all these processes social actors, particularly, expect ACAs to 

report back to them as they proceed with the complaint assessment and investigations. For 

instance during interviews, one CSO chair indicated that:  

I think … [ACAs] should continuously engage with complainants on how their 

allegations will be handled and that if they don’t proceed to the investigation stage, 

they need to explain to the complainants the reasons for that decision (CSO_3). 

Notwithstanding the acknowledgement by ACAs that engaging 

complainants/whistleblowers is an important area where interactions manifest, evidence 

surprisingly showed that ACAs in all three jurisdictions do not sufficiently engage 

complainants in the complaint management process. Evidence shows that among the three 

ACAs, it was only the Queensland CCC that practiced some level of engagement by 

providing reasons for their decisions. In Queensland, the CCC tries its best to explain in 

detail the reasons why they reached a particular conclusion on a matter especially if the 

allegation is not proceeding to the full investigation stage. The notification to complainants 

on the outcome of their complaints, according to CCC interviewees, allows complainants 

to ask for a review of their complaint with the complaint service review if they are 

dissatisfied with the outcome of their complaint. In Victoria, for instance, it is stated 

clearly on IBAC’s website that they only provide reasons for the decisions they take on the 

assessment of complaints when it is a protected disclosure (IBAC, n.d). Similarly, an 

ICAC interviewee when asked whether they engage with complainants in the complaint 

management process stated explicitly that: ‘Never! Only when it is decided not to proceed 

or when it is decided to proceed then they will be told that. But they will never be told how 

the complaint is proceeding’ (ACA Staff_1_NSW).  

Further analysis revealed that although the CCC tries to provide detailed reasons for their 

decisions, social accountability actors interviewed expressed concern that there are delays 

in hearing back from the CCC as the assessment alone, of such complaints, may take up to 

two months. In a publication by the Courier Mail, for instance, a famous whistleblower in 

Queensland, Nigel Powell, reported that after contacting the CCC with evidence in 

November 2016 regarding a former police officer giving false evidence during the 

Fitzgerald Commission days, the commission wrote back to him two months later stating 
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that ‘an investigation would be unproductive due to the unlikelihood that any cogent 

evidence of criminal conduct would be available’ (Powell, 2016). This delay in 

communication of the assessment process and/or outcome, according to complainants, may 

adversely affect public confidence in the outcome of their assessments.  

Notwithstanding the limited number of complainants/whistleblowers involved in this 

study, this section highlights that the weak evidence of engagement between ACAs and 

complainants/whistleblowers in the complaint management process is an issue.  

4.3  Prevention, Education and Awareness 

This section answers the question: what are the areas of interaction between anti-

corruption agencies and social accountability actors for the purpose of corruption 

prevention, education and awareness? Are the interactions identified important for ACAs 

to perform their accountability roles effectively? These questions are important as 

Francesca Recanatini in her review of the effectiveness of anti-corruption agencies in 

different countries found that about 82 per cent of all ACAs have corruption prevention 

and education functions (Recanatini 2011). In Chapter 3, the description of the cases also 

found that all the three ACAs studied have corruption prevention and education mandates. 

This makes the findings in this section important when it comes to interactions. Across 

participant pools and jurisdictions, four main areas of interactions were identified as 

important for the purpose of ACAs’ corruption prevention, education and awareness. 

Evidence in relation to the nature and importance of interactions that manifest in these four 

areas are presented in sections 4.3.1 to 4.3.4 below.  

4.3.1  Visits to ACAs’ Websites 

In this current digital age, online platforms and activities remain one of the most important 

avenues for engagement. This is not different when it comes to interactions between anti-

corruption agencies and social accountability actors. All interviewees across the three 

jurisdictions reported that visits to ACAs’ websites by social accountability actors is the 

first point of engagement and remains an important area of interaction. It was evident that 

interaction that occurs in this area is critical for ACAs in performing their corruption 

prevention, education and awareness functions. Accordingly, detailed timely information 
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and ease of access to such information on ACAs websites is important for effective 

interaction in this area.  

However, while respondents in both NSW and Victoria expressed their appreciation of the 

informative and user-friendly nature of the ICAC and IBAC websites, respondents in 

Queensland presented a somewhat moderate opinion about the user-friendliness and 

usefulness of the CCC website. The inadequacy and complex nature of the CCC’s website 

information was not only noted by social accountability actors but also acknowledged by 

CCC interviewees. For instance, CCC interviewees conceded that there is a need for the 

commission to be more transparent in terms of the information and accessibility of such 

information on their website. This was strongly conveyed by one interviewee: 

I think we can do better. I think we can do better in the way that we communicate, 

[and] what’s communicated…it’s not very user friendly in terms of stuff that you 

look for — and it’s very, very difficult…where a single topic can become far from 

so many different interest points. So sometimes I find that the stuff you’re looking 

for is about 10 clicks in (ACA Staff_4_QLD). 

As already indicated, in NSW social accountability interviewees mostly expressed their 

satisfaction with the informative nature of the ICAC website as shown in the quotes below:  

They’re very good at providing material online; that’s one of the things that their 

public relations people do very effectively. Their website is quite extensive; it 

provides lots of transcripts, lots of reports, lots of background papers. I’ve got no 

complaint as far as that goes. Getting access to their documents is not a problem; 

they’re very good at that (Journalist_1_NSW). 

The information on the NSW ICAC website is incredibly extensive, so every 

exhibit, every transcript is there and if you go through the transcript, hundreds and 

hundreds of pages of information is there. There are maps, there are graphs, there 

are interviews, and often just as journalists when you go through the exhibits you 

see things that gives you much information (Journalist_2_NSW). 

Evidence in Victoria is comparable to that of the ICAC although the general indication was 

that the ICAC’s website is relatively better, especially as they have got more material and 
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history. In explaining how information on IBAC’s website helps social actors to understand 

the works of IBAC and for their own purposes, a civil society activist commented:  

What I’ve generally looked for is either information about the structure of IBAC so 

that when I’m talking to my students, I’m up to date on that. Or I’m looking at 

specific reports that they’ve issued on inquiries they’ve conducted. In both cases, I 

have found the information quite easy to find, to access and discover (CSO_4). 

The analysis in this section has highlighted that the online presence of ACAs is one of the 

key areas of interaction between them and social accountability actors. This indicates that, 

if well utilised, ACAs’ online presence could serve as an important starting point in the 

effective performance of ACAs’ corruption prevention and education functions. Evidence 

in this section supports the assertion that it is only when visible and accessible information 

is user friendly and can be ‘sufficiently interpreted to show its implications for 

accountability’ that such information becomes useful (van Zyl, 2014, p. 349). 

4.3.2  Community Outreach and Awareness Campaigns 

As part of performing their corruption prevention and education functions, it was evident 

that ACAs use community outreach programmes in raising awareness on corruption-

related issues especially in disadvantaged societies. Out of the 28 interviewees who shared 

views on this area of interaction, 26 reported that ACAs’ community outreach programs 

are a very important area of interaction in helping to prevent corruption, whereas two 

interviewees (Journalist_1_NSW; ACA Inspector_1; see Section 5.4 for details) expressed 

that ACAs need to focus on investigations rather than preventing corruption. Analysis 

showed that interactions that occur in this area are relatively effective across all three 

jurisdictions. Thus ACAs appreciate that community awareness of their operations and the 

definition of corruption including what can be done about it helps them to perform their 

corruption prevention function effectively.  

In Queensland, for instance, one area of interest to the CCC is the Aboriginal community 

outreach program which seeks to educate them on issues of corruption, including what to 

do when faced with any corruption-related problem. Accordingly, the CCC stated in its 

2013 annual report that strengthening relationships with disadvantaged groups such as 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people is fundamental to the commission’s work 
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(CMC, 2013). Accordingly, the commission visited Palm Island in the 2012–2013 

operational year and also developed ‘an in-house training for operational staff in relation to 

working with indigenous stakeholders’ (CMC, 2013, p. 42). Analysis further shows that 

the current Chair of the CCC also upholds this platform for engagement as very important 

for their corruption prevention work. This was echoed by a CCC staff member:  

[Our Chairman] recently did a tour up to some of the Indigenous communities and 

he spoke on local radio so I think we are trying to do more engagement…I’m in the 

process of doing a regional engagement strategy. So that may well be, for 

example…[our chairman] going to Cairns and doing a media circuit of Cairns once 

a year and talking to them about the types of things we’re interested in hearing from 

the public (ACA Staff_3_QLD). 

Similarly, in NSW the ICAC has been embarking on community awareness and education 

programs in relation to corruption prevention since the early 1990s. In the 1992–1993 

operational year, for instance, the commission’s education officers visited 41 towns and 

spoke to 142 school and community groups in NSW (ICAC, 1993). Such awareness 

raising activities of the ICAC focus on changing community attitude towards corruption 

for the better. Consequently the commission even sometimes sponsors communication and 

media students by inviting them into competitions to produce a film and video that deals 

with social and institutional corruption (ICAC, 1993). Likewise in 1995–1996, the 

commission held a poster competition for tertiary students which promoted widely the 

commission’s operations and activities as reported by Angela Gorta:  

In 1995-96 the ICAC held a poster competition. Tertiary design students were 

asked to create posters aimed at making younger people aware that public sector 

corruption affects everyone and that there is a need to do something about it. By 

developing their designs, students had the opportunity to explore corruption issues 

and realise the importance of public sector integrity. More than 400 entries were 

received. An exhibition of posters from the 45 finalists toured 10 regional and local 

art galleries throughout NSW over a two-year period. The travelling exhibition 

enabled the ICAC’s anti-corruption message to reach a lot of people in many 

country areas of NSW and took the entries of some award winners to their home 

towns (Gorta 2003, p. 12). 
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Furthermore ICAC has, since 2001, developed a program known as Rural and Regional 

Outreach Program which aims at ‘providing corruption prevention information and advice 

to the wider NSW community’ (ICAC, 2016a, p. 38). This program involves visiting 

major regional areas to undertake series of anti-corruption initiatives (Gorta, 2003). To this 

end the commission visited the Blue Mountains region and the Orana region in December 

2015 and May 2016 respectively. During these visits, community leaders and other public 

sector staff consisting of some 200 people were educated on how best to prevent and report 

corruption (ICAC, 2016a). This was also stated by an ICAC interviewee:   

We worked a couple of times each year going to the country and held seminars 

there and most people will attend. Those seminars were … about anti-corruption 

measures (ACA Staff_1_NSW). 

Developments in IBAC are also comparable to those of the CCC and ICAC. In December 

2016, the IBAC launched its corruption prevention and community awareness campaign 

dubbed ‘When Something’s Not Right, Report it’ (IBAC, 2017a). This campaign took the 

form of advertisements on bus and tram shelters, in metropolitan and local news outlets 

including newspapers, radio and digital television. According to IBAC, the campaign 

proved to be a valuable avenue to inform the community and other key stakeholders about 

public sector corruption and its impacts, thereby helping IBAC to perform its corruption 

prevention and education function effectively. This is evident in the over 84000 visits to 

IBAC’s website in the 2016–2017 operational year alone (IBAC, 2017a). As the IBAC 

Commissioner acknowledged:  

As one citizen interested in advocating for the important role anti-corruption 

regimes play in a modern democracy, I look forward to more campaigns of this 

nature to ensure we are all equipped to recognise corruption and do something 

about it (IBAC, 2017a, p. 40). 

The analysis in this section highlights that community outreach and awareness campaigns 

remain one of the dominant areas of interactions between ACAs and social accountability 

actors. This evidence also confirms the importance of this area of interaction in helping 

ACAs to perform their corruption prevention and education function effectively by getting 

their message across to the wider public. Such prevention and education efforts help to 
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reshape public norms and expectations which help ACAs make long-term gains in fighting 

corruption without triggering overpowering ‘pushbacks’ (Kuris, 2014).  

4.3.3  Conferences, Workshops and Forums 

As part of building their community presence and engagement, it was evident that one 

important area of interaction that ACAs utilise is meetings such as conferences, training 

workshops and forums that are either organised by ACAs or social accountability actors. 

One such meeting which both ACAs and social accountability respondents kept 

mentioning is the biannual Australian Public Sector Anti-Corruption Conference 

(APSACC). This conference has been jointly organised by the ICAC and CCC over the 

years. During such conferences, which I was fortunate to participate in the 2017 edition, 

ACAs invite a whole range of speakers including both academic and practitioners to share 

their experiences and research on corruption and corruption-related activities. An 

important point to note is that instead of ACAs having real engagement with social 

accountability actors during such conferences to explore how best they can improve the 

performance of their accountability functions with the support of social actors, this 

particular meeting is run like any ordinary academic conference with different sessions for 

speakers to present their work. It was realised that this famous conference is more of a 

platform for networking than authentic engagement with social accountability actors. 

Although conferences like this one were identified as an important platform for effective 

interactions, journalists in particular had little or no interest in reporting on such gatherings 

despite their participation. For instance, one journalist stated that:  

Even though we speak together at conferences and on platforms about corruption 

prevention, the reality is that the media is not going to write stories on corruption 

prevention unless there is a case study; it’s not greatly interesting without the 

narrative (Journalist_2_NSW). 

Another opportunity for engagement that interviewees emphasised is where ACAs may 

genuinely admit that they seem to have a hard policy issue that requires the ideas and 

inputs from key stakeholders including social accountability actors. Accordingly, ACAs 

may organise a forum to bring together these key stakeholders to brainstorm on the way 

forward. One good example that interviewees across all three jurisdictions emphasised was 

the public forum held by the CCC to discuss whether to make publication of corruption 
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allegations a crime — an issue on which the CCC received more than 50 submissions. The 

CCC acknowledges on its website that ‘publicly discussing this topic may help to identify a 

workable solution which addresses reputational damage as well as the protection of free 

speech, a fair trial, and the effectiveness of the CCC’ more generally (CCC, 2016c). For 

instance, during his interview the head of another integrity agency in NSW was full of 

praise for this initiative taken by the CCC and described it as an ‘excellent initiative’ that 

should be done by integrity agencies to build the needed support from society (Integrity 

Agency Head_1). Thus such forums can be used to engage social accountability actors in a 

‘more transparent discussion of policy issues’ (ACA Staff_4_QLD). 

Furthermore, analysis of data showed that another opportunity for engagement is when 

ACAs organise corruption prevention workshops; they can invite the media and other 

social accountability actors to come along. For instance, in the 2015/2016 operational year, 

ICAC and IBAC delivered 175 and 78 anti-corruption presentations and workshops 

respectively across NSW and Victoria (IBAC, 2016a, p. 31; ICAC, 2016a, p. 8). 

Explaining how ACAs could seize their corruption prevention workshops as an 

opportunity to interact with social accountability actors, mostly through the media, an 

ACA staff member stated that:  

…recently we ran a corruption prevention workshop for the public sector in a 

regional town called Wangaratta. When we had that forum, we actually invited the 

local media along. So, proactively we advised the media we were going to be there. 

We got a professional photographer and everything to assist them in reporting on it 

because in terms of getting that message out to the general community in a regional 

centre, local media is really important (ACA Staff_2_VIC). 

The evidence presented in this section indicates that the organisation of conferences, 

workshops and forums by ACAs could be utilised to engage social accountability actors as 

this helps in the dissemination of information to the wider community on the operations of 

ACAs. However, the analysis shows that the three ACAs studied are not effectively 

engaging social accountability actors in the performance of their corruption prevention 

functions. This is due in part to the nature of such conferences and meetings which are 

more like any general meeting rather than tailored to finding means through which ACAs 

could work with social actors effectively.   
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4.3.4  Public Hearings as a Conduit for Education 

Like Section 4.2.3, all ACA and social accountability respondents who shared views 

(except Journalist_1_NSW) reported that public hearings are another important area where 

interactions between ACAs and social accountability actors occur for the purpose of 

corruption prevention and education. It was evident that through public hearings ACAs are 

able to effectively convey their corruption prevention and education message to the public. 

It is therefore not surprising that public hearings remain one of the defining principles of 

anti-corruption agencies (Brown, 2014a; Prenzler & Faulkner, 2010). The analysis of 

interviews showed that through public hearings the public become aware of the 

commission’s intolerance for corruption in public office and this serves as a deterrent 

thereby fulfilling its function of preventing corruption in public office. During such 

hearings, the public also get to know what constitutes serious or systemic corruption. This 

is why when public hearings are held, many people contact ACAs to inform them about 

similar issues they have witnessed (see Section 4.2.3); as the public become more 

informed they are able to identify which issues are of interest and are more likely to be 

investigated by ACAs.  

The analysis of interviewees indicated that although the CCC, for instance, does not 

frequently hold public hearings (as explained in Chapter 5), it is mostly inclined to do so if 

the allegation is of a broad systemic problem and not particularly about an individual 

(ACA Staff_1_QLD; ACA Staff_2_QLD).  The main purpose of a public hearing in this 

regard is to serve as a platform to educate the public and other units of public 

administration. The quotes below from respondents explain how ACAs use public hearings 

as an important area of interaction for the purpose of corruption prevention and education: 

… [B]y raising public consciousness of corruption as an issue, by demonstrating 

that people who misbehave themselves in this respect can be called before an 

independent body and made to give an account of themselves, you’re telling the 

public that such practices are unacceptable. In consequence of not just the work that 

the Commission has done, but in consequence of a better-educated and empowered 

society helped by the Commission, by the bodies such as the ICAC (ACA 

Staff_2_NSW). 

…you do it in a public hearing and it’s on TV news and front page of the paper and 

your photo is there, it sends a huge message to others in the public service or in the 
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police, for example, to go, hmm, I don’t think I should do that. Or, I don’t want that 

to be me. I’m not going to give in to temptation (Journalist_1_VIC). 

…public hearings are an important tool for us, and they don’t just go to the 

investigation around which the public hearing is centred, but they also go to the 

public interest…any of the broader issues that, that investigation or that alleged 

conduct raises for red flags and vulnerabilities [in a particular public department]… 

So both from public awareness and the related media interest point of view, the 

public hearing is an important tool for the organisation (ACA Staff_1_VIC). 

The analysis in this section has highlighted the importance of interaction in the area of 

ACAs public hearings in support of ACAs’ corruption prevention and education functions. 

Accordingly, the evidence indicates that without public hearings ACAs may be limited in 

the effective performance of their corruption prevention and education function. However, 

the analysis indicates that while there is strong evidence of interactions between ACAs and 

social actors for this purpose in NSW and Victoria, the CCC has used its public hearing 

powers less frequently in recent years.  

4.4  Political Standing, Reputation and Performance 

This section answers the question: what are the areas of interaction between anti-

corruption agencies and social accountability actors when it comes to their governance? 

This question is important as ACAs (just as other public agencies) are not immune to 

corruption, especially as they have enormous powers and are mostly designed to be 

independent of government. Accordingly, the section explores areas where interaction is 

evident, including its importance and effectiveness. Unlike Section 4.2 and Section 4.3 

which mostly confirmed areas where interactions occur for corruption investigation and 

prevention purposes respectively, the analysis in this section establishes four main areas 

where interaction occurs in support of ACAs’ political standing, reputation and 

performance. More importantly, this purpose of interaction does not easily fit the 

traditional functional classification of anti-corruption agencies such as investigations and 

corruption prevention (OECD, 2008; Recannatini, 2011). Accordingly, this is one of the 

significant contributions of the thesis by going beyond exploration of interactions that 

occur in relation to these traditional functional areas. Thus evidence in this section 

establishes that interactions also occur or could occur for other non-functional purposes 
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such as ACAs’ political standing, reputation and performance.  The four areas of 

interaction for this purpose are presented in order of supported views on the need for 

interaction, strength in evidence of the interaction, and my evaluation of the importance of 

that area of interaction for achieving the intended purpose. Accordingly, key areas of 

interaction that have more supporting views are presented first.   

4.4.1  ACAs’ Accountability Processes 

On the one hand my interaction with the CCC has helped me hold people in power to 

account because that is also their role but at the same time I have to kind of sit above 

that to some extent and hold them to account as well (Journalist_2_QLD). 

The above quote by a journalist in Queensland provides the context for the analysis and 

findings in this section. Since ACAs operate in an autonomous fashion, they are likely to 

be corrupted when freed from accountability (Dixit, 2016; Gregory, 2015; Kpundeh, 

2004). Overall 24 participants across the three jurisdictions who shared views 

overwhelmingly reported that the accountability of ACAs is one of the important areas 

where interaction occurs. ACA interviewees mostly reported that interactions in this area 

are very important to their operations since at times the best support they get from social 

actors is in the form of checks and balances. For instance, one ACA interviewee stated 

that:  

Some of the mistakes this agency [CCC] made in the past, I think they deserved the 

negative media coverage. I’ve been around for a long time and seen much worse 

things than that, that agencies have done. Sometimes you have to wear the negative 

criticism. But the way to do that is to have a professional working relationship with 

the media (ACA Staff_3_QLD). 

There are four main avenues where interactions occur in the area of ACAs’ accountability 

processes. First, through formal oversight such as the Parliamentary Commissioner of the 

CCC, the Victorian Inspectorate and the Inspector of the ICAC who have the mandate to 

investigate complaints about the conduct of ACAs and their staff members. Although such 

bodies are not mandated to direct ACAs in their operations (see Chapter 3), they may 

require ACAs to justify their conduct. Accordingly, in the 2017 operational year for 

instance, the Victorian Inspectorate and OIICAC received 33 and 16 complaints against 

the IBAC and ICAC respectively (OIICAC, 2017; Victorian Inspectorate, 2017). In NSW, 



111 
 

for instance, the ‘inspector can have access to anything in ICAC, under an obligation of 

confidentiality and that is the way in which the proprietary of the exercise of its powers 

can be best checked and monitored’ (ACA Inspector_1). 

In other instances, journalists may run critical commentaries about the conduct of ACAs, 

for instance, in relation to the use of their mandates and powers. In a free and open society, 

journalists can be critical of the work of ACAs if they do this honestly and professionally. 

In this way they can suggest to ACAs that they have done the wrong thing and that there is 

the need for them to be held accountable by formal oversight bodies such as parliamentary 

committees (CSO_3). One example was the consistent backlash of the NSW ICAC by The 

Australian newspaper for investigating Margaret Cunneen and in relation to which the 

High Court ruled in favour of Cunneen (Byrne, 2015; Coultan, 2016) as earlier indicated in 

Section 3.2.4. However, some respondents suggested that The Australian’s critical posture 

towards the ICAC was not in good faith and that they had an agenda against the ICAC 

(e.g. Journalist_2_NSW; CSO_3; ACA Staff_3_NSW). Furthermore, it was found that, 

when accountability agencies, more generally, are reluctant to investigate a matter ‘for one 

reason or another, the media will pound them’ (Journalist_3_QLD). This view was also 

confirmed by other ACAs and social accountability actors interviewed (ACA 

Staff_2_NSW; ACA Staff_3_QLD; Complainant/Whistleblower 4): 

I think when the media write articles that … why we aren’t investigating a particular 

matter over another matter. Often they may not know the full picture. However, when 

they raise those types of questions I think it’s good. I think…it makes us think about 

that criticism at times and think how could we do things better. So I do think it’s 

important that the media has the ability to provide commentary on our activities (ACA 

Staff_3_QLD). 

They [another integrity agency] just ignored me for several months. Then they 

ignored me again. So in the end, I had no faith that they would investigate. So the 

only way I could get them to get attention to it was to put it on the front page of a 

newspaper… My strategy worked exactly the way I thought it would 

(Complainant/Whistleblower 4).  

Second, during ACAs parliamentary oversight committees’ review processes. During such 

reviews, where ACAs serve as witnesses to give account of their operations, hearings are 

opened to the public and are normally streamed live on the internet for everybody to see 
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(Journalist_1_QLD; Journalist_1_NSW; ACA Staff_2_QLD; PCCC_1). It was found that 

social actors are often invited to submit their opinions regarding the Terms of Reference 

(ToF) of each review. This according to social actors helps them to contribute to the 

shaping of public policy and reforms that guide the operations and activities of ACAs. In 

Queensland, for instance, during the recent 2016 review of the CCC the PCCC received 30 

submissions from key stakeholders including Accountability Round Table, Professor Tim 

Prenzler, Whistleblowers Action Group, Queensland Council for Civil Liberties and the 

Bar Association of Queensland among others (PCCC, 2016).  

Similarly, as part of the ICAC Parliamentary Committee’s review of the Inspector’s report 

to the Premier, the committee had public hearings and as well 28 submissions received 

from key stakeholders including social accountability actors such as the Accountability 

Round Table (ICAC Parliamentary Committee, 2016). Likewise, in Victoria, during the 

IBAC Committee’s review that aimed at strengthening Victoria’s anti-corruption agencies, 

the committee received a submission from the Accountability Round Table; while others 

such as Professor Tim Prenzler and Professor Nicholas Aroney served as witnesses during 

the committee’s public hearings (IBAC Parliamentary Committee, 2016).   

Third, it was found that another important area of interaction between anti-corruption 

agencies and social accountability actors is when social actors are represented at the 

leadership level of ACAs. This could be just an individual social actor or a community 

advisory group. Unfortunately, however, among the three ACAs studied it was only the 

Queensland CCC that had a community representative at the commissioner level. This 

suggests evidence of weak interaction in terms of community representation in ACA 

decision making in NSW and Victoria. In Queensland, the five-member committee that 

forms the ‘commission’ includes one ordinary commissioner who is an academic and 

doubles as the director of Griffith University’s Policy Innovation Hub.
7
 Furthermore, the 

CEO of CCC stated during a Senate Committee hearing that, in the making of complex 

decisions such as whether or not the CCC should hold public hearings, ‘there will need to 

be a quorum’, that is, the majority of the commissioners must be in agreement although it 

is normally unanimous in practice that all five members must be in agreement (Smith, 

2017).  

                                                           
7
 Established in May 2016, the Policy Innovation Hub promotes and facilitates close collaboration between 

Griffith University researchers, students and partners in industry, government and the community. 
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Finally, is through public reporting of ACAs’ annual and/or investigation reports 

(Journalist_3_QLD; Journalist_1_VIC; ACA Staff_3_QLD; ACA Staff_1_VIC). This is 

even more important with private hearings where ACAs can organise press conferences to 

present their findings and answer questions from social accountability actors such as 

journalists. This type of interaction would help to boost public confidence in the whole 

investigation process although there is no way to involve the public initially (ACA 

Staff_3_QLD). However, among the three ACAs studied, it was only in Victoria that 

evidence showed a moderate use of this platform in engaging social accountability actors. 

For instance, an IBAC interviewee stated that:  

…it’s really us [IBAC] being proactive about publishing public reports on an 

investigation, and then responding to media enquiries about that report. So, we just 

try to get things out there reasonably soon after operational considerations have 

been dealt with (ACA Staff_1_VIC). 

Emphasising the critically important nature of this avenue of interaction, a CCC staff 

member stated that:  

…if we have concerns operationally or legally that we don’t want to say something 

at the start of an investigation [I can understand]... However, what we have to do is 

to make sure at the end of that process we’re really doing proper communication 

and explaining why we did or why we didn’t charge someone. It might be issuing a 

public report at the end of an investigation so then everyone can read what we did 

(ACA Staff_3_QLD).  

The analysis in this section has established that ACAs’ accountability processes are 

an important area where interaction between them and social accountability actors 

occurs. Evidence suggests that interactions in this area boost public confidence in 

ACAs which is important for their reputation. However, whereas the first two 

avenues of interaction in this area — formal complaint mechanisms and critical 

commentary; and ACAs’ Parliamentary Committee hearings — showed strong 

evidence of interaction, the same could not be said for the last two. Evidence shows 

that, among all the three ACAs studied, it is only the CCC that has social 

representation at its top decision-making level; suggesting evidence of weak 

interaction between ACAs and social actors. Moreover, although ACAs’ public 
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reporting (especially after private investigations) was also identified as one area 

where interaction occurs, there was no strong evidence of such interactions in 

Queensland and NSW. Particularly in NSW, an ICAC staff stated that because 

investigation reports are exhaustive, there is no need to hold a special conference for 

any further explanation (ACA Staff_1_NSW). However, there was evidence of 

moderate interaction in Victoria as far as public reporting on the outcomes of their 

investigations is concerned (ACA Staff_1_VIC; Journalist_1_VIC).  

4.4.2  Public Perception Research  

The research activity of ACAs was found to be another important area where interaction 

occurs in support of their political standing, reputation and performance. The majority of 

respondents who shared views on this either reported that this area of interaction is 

important or somewhat important (e.g. ACA Staff_1_NSW; ACA Staff_1_QLD; ACA 

Staff_3_QLD; ACA Staff_4_QLD; Journalist_2_NSW; Journalist_4_NSW; 

Journalist_1_QLD). However, one respondent had a differing view that ‘the [one] thing 

that establishes the credibility’ with an ACA is its ‘assiduous pursuit of corrupt conduct’ 

(ACA Inspector_1). It was evident that interactions in this area happen in two main ways. 

First, ACAs engage the public through public attitude surveys to assess how the public 

perceive their independence and their overall effectiveness in the fight against corruption. 

In this way ACAs are able to hear back from society on how they can improve their 

reputation and influence their community acceptance and support by also enhancing their 

profile.  

Findings also show that ACAs conduct public perception surveys to measure public 

perception on whether corruption is increasing or decreasing. In NSW, for instance, the 

ICAC emphasised in its latest (2012) public attitude survey that it is important for the 

ICAC to be seen effective as this motivates complainants to be ‘more likely to make a 

report of suspected corruption to the ICAC’ (ICAC, 2013b, p. 4). Accordingly, one major 

reason the ICAC conducts its public attitude survey is to obtain evaluations (ICAC, 2013b, 

p. 5). Similarly the Queensland CCC has also been conducting such surveys since 1991 

with the latest one having been carried out in 2010. Respondents are asked many questions 

including whether they have confidence in the CCC’s complaints management process 

(CMC, 2011). Notwithstanding the significance of such research on the interactions and 

effectiveness of ACAs more generally, the ICAC and CCC have not conducted public 
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perception surveys in the last five years. Acknowledging the value of such surveys to the 

performance of ACAs, the IBAC, although having been in operation for just five years, 

conducted a similar survey to that of its counterparts in NSW and Queensland for this 

purpose (IBAC, 2018b) 

Second, integrity agencies such as ACAs may interact with social actors such as academics 

and universities by participating in research projects that focus on public integrity, 

corruption and anti-corruption issues. Accordingly, integrity agencies like ACAs are able 

to build public presence and reputation through such collaboration as stakeholders become 

aware of them — and enhance their reputation as being serious about the fight against 

corruption as well. This further enhances community confidence in their operations; and is 

significant to their effectiveness. One good example is the recent Australian National 

Integrity Systems Assessment project led by Griffith University and TIA as indicated 

earlier, and supported by the CCC, Queensland Integrity Commission and NSW 

Ombudsman as project partners (Integrity Agency Head_1).  

4.4.3  Public Hearings — Building Community Confidence and Support  

Shared views across participant pools (22 respondents) in the three cases studied 

overwhelmingly supported this area of interaction as either important or somewhat 

important for supporting ACAs political standing and reputation. However, the head of 

another integrity agency shared the view that although parliamentary debates are 

completely open, they by no means build trust in the integrity of parliamentarians and 

suggested the need for extra caution in the holding of public hearings by ACAs for this 

purpose (Integrity Agency Head_1). It was evident across all three jurisdictions that this 

area of interaction is important in protecting ACAs as most perpetrators of serious and 

systemic corruption are normally powerful public officials and politicians who may seek to 

discredit and tarnish the image of ACAs as asserted by Kuris (2015). Thus powerful 

subjects of ACAs’ investigations mostly discredit ACAs’ findings when they are done in 

private and the public may accept such accusations because the public also believes ACAs 

are secret ‘Star Chambers’ and nobody knows what they do. To this end, the IBAC 

Commissioner emphasised that public hearings give significant confidence to the public in 

the works of ACAs (IBAC, 2016b). The following excerpts from interviews also elaborate 

on the importance of public hearings as an area of interaction that provides enormous 

support for ACAs:  



116 
 

I think the process for public hearings is absolutely vital. I think if we abandoned 

public hearings and had merely private hearings the media would become 

extremely suspicious. It would make it that much more difficult to report accurately 

and I think the public confidence in the process would be irreparably damaged. I 

can’t think of a single valid reason for abandoning public hearings (ACA 

Inspector_1). 

I’m a strong proponent of public hearings. They enable the public to know what the 

Commission is doing, how the public’s money is being spent, and the result is high 

public confidence in the Commission (ACA Staff_2_NSW). 

Similarly, the CCC’s submission to the NSW ICAC Parliamentary Committee that 

inquired into whether or not to retract ICAC’s public hearing powers argued that while 

‘statutory checks and balances protect individual rights, open corruption and prevention 

hearings can restore public confidence’ (CCC, 2016e, p. 3). Interviewees further explained 

that since ACAs tend not to have prosecution powers but can only make civil findings 

from investigating allegations of corruption, making part of the investigation process 

public makes the findings credible, transparent and supported by the wider public (e.g. 

ACA Staff_1_NSW; ACA Inspector_1). This is particularly so as public hearings do not 

only aim at exposing corruption but also serve as a platform ‘for those against whom 

unfounded allegations have been made to publicly clear their reputations or to publicly 

dispel rumour and speculation about corruption’ (ICAC, 2016c, p. 2).  

Further analysis of interviews revealed that because ACAs are aware that the spotlight is 

on them, they make sure they are as transparent and honest in their proceedings as it is 

practicable. For example, an ACA staff member stated that: 

Once you do it public it is very difficult to behave unfairly and badly because the 

spotlight is on you, the media are there and it’s all open. That operates a break in 

power of uncontrolled behaviour. If you do all in private you could do anything 

(ACA Staff_1_NSW). 

This finding is consistent with that of a former research manager of the ICAC, Angela 

Gorta, in her analysis of the operations of ICAC. She argued that ‘holding a hearing in 

public and producing public reports, provides an additional accountability mechanisms 

for the work done by the ICAC’ (Gorta, 2003, p. 6). In Southern Australia for instance, 
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although the SA-ICAC do not have public hearings powers, their Chair, Honourable Bruce 

Lander QC is said to have applied to government  to allow him to hold public hearings as 

part of some investigations mainly because it would promote transparency and support for 

the commission’s investigations:  

I made that [public hearings] recommendation to protect myself so that people 

would understand and would be satisfied that the way in which the investigation 

was carried out was transparent and was conducted appropriately (cited in 

Harmsen, 2017). 

Moreover, it was found that public hearings are the main form of interaction through 

which ACAs build good and trustworthy relationship with their social counterparts in the 

performance of their accountability functions. However, among the three ACAs, the 

Queensland CCC’s use of public hearings in advancing this purpose appears not as strong 

as the ICAC and IBAC (see Chapter 5 for details). For instance, one journalist stated that:  

I think more broadly, until the CCC holds more regular public hearings then it’s 

going to be hamstrung in its relations with the public because people don’t 

understand how it works. Because of the political history of the last three to four 

years they see the CCC as highly politicised (Journalist_2_QLD). 

The findings in this section have shown that public hearings remain one of the critical 

areas of interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors. The use of public 

hearings builds public confidence in the process and operations of ACAs as it serves as an 

accountability mechanism for ACAs. Findings indicate that ACAs build public support 

and legitimacy for their decisions by clarifying their already fair procedures and by making 

the procedures even more fair as they know the ‘public’s eye’ is watching them (De Fine 

Licht et al., 2014, p. 115; Porumbescu & Grimmelikhuijsen, 2017). Consequently, the 

public become aware of the existence and value of ACAs in governance and are able to 

voice out in their defence when government tries to attack their independence, powers and 

resources or tries to get too close to them. This area of interaction, which builds 

community confidence and support for ACAs more generally, is critical especially as 

political elites normally hate to see accountability institutions operate effectively 

(Ankamah, 2016; Fitzgerald, 2014; Lakha, 2011); and may like to see them fail although 
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they often rhetorically argue for stronger accountability institutions (Ankamah & Manzoor 

E. Khoda, 2018). 

 4.4.4  Access to Information on Demand 

Social accountability actors — mainly journalists — are often in need of information from 

ACAs. Analysis of data showed that 20 interviewees across participant pools, especially 

ACAs and journalists in all three jurisdictions, shared the view that this is another 

important area of interaction. However, evidence revealed conflicting perspectives 

between journalists and ACA respondents. On the one hand, journalists acknowledge that 

ACAs require some level of secrecy to make them perform their accountability roles 

effectively, especially when it comes to investigations. On the other hand, providing 

answers to journalists’ queries informs their reporting, strengthens engagement and above 

all prevents the public from being fed twisted information about ACAs. However, ACA 

respondents shared that providing information to journalists, especially about a particular 

complaint or investigation, may be damaging to the investigation. This conflict in 

perspective explains the difficulty in achieving the most effective form of this type of 

interaction as shown in the analysis below. 

It is evident that in all three case agencies have a quite strict media policy of not 

confirming or denying whether or not they have received a corruption complaint or are 

investigating a matter. ACA interviewees explained that they have this media policy 

because there is always a risk when they speak to journalists that they may let something 

slip (see Chapter 6 for details). This, according to journalists, makes it difficult to have an 

effective relationship with ACAs outside public hearings.  

Further analysis revealed that the application of this media policy is more strictly enforced 

by the NSW ICAC than its counterparts in Queensland and Victoria. An ICAC staff 

member, for instance, indicated that:  

What shouldn’t be publicized in my opinion are investigations before they become 

public and explanations as to why we are doing things because those explanations 

also can reveal material about investigations or affect adversely on innocent people 

and might eventually go on to be unreliable once the investigation is complete. So it 

is very unsafe to make comments before the investigation is complete and I think it 

is improper so we don’t respond to any media enquiry before public inquiry or 
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during public inquiry. Once the report was issued, we didn’t respond to any 

enquiries either, because everything we had to say publicly was in the report (ACA 

Staff_1_NSW). 

However, according to journalists, because they work on behalf of the public just a 

confirmation or denial of investigations into a particular case by ACAs may be enough to 

feed their audience with more confident information (Journalist_2_NSW; 

Journalist_3_NSW; Journalist_2_QLD). Accordingly, when ACAs tend to be silent in all 

cases, it becomes very difficult to build an effective relationship with them and sometimes 

even difficult to support and defend them. For instance, the ICAC always provide one-line 

answers when they are contacted and journalists believe this is even more dangerous to the 

commission in the case of controversial issues where the commission could simply clear 

the air (Journalist_1_NSW; Journalist_2_NSW; CSO_3):  

A perfect example is an article in today’s paper where two ICAC officers have been 

found by the Supreme Court to have exceeded their powers during a raid, gone 

beyond their jurisdiction, [and] breached the terms of a search warrant. I asked 

what ICAC was going to do about that, this is a finding by the Supreme Court, and 

the answer came back, ‘we do not discuss staffing matters’ (Journalist_1_NSW). 

During ICAC’s troubles with Margaret Cunneen, we would ring up and say we 

would really like a comment from ICAC, we would really like to speak to the 

Commissioner Megan Latham, or we would really like to speak to the solicitor at 

ICAC — No comment. So I think they are a little bit insular in their dealings with 

the media in that way, and I think especially at that time they did themselves a little 

bit more damage by not speaking to the media and putting their point of view 

across (Journalist_2_NSW). 

Surprisingly, it was found that the ICAC’s unwillingness to open up to journalists when 

contacted even extends to politicians during the ICAC Parliamentary Committee hearings 

(Journalist_1_NSW; Integrity Agency Head_1). This shows the extent the ICAC can go to 

in protecting information in their possession.  

However, in Queensland the CCC is quite flexible with the application of its media policy; 

possibly because it has most of its operations in private unlike ICAC which runs frequent 

public hearings. It was evident that the CCC does a day to day response to journalists’ 
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queries concerning particular issues and has a corporate communications team to that 

effect (ACA Staff_3_QLD). This, according to journalists, sometimes helps them to know 

whether they are on the right track and to report confidently (Journalist_1_QLD; 

Journalist_2_QLD). Further analysis revealed that the dynamics of such flexible posture of 

the CCC in applying its media policy depend very much on three main factors including 

the timing of the query; the nature of complaint or investigation (including whether the 

complainant has gone public with the complaint); and whether it is in the public interest 

(including widespread concern and systemic/serious nature of the case (ACA 

Staff_3_QLD).  

This approach used by CCC was also evident in Victoria when IBAC was deciding on 

whether or not to make information public (ACA Staff_1_VIC; ACA Staff_2_VIC; 

Journalist_1_VIC). Thus developments in Victoria are comparable to those of Queensland 

in terms of the application of ACAs’ media policy. However, unlike the CCC, one further 

step IBAC takes is to proactively get information out there after an investigation and 

operational considerations have been dealt with; and respond to media enquiries about the 

investigation report (ACA Staff_1_VIC).  

4.5  The Importance of Interactions  

Are interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability actors 

important for the performance of anti-corruption agencies’ accountability roles? The 

analysis in this section pulls the evidence provided in preceding sections together, and my 

own interpretation to confirm that interactions between ACAs and social accountability 

actors are important for the effective performance of ACAs’ accountability roles. 

However, references are made to specific evidence already presented to enhance the 

reliability and credibility of this evaluation. Overall, ten key areas of interaction were 

evident as important ones for the three main purposes; although one area of interaction — 

public hearings — was found to be very important for all three purposes as indicated 

earlier.  

First, evidence presented in sections 4.2.1 to 4.2.4 shows that individually, and in 

aggregate, four areas of interaction — activation of ACAs’ investigation, information 

dissemination, public hearings, and complainant engagement — are important for the 

detection, investigation and exposure of corruption in government. In Section 4.2.1, for 
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instance, ACA respondents (e.g. ACA Staff_1_NSW; ACA Staff_3_QLD) acknowledged 

that because they are mostly reactive when it comes to investigating corruption, leads in 

the form of complaints and newspaper publications help them to detect and investigate 

corruption effectively. Likewise in sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3, it was evident that the holding 

of public hearings as part of ACAs’ investigations and the coverage of such hearings by 

the media were important in flushing out more evidence for the investigation. Importantly, 

the provision of more evidence on the part of social actors does not only relate to ongoing 

investigations but also other incidences of corruption in government that would have been 

undetected as was the case of Operation Rico in NSW. Furthermore, evidence in relation 

to complainant engagement points out that, for ACAs to win complainant confidence in 

the complaint management process, there is the need for ongoing engagement before 

investigations are concluded. Evidence suggests this is likely to improve complainants’ 

acceptance of the outcome — favourable or unfavourable and promote complainant 

retention in the future. Clearly, all these four areas of interaction have direct and indirect 

relationships, which enable them to individually and aggregately reinforce the effective 

performance of ACAs’ corruption investigation functions.  

Second, evidence presented in sections 4.3.1 to 4.3.4 shows that four key areas of 

interaction — visits to ACAs’ websites, community outreach and awareness, stakeholder 

engagement meetings and public hearings — are important for corruption prevention and 

education. In Section 4.3.1, it was evident that because ACAs’ websites are the first point 

of engagement with social accountability actors, informative and less complex websites 

are important for getting their corruption prevention and education message across. 

Another area of interaction which was confirmed to be critically important for corruption 

prevention and education is community outreach and awareness campaigns ran by ACAs. 

The importance of this area of interaction was found to be the main reason ACAs in all 

three jurisdictions seriously embark on community outreach campaigns (see Section 4.3.2). 

This area of interaction and that of ACAs website information appear to have an important 

relationship. For instance, analysis reveals that because of IBAC’s significant 

improvement in its community presence in the 2016–2017 operational year, it recorded 

over 84,000 visitors on its website. Accordingly, these two areas of interaction, in addition 

to a third — stakeholder engagement meetings — when utilised effectively will help 

ACAs make significant strides in their corruption prevention and education efforts. 

Furthermore, it was confirmed in Section 4.2.4 that ACAs’ public hearings is another 
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important area of interaction which helps in educating the public on what constitutes 

corruption. Specifically, it raises public consciousness that corruption is not accepted in 

government — which helps in their prevention efforts (ACA Staff_2_NSW; ACA 

Staff_2_QLD; ACA Staff_1_VIC; Journalist_3_NSW; Journalist_1_VIC).  

Finally, evidence in Section 4.4.1 to Section 4.4.4 established that, individually and in 

aggregate, four areas of interaction — accountability processes, public perception research, 

public hearings and access to information on demand — are critically important for 

supporting ACAs’ political standing, reputation and performance. In Section 4.4.1 it was 

evident that ACAs accountability processes through both formal and informal means are 

important for their reputation and performance (e.g. ACA Staff_2_NSW; ACA 

Staff_3_QLD; Journalist_1_NSW; Journalist_2_QLD; Complainant/Whistleblower 4; 

PCCC_1). This supports the claim that one of the success factors of ACAs is the need for 

effective accountability and performance checks of their operations (Dixit, 2016; 

Kpundeh, 2004). Moreover, it was evident in Section 4.4.2 that one area of interaction that 

enhances ACAs’ reputation and performance is their public perception research (e.g. ACA 

Staff_1_NSW; ACA Staff_1_QLD; ACA Staff_4_QLD; Journalist_4_NSW). Because 

powerful subjects of ACAs investigations may take positions to discredit them, ACAs 

need to build relationships with social actors to protect their reputation and political 

standing (Kuris, 2014). It was evident in Section 4.4.3 that one way ACAs build such 

relationships is to hold public hearings as such investigations build community confidence 

and support for their findings (e.g. ACA Staff_1_NSW; Journalist_2_QLD; ACA 

Inspector_1). In addition, although there were differing views as to whether ACAs should 

answer journalists’ queries especially in relation to whether or not they are investigating a 

particular issue, all 20 respondents who shared views (see Section 4.4.4) indicated that this 

is an important area of interaction. In particular, this area of interaction helps ACAs to 

clarify issues rather than allowing the public to be fed twisted or unfavourable information 

by aggrieved subjects of ACAs — which may be damaging to the credibility and 

reputation of ACAs.  

For ACAs to effectively play their accountability roles, especially in corruption 

investigation and prevention, of course they need support for their political standing 

(especially in relation to their independence), reputation, credibility and performance. 

Accordingly, the discussion in this section clearly shows that although some interactions 
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such as activation of ACAs’ investigations by reporting corruption are individually 

important for ACAs in performing their investigation functions, the strength of all ten 

areas of interactions identified aggregately reinforces one another and the effective 

performance of ACAs accountability roles. This confirms earlier claims that interactions 

are important for the current performance of ACAs accountability roles.   

4.6  Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided an exploratory account of the areas and nature of interactions 

between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability actors. Accordingly, the chapter 

has provided the initial answer to the important question of how different accountability 

mechanisms interact (O’Donnell, 2003). It has also confirmed the assertion (see e.g. 

Ankamah, 2016; Fox, 2015; Ackerman, 2004b) — based on key stakeholders views — 

that interactions are important to the effective functioning of ACAs and of the integrity 

system more generally. The chapter has shown that ACAs and social accountability actors 

interact in ten key areas for three main purposes as summarised in Table 4.1 below.   
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Table 4.1: Purpose and Nature of Interactions between ACAs and Social Actors 

PURPOSE OF 

INTERACTION 

AREA OF 

INTERACTION 

SECTION 

NUMBER 

EVIDENT? 

NSW QLD VIC 

DETECTION, 

INVESTIGATION 

AND EXPOSURE OF 

CORRUPTION 

Activation of ACAs’ Investigations 4.2.1 S S S 

Information Dissemination 4.2.2 S S S 

Public Hearings (Evidence) 4.2.3 S M S 

Complainant/Whistleblower 

Engagement 

4.2.4 W M W 

PREVENTION, 

EDUCATION AND 

AWARENESS 

Visit to ACAs Website  4.3.1 S W S 

Community Outreach and 

Awareness  

4.3.2 S S S 

Stakeholder Engagement Meetings 4.3.3 M M M 

Public Hearings (Education) 4.3.4 S M S 

POLITICAL 

STANDING, 

REPUTATION AND 

PERFORMANCE 

ACAs Accountability Processes 4.4.1 M M M 

Public Perception Research 4.4.2 M M M 

Public Hearings (Community 

Confidence and support) 

4.4.3 S M S 

Access to Information on Demand 4.4.4 W M M 

S = Strongly Evident; M = Moderately Evident; W = Weakly Evident 

Thus findings reveal that interactions between horizontal accountability agencies and 

social accountability actors are not limited to the investigation of corruption as previously 

documented (see e.g. Ankamah 2016; Smulovitz & Peruzzotti, 2003) but involve other 

areas where interactions occur for the effective functioning of horizontal accountability 

agencies. Table 4.1 above shows the purpose of interaction and the corresponding areas of 

interaction for that purpose for all three jurisdictions studied; however public hearings 

appears as an area of interaction for all three purposes. As indicated in Section 4.1, the 

purposes of interaction are listed in order of importance and for clarity in terms of the 

functions of ACAs; and the areas of interaction for each purpose are listed in order of 
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importance, strength of evidence of the interaction and less differing views of the 

importance of that area of interaction.  

For each area of interaction, efforts were also made to capture the extent to which the 

interaction described was evident across the three case jurisdictions. Accordingly, areas of 

interactions in all three jurisdictions are ascribed with S, M or W which means Strongly 

Evident, Moderately Evident, and Weakly Evident respectively. For instance, in all three 

jurisdictions, there was strong evidence of interaction when it comes to the activation of 

ACAs investigations by social actors — hence S was ascribed to that area in the three 

jurisdictions.  

As shown in Table 4.1 above, the three purposes of interaction were detection, 

investigation and exposure; prevention education and awareness; and support for ACAs 

political standing, reputation and performance. For corruption detection, investigation and 

exposure, four areas of interaction were confirmed — activation of ACA’s investigations, 

information dissemination, public hearings to flush out more evidence and complainant 

engagement in the complaint management process. For corruption prevention, education 

and awareness, four areas of interaction were also confirmed — visits to ACAs’ websites, 

community outreach and awareness campaigns, stakeholder engagement meetings such 

conferences and forums, and public hearings to educate the public that corruption is 

unacceptable. Furthermore, four main areas of interaction were found for supporting 

ACAs’ political standing, reputation and performance — ACAs’ accountability processes, 

public perception research, public hearings to build community confidence and support for 

ACAs, and access to information on demand mostly by journalist.   

This was done to help explain the important enablers on the strength in evidence of 

interactions of the identified areas. Now that the areas and the nature of the interactions 

have been identified, as well as the strength of the evidence, the next task is to identify the 

important enablers explaining these interactions. Chapter 5 begins by analysing the 

influence of formal institutional enablers.  
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CHAPTER V   

Formal Institutional Enablers 

5.1  Introduction 

This chapter examines how formal institutional enablers such as independence, powers and 

resources of anti-corruption agencies influence the achievement of effective interactions 

between ACAs and social actors. It is well established in the scholarship that 

independence, powers and resources of ACAs are critical to their effectiveness (see 

Ankamah & Manzoor E. Khoda, 2018; Brown & Head, 2005; Gregory, 2015; Kuris, 2015; 

Meagher, 2005; Quah, 2015). However, the extent to which these formal institutional 

enablers influence and explain the effectiveness of those interactions identified in Chapter 

4 is less well understood. This is important as the claim that interaction between ACAs and 

social accountability actors is critical to the effective performance of ACAs’ accountability 

roles was confirmed in Chapter 4. Using evidence from key stakeholders in the three 

jurisdictions studied, supplemented with documents on public record (e.g. ACA reports 

and public submissions), this chapter confirms whether these formal institutional enablers 

are important to the interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors, and if so, 

why.   

The chapter proceeds as follows. The first section begins by analysing and interpreting the 

influence of ACAs’ independence on interaction. In the second section, the chapter 

explains how the various mandates and powers available to ACAs influence interaction. 

Finally, the chapter shows that ACAs organisational structure and governance arrangement 

can be an important enabler to interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors.  

Evidence in this chapter will help contribute to the development of a conceptual 

framework in Chapter 7 for improved evaluation of identified interactions. More 

importantly, the findings will help identify what needs to change to achieve effective 

interactions.    
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5.2  Independence of Anti-Corruption Agencies 

It was evident from the views of all respondents across the three jurisdictions that the 

independence of ACAs remains one of the critical enablers of interaction between them 

and social actors. It was confirmed that where social actors are confident that ACAs are 

independent, they are more likely to interact with them especially when it comes to 

activating ACAs’ investigation.
8
 The main reason complainants and whistleblowers look 

no further than ACAs to lodge their complaints is because they believe they will receive 

independent assessment and investigation of their complaints. In a public attitude survey 

report by the Queensland CCC (n=1529), for instance, it was established that almost all 

respondents (90 per cent) preferred the assessment of corruption complaints by 

independent oversight bodies as opposed to other public departments where the complaints 

might have originated (CMC, 2011). This finding indicates the importance attached to the 

independence of integrity agencies such as ACAs by complainants in deciding whether or 

not to lodge their complaints in the first place. ACAs often link successful investigations 

and the fighting of corruption to public confidence and the willingness of complainants to 

notify them of corrupt conduct in government (see Section 4.2.1). In their explanation of 

the important influence of ACAs’ independence to effective interaction, some interviewees 

stated that:  

I think society is only going to have confidence in it [ACAs] if it’s [society] 

convinced that the anti-corruption body is free from and is not vulnerable to 

pressure from either government of the day, or any other members of Parliament. 

They [complainants] want to see that its freedom is freedom from influence by 

politicians — whether for political purposes, or any other purposes (CSO_4). 

If this agency loses its independence or there’s a perception it’s lost its 

independence… it’s all over. I think the independence is just paramount to our 

engagement with the media and the public. If the media think we’ve lost our 

independence, they would have every right to be writing nasty articles about us.  

The public would be right to be losing confidence in us if they thought we lost our 

independence. It’s the one thing that separates us from any government agency 

(ACA Staff_3_QLD).   

                                                           
8
 For example, ACA Staff_2_NSW; ACA Staff_3_QLD; ACA Staff_1_VIC; Complainant/Whistleblower 1, 

2, 3, 4; Journalist_3_NSW; Journalist_2_QLD; CSO_4. 



128 
 

The above quotes suggest that where public perception about ACAs is that they are not 

independent, their public image may be damaged; which may consequently discourage 

complainants/whistleblowers from lodging complaints to ACAs. Thus the fact of 

independence and the perception of independence are equally important for sufficient and 

sustained interactions (ACA Staff_2_NSW). Further analysis also confirmed that the 

independence of ACAs manifests in two main forms including operational and financial as 

discussed in sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 below.  

5.2.1  Operational Independence 

The operations of ACAs are one of the key areas to evaluate their independence. Analysis 

of interviews confirmed that social actors consider ACAs to be operationally independent 

when they investigate where corruption lies. The proof of operational independence of 

ACAs is evident in the effectiveness of interaction when it comes to the activation of 

ACAs’ investigations in all three jurisdictions (see Table 4.1). The decision to investigate 

complaints is the sole decision of ACAs based on their own internal assessment criteria 

and threshold (see details in Chapter 6). In her analysis of the NSW ICAC, for instance, 

Gorta (2003) emphasised that the commission cannot be influenced by any individual 

politician, political party or the government in general in its investigations and outcomes, 

since it is not responsible to any individual minister unlike other government departments. 

Two typical examples in NSW and Queensland that respondents (e.g. ACA Staff_2_NSW; 

ACA Staff_1_QLD; Journalist_3_QLD) made reference to is their ACAs’ courage to 

investigate the ‘big fish’. This was evident when a few years into its operations the ICAC 

launched an investigation into Nick Greiner, a NSW Premier whose term in office paved 

the way for ICAC’s establishment. The ICAC’s investigation found Mr Greiner corrupt for 

abusing his office to induce a member of Parliament to resign from his parliamentary seat 

in exchange for a public service position (ICAC, 1992). The ICAC Commissioner stated, 

categorically, in the report that:  

In the end, it is for others to decide whether a dismissal [of the Premier] should be 

effected. All I need to say is that if there was a dismissal on the evidence contained 

in this Report fairly admissible against Greiner, then in my view it would be on 

reasonable grounds. Looking at the matter in reverse, such a decision could not be 

attached as unreasonable and accordingly without justification (ICAC, 1992, p. 52).  
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Although corrupt findings against the Premier were later dismissed (Findlay, 2009), the 

independence and courage of an ACA to investigate a Premier under whose term of office 

the commission was established is a manifestation of the extent of operational 

independence the ICAC enjoys. Moreover, over the past few years the ICAC has been 

running investigations in relation to prominent members of government, both past and 

present. A good example is the ICAC’s investigation of the alleged breach of electoral 

funding laws by Liberal Party candidates in a lead up to the 2011 NSW state elections. 

During the period of the investigation, the Coalition was in government. The ICAC’s 

investigation found that many candidates breached the electoral funding law; and sought 

the advice of the Director of Public Prosecution (DPP) as to whether seven of the 

candidates should be prosecuted (ICAC, 2016b). This is an example of how the ICAC 

ensure their credibility in the ‘public’s eye’ as far as their operational independence is 

concerned, by investigating corruption where it lies (ACA Staff_1_NSW).  

In Queensland, it was also evident that just about 18 months into its establishment, the 

CCC launched a full investigation about the possible misuse of parliamentary travel 

entitlements by members of the 1986–1989 Queensland Legislative Assembly. This 

investigation was activated by a publication in the Courier-Mail newspaper on 10 October 

by journalist Peter Morley (CJC, 1991b). Although there was no criminal prosecution 

arising from the investigation, the report revealed that:  

…there is cogent evidence suggesting that the Parliamentary Travel Entitlements 

Scheme was abused by a significant number of the Members of the 1986–1989 

Queensland Legislative Assembly. The evidence raises a strong suspicion that those 

Members used daily travelling allowances, in combination with other entitlements, 

to fund private excursions, on some occasions alone, but generally with their 

spouses, and often with family members…the Commission’s investigation revealed 

that some Members of Parliament were scrupulous in the use of public funds (CJC, 

1991b, p. iii). 

Consequently, the CCC recommended some operational and structural reforms in the 

affairs of Parliament to prevent the recurrence of such conducts. Furthermore, a CCC 

investigation in relation to the former Minister of the Crown, Gordon Nuttall, revealed that 

between 2001 and 2006 Mr Nuttall corruptly received a total of AU$152,700 from 

Queensland businessman Brendan McKennariey (CMC, 2009). During this period Mr 



130 
 

Nuttall held three ministerial positions including Minister for Industrial Relations, Minister 

for Health and Minister for Primary Industries and Fisheries (CMC, 2009). Consequently 

Mr Nuttall was sentenced in a Brisbane District Court for a term of five years 

imprisonment for each of five official corruption convictions (CMC, 2010). These 

developments instil public confidence in the CCC and as well motivate complainants and 

whistleblowers to report allegations of corruption against public officials to the CCC; no 

matter the status of the victim.  

However, in recent years evidence shows that attempts have been made by governments in 

NSW and Queensland to deny the ICAC and CCC such independence (see Chapter 3). 

Although there is no evidence that this has already affected interactions adversely, there is 

growing concern that it could in the future if developments continue on this path. For 

instance, perceptions of some interviewees about the amendment of the ICAC Act by the 

Coalition, which caused the commissioner to resign and reapply to be part of a new three-

commissioner model, is that ICAC investigated, successfully, the Liberal Party. Whilst 

being interviewed, one ICAC staff indicated that ‘through the legislation the government 

has interfered seriously with the independence of the commission… [so it would be better 

to] drop the Independent part and just call it commission against corruption’ (ACA 

Staff_1_NW). According to some journalists,  the three-commissioner restructure model of 

the ICAC only implies that government is interested in controlling the appointment of the 

two part-time commissioners ‘whose concurrence must be sought by the chief 

commissioner over decisions such as whether to hold public hearings or private 

examinations’ (Nicholls, 2016c). Moreover, analysis of interviews showed that the ICAC’s 

investigative independence has been weakened by the amendment as it will make it 

difficult for commissioners to decide on investigating serious corruption on the part of any 

political party in power. This could consequently erode public trust in the ICAC (ACA 

Staff_1_NSW; CSO_3); although there was a differing view that the three-commissioner 

model is a good thing (Journalist_1_NSW).  

It was further evident that the operations of ACAs may be influenced by government in the 

appointment of ACA chairs. The analysis showed that there is little or no transparency in 

the appointment process. The Chair is mostly nominated by government, rather than an 

independent committee, and only requires a bipartisan approval. What this means is that 

whoever has the numbers on the Parliamentary Committee in addition to just one 

opposition member can have their way (ACA Staff_2_QLD). This suggests that although 
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government may not interfere in the day to day operational decision making of ACAs, it 

may interfere through the appointment of ACAs’ leadership.  

5.2.2  Financial Independence 

This section analyses and explains how the financial independence of ACAs influences 

interactions between them and social accountability actors. Financial independence is a 

requirement by international instruments as one of the critical factors of ACAs’ 

performance (OECD, 2008). However, it was evident that among the three ACAs studied, 

it is only the IBAC that is funded through parliamentary appropriation (see Chapter 3) 

whereas the ICAC and CCC are designed to depend on the executive branch for 

resourcing. It could therefore be said that the ICAC and CCC are not financially secure 

although the CCC’s financial resources in recent years have been relatively stable (see 

Appendix 2). This threatens the independence of ACAs as depicted in the views of some 

interviewees:  

…they [ICAC] are dependent on the government funding so there is a bit of a 

problem there. What happens if the government starts to diminish funding…the 

funding issue is a bit of a worry because you realise that your independence is 

threatened if the funding is limited (CSO_3).  

If for example the mission demands that you get more human resources and you 

shift from one department to another, you have to go to the government and the 

government will say no, and it frequently does (ACA Staff_1_QLD). 

It was revealed that the financial capacity of all the three ACAs studied is far below the 0.2 

per cent % of government expenditure benchmark suggested by Quah et al. (2015) for 

achieving high-level financial resourcing, necessary in order to successfully perform their 

accountability roles. This appears to be one of the reasons why ACAs devolve complaints 

back to units of public administrations to investigate, against the wish of complainants (see 

Chapter 6). Analysis shows that, since politicians may not have the power to affect day to 

day decisions of ACAs in terms of their investigation decisions, they resort to funding cuts 

to equally achieve the same goal of making ACAs less effective. This is especially so 

when politicians feel threatened by ACAs doing too well and worry that they will 

eventually come after them (e.g. ACA Staff_1_NSW; ACA Staff_3_NSW; ACA 
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Staff_1_QLD; Integrity Agency Head_1; CSO_3). An interview with an IBAC staff 

member, for instance, reveals that although IBAC is funded through parliamentary 

appropriation, their effectiveness would be significantly affected if successive 

governments decide to discontinue honouring a AU$170 million commitment over the 

next four years (ACA Staff_1_VIC).  

In NSW a budget cut, according to some analysts, may leave the ICAC with 2016 staffing 

levels as indicated earlier in Chapter 3. This budget cut, according to the former ICAC  

Commissioner Megan Latham, would reduce the commission’s capacity in response to 

complaints of corrupt conduct and subsequently there would be a ‘reduction in the number 

of full investigations’ (cited in Robertson, 2016). Meanwhile ACAs ‘depend on well-

trained personnel — including sufficient numbers with highly specialised skills’ (Meagher, 

2005, p. 97) to perform their accountability roles effectively. 

Accordingly, the Chief Commissioner, Peter Hall, has emphasised that it is currently not 

uncommon for one investigative team to be taken out to help another in busy periods 

(Nicholls, 2017). The effect, according to the commissioner, is that the ‘first investigation 

stops or slows down until that particular investigator returns to the former investigation 

team of which he or she was a member’, which makes the pace of an investigation likely to 

be slowed down (cited in Nicholls, 2017). This evidence suggests that such developments 

in ACAs are likely to reduce public confidence in them when they are unable to promptly 

respond to complainants or complete investigations as quickly as complainants and 

whistleblowers would expect. This likely delays in response, coupled with unfavourable 

complaint assessment or investigation outcomes may deteriorate public confidence and 

perception of the independence of ACAs; which consequently hinders effective 

interaction. In a detailed explanation of the effect of funding cuts on the operations of 

ACAs, an ICAC staff stated that:  

ICAC might get 1000 complainants come in the door, and under statute every 

single one of those has got to be assessed at some level. So if somebody rings up 

and says that a bloke on the local council is corrupt, a preliminary inquiry has to be 

made. So you’ve got staff members dealing with it at a very, very low level. Out of 

those 1000 complaints, 850 might be so hopeless that they’re rejected at a 

preliminary level, but it would cost money to do that. Then there’s 150 which have 

to be investigated a bit more. Of those 150, a number will be weeded out again until 
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you get down to a handful. It might only be 15 of 1000 complaints, which are really 

genuine because (a) they’re real, and (b) they’re seen as officially serious. That 

budget is still going to be spent on the weeding-out process. All the crap claims 

assessing the crummy, crappy claims, what it really cuts in is at the top end, the 

ability to investigate the 15 serious ballots (ACA Staff_3_NSW).   

As shown in the above quote and discussions, the inadequacy of financial capacity may 

eventually affect ACAs’ complaint handling capacity, which has the propensity of eroding 

public confidence in them, thereby affecting, adversely, their engagement with the public. 

This is because ACAs may not have the needed resources to investigate even the so-called 

serious or systemic corrupt conducts. To this end, the consistent decline of the ICAC’s 

financial resource capacity is an issue of concern especially in the context of their 

interaction with complainants. While the benchmark number of staff cannot be easily 

determined ‘due to the variations in agency design and context, it is quite clear that a 

sufficiency of highly professional’ employees and other resources are crucial to the 

success of ACAs (Meagher, 2005, p. 97). 

5.3  Public Hearing Powers 

One area which does allow us to engage far more openly about what we’re doing is 

the public hearings power (ACA Staff_2_QLD). 

The quote above by an ACA staff member was one of the responses when asked about 

some of the important enablers to achieving effective interaction. The majority of 

respondents (22 out of 24) who shared views confirmed that ACAs’ public hearings power 

is one of the critical enablers of effective interaction between ACAs and social  actors. 

Some respondents even emphasised that without public hearings the operations of ACAs 

would be severely constrained (ACA Staff_1_NSW; ACA Staff_2_NSW; ACA 

Staff_3_NSW; ACA Inspector_1). As presented in Table 4.1, ACAs’ public hearings is an 

important area of interaction for all three purposes of interaction — detection, 

investigation and exposure of corruption; prevention education and awareness; and support 

for ACAs’ political standing, reputation and performance. Accordingly, it was shown in 

Chapter 4 that ACAs such as the ICAC and IBAC who use their public hearing powers 

relatively more than the CCC display strong evidence of interaction in this area.  
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It was evident that since ACAs are not criminal courts, and most do not even have 

prosecutorial powers (see Recanatini, 2011), public hearings make it possible for them to 

engage directly with social accountability actors in exposing and deterring corruption. 

ACAs cannot sentence the subjects of their investigations and can only deter corruption 

through significant publicity. Therefore, public hearings  are a means for ACAs to expose 

corruption in public office (Gorta, 2003; Kuris, 2015) as well as educate the public about 

corruption which in effect helps to deter it (Gorta, 2003). In their response to the ICAC 

Parliamentary Committee on the recommendation by the Inspector to relieve ICAC of its 

public hearings powers, the ICAC stated that:  

The Commission does not agree with this recommendation. Its adoption would 

seriously weaken the Commission’s proven effectiveness in exposing and 

preventing corrupt conduct. The recommendation also overlooks that the 

Commission’s accountability is enhanced by having public inquiries (ICAC, 2016c, 

p. 2). 

Similarly, in a 2015 message the IBAC Commissioner stated that:  

Apart from seeking to establish the truth about relevant events and encouraging 

people with information to come forward, the publicity surrounding the 

examinations can assist in educating public servants about how to recognise corrupt 

conduct. This supports our important education and corruption prevention role 

(IBAC, 2015b). 

Specifically, ICAC (2016c, p. 2) outlines five features of public hearings as an important 

form of interaction, which supports ICAC in its bid to perform its accountability functions 

effectively:   

 Public hearings widely expose serious corrupt conduct and systemic corrupt conduct; 

 Public hearings deter corrupt conduct — public officials and others are less likely to 

engage in corrupt conduct if they know they will be public exposed; 

 Public hearings disrupt corrupt conduct that is ongoing; 

 Public hearings hold public officials and others engaged in corruption publicly accountable 

for their actions; and 
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 Public hearings hold public authorities and public officials accountable for ensuring 

relevant policies and procedures not only adequately address corruption risks but are 

enforced. 

It is however important to note that, notwithstanding the critical nature of ACAs’ public 

hearings power in achieving effective interactions and the success of ACAs more 

generally, some social accountability actors surprisingly had a rather reserved view on the 

use of public hearings as part of ACAs investigations (Journalist_1_NSW; 

Complainant/Whistleblower 1) as indicated earlier in Chapter 4. One prominent journalist 

indicated that this rather unexpected view he has about public hearings is because ACAs 

are designed to adopt an inquisitorial approach rather than adversarial approach to 

investigations. He stated:  

Public hearings are…an inquiry. This is not a court where a prima facie case has 

been made out before you even get into court, there’s no prima facie case against 

those appearing at public hearings. They could be witnesses — and we’ve seen this, 

a number of people have frequently been subject to terrible accusations at public 

hearings, which have simply been dropped (Journalist_1_NSW). 

According to this journalist, it is unfair to people appearing at public hearings whose 

careers and reputation are often damaged (see Chapter 6). He argued that if private 

examinations are conducted, ACAs could still make findings of corruption and hand them 

over to the DPP to prosecute, in which case the court proceedings can then take place in 

public. According to him, the fact that second generation ACAs in Australia such as 

Victoria IBAC and South Australian-ICAC hold relatively less and no public hearings 

respectively is itself a justification for his position. To him, all public hearings do is 

diminish the presumption of innocence of alleged perpetrators of corruption and only 

provide a moral hazard for counsels assisting to show off. He acknowledges that such a 

position is an unusual one for a journalist but recent occurrences in NSW justify it. The 

view of this journalist seems to be consistent with that of Hoole and Appleby (2017) who 

suggest that evidentiary hearings should take place in private rather than in public. 

Notwithstanding, Hoole and Appleby acknowledge that where the subject of an 

investigation concerns serious and systemic corruption; and has also provoked a crisis of 

public confidence in government then of course public hearings may take precedence. To 
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this end, Grant Hoole argues for the need of careful thought and caution in debating the 

issue in great detail in order to get the balance right (Hoole, 2018).   

However, further analysis showed that ACAs are very much aware of the issue of potential 

reputational damage to alleged perpetrators of corruption. Accordingly, ACAs take steps 

such as holding preliminary investigations, during which lots of background evidence is 

considered using private and coercive hearings. It is after such private and coercive 

hearings that ACAs decide whether or not to hold public hearings. Consequently, ACAs 

interviewees indicated that when a decision is made to hold public hearings, then there is a 

clear case of serious or systemic corruption (e.g. ACA Staff_1_NSW; ACA Staff_2_QLD; 

ACA Staff_1_VIC); and in this case the public interest in terms of education and 

deterrence outweighs reputational concerns (ICAC, 2016c). The quotes below show an 

example of the public interest principle and the process ACAs go through before holding 

public hearings respectively:  

An example is what we call Operation Ord which was the investigation into serious 

systemic corruption at the Department of Education over several years. Part of the 

public interest argument for that public hearing was that the conduct was 

significant. It was systemic. It had been occurring over many years. It had involved 

very senior members of the Department of Education officers, including an acting 

secretary of the Department; and that it was conduct that should have been noticed 

and dealt with. (ACA Staff_1_VIC) 

Of course underneath that [public hearings] there’s a whole lot of information, a 

whole lot of coercive hearings that may have occurred to feed into that. Because 

otherwise you don’t just get up there and say, all right, I’m here today, come and 

— because you’ll have all sorts of things like reputational damage, like being sued, 

like self-incrimination of people; you’re treading on a whole lot of things, so you 

have to be careful before you go out and do that so that it isn’t a sacrificing of 

people’s basic rights when you have a public hearing. (ACA Staff_2_QLD) 

What tends to happen in NSW is that there are hearings in camera so if there is 

going to be a public hearing, you know that they’ve already got everything that they 

need and I think that usually people’s reputations are protected because they have 

already structured the outline of the case from the private hearings 

(Journalist_2_NSW). 
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The discussions in this section have explained that ACAs’ public hearings power has a 

critical influence on interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors. 

Accordingly, although ACAs are aware the use of such powers could cause reputational 

damage to alleged perpetrators of corruption, they consciously take steps to reduce such 

effects by conducting a series of private and coercive hearings before deciding to hold 

public hearings. Consequently, when ACAs are convinced that it is in the public interest to 

hold a public hearing, the public interest takes precedence over any reputational concerns.  

5.3.1  Fact Finding versus Issues of Criminality: The Focus of ACAs’ 

Investigations 

In a further probe to explain why ICAC conducts relatively more public hearings than its 

CCC counterpart in particular, although they both have public hearing powers, revealed 

quite interesting findings. Analysis of interviews revealed that ‘under the ICAC Act, you 

can have private hearings but then no findings can be made. If you want to make findings 

of corruption then those have to be in public’ (ACA Staff_1_NSW). Accordingly, it was 

evident that since ICAC is a fact finding agency, the only actual effect they can have as an 

anti-corruption body is twofold: ‘by holding public hearings and by making policy 

recommendations to Parliament’ (Journalist_3_NSW). In contrast, the CCC’s 

investigations aim at making criminal charges; which are more difficult to prove than just 

civil findings. This is because the criminal mind or element of the offence must be 

established in the corrupt conduct. Particularly, CCC’s investigations are targeted at 

determining whether there is a clear evidence of criminal conduct.  

This adversely affects the CCC’s engagement with social actors, and are often referred to 

as a secret ‘Star Chamber’. Thus social actors fail to appreciate or are often unaware that it 

is difficult to prove criminal offences. Accordingly, CCC interviewees noted that holding 

public hearings for allegations of corruption may only result in reputational damages when 

the criminal intent is not clearly established (ACA Staff_1_QLD; ACA Staff_3_QLD). For 

example, one CCC interviewee stated that:  

I think it’s not well known or appreciated perhaps in Queensland that we [CCC] are 

going for criminal offences.  We’re not like ICAC where we’re making civil 

finding or something. If you think of the way newspapers respect a police 

investigation and they wait until there’s charges, it’s no different to what we [CCC] 
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do because we are also going for criminal charges.  It’s just because it’s corruption 

it tends to be a bit more interesting to the public (ACA Staff_3_QLD). 

Criminal charges normally have a higher threshold than just making corrupt findings, 

because ACAs must determine the criminal intent by establishing ‘proof beyond a 

reasonable doubt’ (Kuris, 2015, p. 130). This burden of proof may probably bias ACAs to 

pursue cases that have ‘tangible evidence…clear legal precedent, and allegations of crimes 

with easily demonstrable elements’ (Kuris, 2015, p. 130). This is possibly the reason most 

CCC investigations that involve public hearings are geared towards hard core crimes 

including drugs, paedophilia and fraud. For example, one interviewee stated that:  

…the CCC or its previous iteration has held public hearings in matters that have 

been referred to it previously, but a lot of what… [it has been] dealing with is the 

issue of outlaw criminal gangs, criminal paedophilia, a whole range of other issues 

of organised crime (PCCC_1). 

Consequently some scholars (e.g. Prenzler & Faulkner, 2010) advised that ACAs’ 

functions should not include fighting organised and major crime. This is because the crime 

function divides the focus of ACAs, distracts them from dealing with normal complaints of 

corruption, and ultimately requires them to work hand-in-hand with the police which may 

even compromise their independence. They further noted that this is potentially why the 

Borbidge Coalition Government created the Queensland Crime Commission (QCC) in the 

mid-1990s (Prenzler & Faulkner, 2010).  

Acknowledging its limitations on the one hand, and the importance of public hearings in 

achieving effective interaction with social actors on the other hand, the CCC has resorted 

to the use of public forums as a means of engaging social actors in more transparent 

discussions of policy and legal reform to government. One such forum was the CCC’s 

discussion of whether or not to make publication of corruption allegations a crime (see 

Section 4.3.3). This recent use of public forums by the CCC in engaging society when 

possible may enhance public confidence and awareness of the CCC as ‘it is unrealistic in 

this day and age for us [CCC] not to be engaged with the media or the public about our 

work’(ACA Staff_3_QLD).  
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5.4  Corruption Prevention and Education  

As identified in Section 4.3, there are different areas of interaction between ACAs and 

social actors as far as corruption prevention and education are concerned. Interviewees 

who shared views (26 out of 28) confirmed that ACAs’ corruption prevention and 

education mandate is an important enabler for achieving effective interaction; especially 

when it comes to their community outreach and awareness campaigns. Specifically, ACA 

interviewees emphasised that unlike their investigation mandate which is mostly executed 

in private, except in instances where public hearings are conducted, their prevention and 

education mandate allows them to openly engage with social actors. It was evident that 

when the CCC previously lost its corruption prevention function, as part of the Newman 

Government reforms (see Section 3.3.4), the commission’s engagement with social actors 

was severely constrained. For example, one CCC interviewee stated that:  

Our prevention is much more open side so there is no doubt it affected our 

relationship, not just with the media but with the public in general. We couldn’t get 

that [prevention] information out there because we couldn’t even put our reports or 

anything else in that regard (ACA Staff_2_QLD). 

Further analysis of interviews indicated that one of the main reasons why ACAs conduct 

investigations is also to make recommendations on how that corrupt conduct could be 

avoided in the future. Therefore, through the media and civil society groups, such 

recommendations could be propagated to the wider community. Without the mandate to 

prevent corruption, the effect may be that ACAs will even be labelled as more secretive 

and there will be little or no window of opportunity for them to engage with social actors 

apart from their public hearings. Even more important is that ACAs will not be in the 

position to advise public officials and the general public on their corruption prevention 

strategies that become apparent from their corruption investigations. Specifically, ACA 

respondents explained that without their prevention and education mandates, the forms of 

interactions such as their community outreach programs and workshops identified in 

sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3 may be affected adversely. Emphasising the critically important 

nature of ACAs’ corruption prevention mandate to their interactions with social actors, and 

its effectiveness more generally, some interviewees stated that:  
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…in our prevention remit, it’s critical to us to be open, that we’re getting 

information out there; we’re raising awareness of what corruption is, the impact 

that it has, and how to prevent it (ACA Staff_2_VIC). 

It’s critical to the success of the Commission [ICAC] that it gets its message across, 

that there are steps that can be taken to reduce the incidence of corruption. That 

involves engaging with an educated and empowered public. It involves letting 

people know that they don’t have to put up with corrupt police officers, that 

something can be done about it, and that involves … getting messages out (ACA 

Staff_2_NSW). 

I’ve always been a believer that they’ve [ACAs] got to have a strong education … 

because that’s the one area where they can talk to people and share ideas, and win 

their trust (Integrity Agency Head_1).  

Notwithstanding the importance most respondents in the three study jurisdictions accorded 

to ACAs’ prevention and education mandate, and the need for ACAs to continue to 

perform these functions, two respondents had differing views as indicated earlier 

(Journalist_1_NSW; ACA Inspector_1). Whereas the journalist emphasised that corruption 

prevention and ethical issues should not be part of the focus of oversight bodies, the ACA 

inspector advised that the corruption prevention function should be taken away from ACAs 

and be given to ‘the Premier’s department because it is a public policy issue that transcend 

all aspect of government’. This, according to these respondents, will leave ACAs with 

enough human and financial resource capacity to pursue their core mandate of investigating 

and exposing corruption. Despite these differing views, this section has confirmed that 

ACAs corruption prevention and education mandate is an important enabling factor that 

promotes effective interaction especially in the areas of community outreach.    

5.5  Organisational Structure and Governance  

Another important enabling factor that influences interaction between ACAs and social 

accountability actors is the organisational structure and governance arrangement of ACAs. 

In Chapter 3 it was evident that all three ACAs had parliamentary oversight committees 

who are responsible by law to oversight the operations of ACAs. These parliamentary 

oversight committees mostly require ACAs to give an account of their operations, at least 

once in a year. It was evident that, because this account holding process normally takes 
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place in the form of public hearings, and also streamed live, social actors are able to 

participate in such hearings. Although social actors may not get the chance to pose direct 

questions to ACAs during such hearings, they are still able to follow the operations of 

ACAs that may otherwise be unknown to them. Moreover, since the chairs of ACAs are 

normally the lead witnesses for ACAs in such hearings (Integrity Agency Head_1; 

Journalist_1_QLD), social actors such as journalists are able to do a quick interview with 

them after the hearings:  

The most access that comes to journalist is during parliamentary hearings through 

the PCCC that looks into the CCC. It holds very regular hearings, others in public 

and in private. You can report on the ones that are held in public hearings…. 

[S]ince the PCCC is a bipartisan committee, they will both ask questions of... [the 

Chair] of which we can report on and when it is closed we can ask on ongoing 

cases and ongoing investigations (Journalist_1_QLD). 

Furthermore, the existence of ACAs’ parliamentary commissioners and inspectors (see 

Chapter 3) make it possible for complainants and whistleblowers that may not be happy 

with the way their complaints were handled, to lodge formal complaint with such bodies. 

This somewhat indirect form of interaction between ACAs and 

complainants/whistleblowers is only made possible due to this governance arrangement. To 

deepen this area of interaction the CCC as part of its internal governance arrangement, for 

instance, has a complaint service review committee that also receives grievances from 

unsatisfied complainants on the outcome of their corruption complaint.  

Moreover, it is evident that the involvement of key social actors at top governance 

positions within ACAs is an important enabler of interaction, especially in the area of 

ACAs’ accountability processes (see Section 4.4.1). As indicated earlier, among the three 

ACAs studied the CCC has relatively more sufficient interaction with social actors due to 

the fact that they have a key social actor (an academic) representative as part of their five-

member commissioners. These five members together make unanimous decisions 

especially when it comes to holding public hearings as part of their investigations. 

Accordingly, when the general public are well informed that they are quite well represented 

in the operations of these enormously powerful agencies, and participate in their most 

important decisions such as the holding of public hearings, social actors are likely to 

exhibit more confidence and support for ACAs. In Hong Kong for instance, the ACA has 
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four advisory committees — advisory committees on corruption, operations, corruption 

prevention and community relations — comprising of prominent civilian citizens. 

Moreover, all the four committees are chaired by civilian citizens. It is therefore not 

surprising that the Hong Kong Independent Commission Against Corruption (HK-ICAC) 

enjoys a whopping 98–99 per cent of public support, mainly because if those advisory 

committees are satisfied that the HK-ICAC is ‘doing their job properly, so [to] can the 

community be satisfied’ (de Speville, 2010, p. 51). 

5.6  Chapter Summary 

This chapter has sought to confirm whether formal institutional enablers such as the 

independence, mandates and powers of ACAs influence their interactions with social 

actors. Accordingly, the chapter has provided evidence to confirm and explain that those 

formal institutional enablers remain critical to the interactions and the effectiveness of 

ACAs and the integrity system more broadly.  

First, it was confirmed that the independence of ACAs is very important. It was shown 

that two components make up the independence of ACAs — operations and financial 

resource capacity. The independent decisions of ACAs in terms of their investigations; and 

their financial autonomy to protect them from deliberate funding cuts by government are 

equally important to the interactions and the effectiveness of ACAs. When these two 

components of ACAs independence are compromised, it may lead to declining public 

confidence and weak interactions especially in the areas of activating ACAs investigations. 

Findings contribute to the definition of independence of accountability agencies by 

showing that complete independence involves operational impartiality and financial 

autonomy (see also Appleby, 2017; OECD, 2008; Lidberg, 2015).  

Second, the chapter confirmed and explained that ACAs public hearings power is very 

important to achieving interactions such as activation of corruption investigations, 

education and support for ACAs. This finding supports procedural fairness theory (Tyler, 

1991) and suggests that society is less likely to protest if the process of making decision is 

fair and transparency is high (Porumbescu & Grimmelikhuijsen, 2017). More importantly, 

it was found that although ACAs may have the power to hold hearings, the use of such 

powers largely depends on the purpose of ACAs’ investigations. It was revealed that when 

ACAs corruption investigations are aimed at determining criminality as opposed to 
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findings of fact, ACAs tend to rarely hold public hearings (Kuris, 2015). Third, the chapter 

confirmed and explained that when ACAs have corruption prevention and education 

mandates they are more likely to achieve effective interaction with social actors especially 

in the areas of community outreach campaigns and stakeholder engagements. Thus with 

corruption and education mandates, ACAs are able to forge the needed alliance with 

support of social actors to be able to outflank their antagonists (Kuris, 2014; Recanatini, 

2011). Finally, it was shown and explained that the organisational structure and 

governance arrangements of ACAs is also an important enabling factor that influences 

interaction. Apart from ACAs’ formal oversight bodies such as parliamentary committees 

that hold public hearings as part of their oversight role, another important enabler is the 

representation of key social actors in the governance arrangement of ACAs. This could be 

at the leadership level (e.g. as part of commissioners like in the CCC) or the setting up of 

citizen advisory committees as found in the case of Hong Kong ICAC.  

 Although confirmation of the significant effects of these formal institutional enablers of 

effective interactions and the efficacy of ACAs, more broadly, may not be surprising, the 

chapter has nevertheless deepened our understanding of how these enablers specifically 

shape and sustain interactions between ACAs and social actors. However, the important 

question is that considering the whole range of interactions identified in Chapter 4, are 

these formal institutional enablers enough in explaining these interactions and their 

effectiveness? What other enablers may account for achieving effective interactions? The 

next chapter explains the other important enablers identified and confirmed as also 

important for achieving effective interaction between ACAs and social actors.   
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CHAPTER VI 

 Operational and Attitudinal Enablers 

6.1  Introduction 

Considering the range of interactions identified in Chapter 4, are there other important 

enabling factors, beyond formal institutional enablers, for achieving effective interaction 

between ACAs and social accountability actors? Using evidence from key stakeholders in 

the three jurisdictions studied, this chapter will investigate whether operational and 

attitudinal enablers are also important for achieving sufficient interaction. Like the 

previous chapter, evidence in this chapter will help contribute to the development of a 

conceptual framework in Chapter 7 for improved mapping and evaluation of interactions 

between ACAs and social actors.  

The chapter proceeds as follows. First, it confirms that the transparency of ACAs is very 

critical to explaining and achieving sufficient interactions between ACAs and social 

accountability actors. Thus transparency stimulates ‘open culture’ which may result in a 

positive effect on trust (Grimmelikhuijsen & Meijer, 2012; Hood, 2006). Notwithstanding, 

ACAs mostly deny social actors access to their operations and activities ‘outside their 

rarely’ held public hearings. Furthermore it was evident that the management of corruption 

allegation, and the protection of whistleblowers from facing reprisals are also important 

enablers for achieving effective interactions. This is important as whistleblowers press 

what McCubbins and Schwartz (1984) call the “fire alarm” to inform ACAs of where 

corruption occurs. In particular, the practice of devolution was identified as a critical 

determinant of achieving effective interaction. Together, these three enabling factors — 

transparency, protection of whistleblowers and ACAs’ devolution practice — constitute 

what is referred to as operational enablers in this thesis.   

Second, the chapter confirms that the awareness of ACAs of the support roles social actors 

play is an important enabling factor for explaining and achieving effective interactions. As 

asserted by Fox (2015), horizontal accountability agencies such as ACAs may not fight 
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corruption effectively without the support of social accountability actors. But what are 

these support roles that social actors may play to ACAs? Are ACAs and/or social actors 

aware of these support roles? The chapter confirms that the awareness of these support 

roles by ACAs, especially, assists them to develop receptive attitudes towards social actors 

— which is an important enabler upon whether interaction occurs. It was further evident 

that the exhibition of receptive attitudes towards social actors by ACAs is also influenced 

by the attitude of ACA chairs. Overall four main support roles that social actors play to 

ACAs’ activities and operations were identified.  

6.2  Operational Enablers 

This section argues that the transparency of ACAs, the management of corruption 

allegations, and the protection of whistleblowers from reprisals are important enablers for 

achieving effective interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors. The extent 

to which these operational enablers explain and shape interactions is presented in detail in 

sections 6.2.1 to 6.2.3 below.  

6.2.1  ACAs’ Corporate Communications 

When I headed… [this agency] I worked on the basis that unless I was accessible to 

journalists and unless I was accessible to clients and so on, life would be very hard. 

That was certainly the case (Integrity Agency Head_1). 

The quote above was a response from the head of another integrity agency when asked 

about some of the important enablers for achieving effective interaction between ACAs 

and social actors. All interviewees confirmed that the transparency of ACAs to social 

actors is an important enabler for achieving effective interaction, although there were 

differing views on the extent of transparency. Apart from ACAs’ rarely held public 

hearings, two main important forms of transparency that influence interactions between 

ACAS and social actors were evident — visibility of information and demand-driven 

accessibility.  
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Visibility of Information  

As identified in Section 4.3.1, ACAs websites are normally the first point of engagement 

between them and social actors. Accordingly, interviewees explained that the informative 

and user-friendly nature of ACAs online platforms is very critical for interaction. 

Journalists in particular were of the view that sometimes things become very apparent 

when they are read so it is really important that ACAs make their websites informative and 

easily accessible as much as it is practicable. For instance, it was evident that complainants 

normally do not want to talk to integrity agencies but prefer to deal with them mostly 

online. Accordingly, having an informative and a quite simple website which educates 

complainants on how to make their complaints online is crucial to interactions such as 

activation (see Section 4.2.1):  

… [W]ebsite is important…people want to use online mechanisms… We’ve done 

studies that show something like 70, 80 per cent of people say they want to deal 

with you only by online, by email or online form (Integrity Agency Head_1).  

This study, especially Chapter 3, has significantly benefited from information that is 

readily available on ACAs websites ranging from their annual reports, investigation 

reports and other documents. Before I conducted interviews, I first visited ACAs 

websites to check if the required information was available before going further to 

ask for that information. My own experience is therefore consistent with that of 

interviewees ACAs website information is an important enabler that influences 

interaction between them and social accountability actors. This finding suggests that 

where ACAs’ websites do not have enough information, social actors may develop 

an unfavourable perception and attitude about ACAs — this is not good for achieving 

effective interaction. Accordingly, the acknowledgement of interviewees, especially 

social actors in NSW and Victoria, about the informative nature of ICAC and IBAC’s 

websites is the reason why there is strong evidence of interaction in those two 

jurisdictions (see Section 4.3.1 and Table 4.1).   
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Demand-Driven Accessibility 

Apart from ACAs providing detailed and usable information on their websites, it was 

evident that ACAs should also be contactable and willing to provide some information on 

their operations especially to journalists. Although there are differing views between 

ACAs and journalists on the extent of the disclosure, both ACA respondents and social 

actors acknowledged that demand-driven accessibility is an important/somewhat important 

enabler for achieving effective interaction. As already indicated in Section 4.4.4, although 

journalists acknowledge that ACAs require some level of secrecy to enable them to 

perform their accountability functions effectively, they should sometimes be willing to 

‘open their doors’ to journalists. According to journalists in all three jurisdictions, 

transparency of ACAs in this regard is mutually beneficial. For instance, one journalist 

indicated how the good access he had to IBAC during one of its investigations helped the 

commission and as well informed his own reporting. He stated: 

…we’ve received information that’s relevant to them [IBAC] and have arranged to 

go in. I don’t want to be called as a witness because I’m not a witness but I’ve got 

this stuff. We’re going to use it in our way, but if it’s useful for you in what you’re 

doing and to get the truth — you can sometimes get a meeting like that and things, 

because that needs to happen (Journalist_1_VIC). 

Unlike this journalist who was able to arrange to meet IBAC’s staff member(s) to discuss 

issues or provide documents that may inform IBAC’s investigation and the journalist’s 

own work, it would be a miracle to arrange such meetings or interview any of ICAC’s staff 

members (Journalist_1_NSW; Journalist_2_NSW; Journalist_4_NSW). During an 

interview, one journalist in NSW stated that she has ‘never been able to interview the 

commissioner’ nor any of the staff members (Journalist_2_NSW). Another journalist 

stated that:  

Just this week we did a story about a public servant in NSW involved in corruption 

and we asked the ICAC whether that person was being investigated by ICAC and 

ICAC declined to answer that question. So it makes us in the media, acting on 

behalf of the public as overseers, don’t know what is going on. If they are not 

investigating they need to tell us and if they are not who is investigating and why it 

is not investigated. They need to tell us that basic information (Journalist_4_NSW). 
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Emphasising the critically important influence of demand-driven accessibility for 

achieving effective interaction, one journalist in Queensland also stated that: 

…[Effective interaction] would be I ring up and say that may I know Joe Blow is 

under investigation and they say ok we will get back to you. And then in a 

respectable time period they come back and say yes we can confirm that Joe Blow 

is under investigation; but no further details will be given at this time and I will say 

I have done my investigations and this is what I am going to report, you can tell me 

if I am wrong or not; they say nothing or you are not wrong and then I go on with 

my report, that is an optimum engagement between myself and the CCC 

(Journalist_1_QLD). 

The above quotes suggest that, sometimes, just a confirmation of whether ACAs are doing 

something or not and why if they are not may be just enough information required by 

journalists to disseminate to the public. However, it is not as if ACAs are not aware of the 

importance of answering journalists’ queries to achieving favourable working relationships 

but their strict media policies need to be taken into account. Why then do ACAs have such 

strict media policies in place although they acknowledge the important influence of their 

openness to achieving effective interaction with social actors and for ACAs effectiveness 

more generally?  

Reasons for ACAs’ Silence  

Why do ACAs have strict media policies? It is asserted that the operations and activities of 

accountability institutions are often shrouded in secrecy (see Goetz & Jenkins, 2001; 

Kuris, 2015). Evidence in the previous section has confirmed that ACAs are mostly 

secretive in their operations especially when it comes to their investigations. What is still 

not clear and less well understood and documented are the reasons for which ACAs 

operate in much secrecy. Importantly, considering that the transparency of ACAs is 

important to achieving effective interactions with social actors and for the effectiveness of 

ACAs more generally, explaining, in great detail, the reasons for which ACAs have such 

strict media policies would help inform what needs to change to achieve effective and 

sustained interaction. Two key reasons were evident for ACAs’ strict media policy across 

the three jurisdictions.   
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First, legal confidentiality requirements which are often associated with the enormous 

powers available to ACAs are the main reason why they tend to be less open. These 

requirements make ACA staff very cautious when treading on the path of openness. For 

instances, sections 213, 111 and 40 of the CCC Act 2001, ICAC Act 1988 and IBAC Act 

2011 respectively make it a punishable offence for their staff members to provide 

information relating to their work to any person. In all three cases, staff that are found 

guilty of this requirement may face not less than 12 months imprisonment. These legal 

restrictions serve as a barrier to ACAs even when they see the need to be more open at a 

particular point in their operations (ACA Staff_1_NSW; ACA Staff_1_QLD; ACA 

Staff_2_QLD; ACA Staff_1_VIC; Integrity Agency Head_1):  

We all operate under these secrecy provisions, and you've got to treat them very 

seriously. For example, I’ve been approached by Four Corners informally in this 

investigation I’m doing, saying we could do a great story on that but we need this 

lead time,…but I said I can’t say a thing, because if it were known that I had 

breached our secrecy provisions, the sky would fall in (Integrity Agency Head_1).   

If we go out and we engage too much and there’s a breach — a perceived breach — 

of that [Section] 213, that then throws us and individuals before a Parliamentary 

Committee and that’s very damaging to the organisation and to the individuals 

(ACA Staff_2_QLD). 

This is the dilemma ACAs have to endure. On the one hand, social actors expect them to 

be more open and engaging — which ACAs acknowledge as important — but on the other 

hand, they are bound by these legal requirements. It was however evident that all 

journalists and some other social actors are aware of the effect of these legal requirements 

(CSO_3; Journalist_3_QLD; Journalist_1_VIC):  

You know even an employee in ICAC could be prosecuted for a criminal offence or 

at least suspended or given strong disciplinary action if they inappropriately contact 

a witness or [whoever] so you know there are all these things in the ICAC 

legislation that create that kind of barrier of fear of doing the wrong thing (CSO_3). 

As a journalist you think you are entitled to all information but it’s not realistic. 

They [CCC] are bound by all the confidential issues and they had a fair bit of that 
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when they started off. I don’t really think they are unreasonable and I think it is not 

realistic to get everything from them (Journalist_3_QLD). 

Second, a possible risk of reputational damage and/or prejudicing investigations is another 

reason ACAs are mostly reluctant in disclosing information relating to their investigations 

to journalists. Publicising ACAs’ investigations earlier than a set threshold leaves ACAs 

with fewer options to collect quality evidence for their investigations (ACA Staf_1_NSW; 

ACA Staff_3_QLD). The effect may be that investigations might be discontinued due to 

inadequate evidence to substantiate alleged corruption claims. Furthermore, revealing 

investigation information may cause what could otherwise be a preventable reputational 

damage to alleged corrupt officials. For example, during interviews some ACA staff 

members stated that:  

If for example we were about to ask the mayor of a local council or a director 

general of a department…to participate in a criminal interview, because we were 

looking to do something and on that same day a media outlet published an article 

about the alleged offences or what have you. By the time our investigators got to 

speak to him at 10am, for example, he may well have had four hours to get his story 

organised (ACA Staff_3_QLD). 

The media always seeks something of newsworthy. Controversy is newsworthy. 

Explanations of why people are being investigated or not investigated are often 

news worthy. But we would never disclose what we are investigating because that 

could prejudice the investigation and also prejudice individuals who we are 

investigating and decide [later] that we are not going further because we are 

satisfied that they are innocent (ACA Staff_1_NSW). 

The above reason why ACAs fail to disclose information to journalists when contacted 

was also acknowledged by one journalist who noted that the media could also be 

dangerous to ACAs (Journalist_3_QLD). According to this journalist, if somebody 

irresponsibly said an ACA is ‘looking at a big drug network ran by politicians or police 

and that came up in the morning, and the truth came in the afternoon the breaks will be 

gone’.   

Specifically the CCC has outlined five main ways in which publicising corruption 

information, before a set threshold, could harm ACAs investigations, including:  
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 Alerting subject officers and other involved parties who can then destroy evidence and 

endanger witnesses; 

 Allowing involved parties time to concoct false versions of events; 

 Reducing the time for operational planning and preparation; 

 Limiting investigative options, particularly covert strategies; and 

 Publicising law enforcement methodology.  

Accordingly, ACAs and other integrity agencies are more likely to share information when 

they conclude that there is enough evidence of corrupt conduct, mainly because once 

information gets to the media, it is difficult to control (McMillan, 2016). For instance, 

during his interview, the head of an integrity agency explained that when he headed a 

Commonwealth agency, he granted an interview with a journalist; subsequently the 

storyline in the newspaper showed a somewhat different picture of what he had earlier 

explained during their interview (Integrity Agency Head_1).  

This explains how difficult it is for ACAs to deal with the media in terms of disclosing 

information to them. In as much as journalists do work for the common good, they are also 

bent on making a controversial story out of any meagre amount of information they gather 

with the aim of garnering as much public interest and discussion as possible. However, 

where journalists exhibit some form of professionalism in their reporting and remain 

honest to accountability institutions, they are likely to get a response to their queries from 

ACAs (ACA Staff_3_QLD; Integrity Agency Head_1; Journalist_2_QLD; 

Journalist_1_VIC). For instance, one journalist said that:  

I was invited by the Australian Federal Police to come up to Canberra and take part 

in a week-long training program for Australian Federal Police, FBI, UK National 

Crime Authority and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police; all of their foreign 

bribery investigators… As part of that, I guess they wanted to see how the media 

sees foreign bribery investigations and how we get frustrated, I guess, at the slow 

nature of them… But in doing that workshop the relationship between me and some 

of those guys there — because we’ve done previous stories that have led to big jobs 

for the AFP on foreign bribery, such as the Reserve Bank one and a few other 

things, there’s a relationship built up there between us where I can go and speak 
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frankly about my perspectives. They allowed me to sit in on a couple of their 

workshops that had nothing to do with the media on the basis I didn’t write — I 

haven’t written about it and I’m not going to write about it, but it gave me an 

insight into how they think and how they work and how they do their job. Now, I’m 

just giving that as an example of a good relationship where there’s some trust, 

mutual trust there (Journalist_1_VIC). 

This evidence suggests that trust between ACAs and journalists is an ‘inherently relational 

construct, with strong social and affective elements’ (Bachmann et al., 2015, p. 1129). 

Unfortunately however, since most journalists are perceived as ‘necessary evil’ 

(Journalist_3_QLD), and so they cannot be trusted, neither can they be ignored. 

Consequently, ACAs may sometimes develop ‘strong negative emotions towards the 

transgressor, including a sense of injustice and sometimes even moral outrage’ (Bachmann 

et al., 2015, p. 1129). Findings therefore suggest that ACAs expect journalists to be more 

responsible and professional in their publications in order to build the needed trust for a 

more effective interaction between them as far as demand-driven access to information is 

concerned.  

6.2.2  Management of Corruption Allegations 

Nine times out of ten, something will be referred to them, they will open an inquiry 

and they will say we’ve decided not to proceed with an investigation and then they 

will refer it back to their [whistleblowers’] own agency (Journalist_1_QLD). 

The quote above is just an example of how social actors understand the management of 

their complaints by ACAs. All interviewees confirmed that another important operational 

enabler for achieving sufficient interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors 

is the management of corruption allegations. In Chapter 5, it was confirmed that the 

operational independence of ACAs in investigating complaints is very cruical to 

interactions in that complainants and whistleblowers expect independent bodies like ACAs 

to investigate their complaints. Accordingly, in instances where ACAs fail to investigate 

complaints by themselves, coupled with non-engagement in the complaint assessment 

phase (see Section 4.2.4), whistleblowers tend to protest against unfavourable outcomes 

which may adversely affect future interaction.  
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ACAs’ Devolution Practice 

As defined earlier in Chapter 2, the principle of referring complaints to units of public 

administration where the complaint originated to be investigated is called ‘devolution’ 

(PCCC, 2016, p. 47) or an act of ‘distributed integrity’ (see Annakin, 2011, p. 210; Brown 

& Head, 2005, p. 85). It was evident that in performing their corruption investigation 

functions, the legal frameworks within which the three ACAs operate place a lot of 

emphasis on serious and systemic corruption in the public sector.
9
 Consequently, Section 

53(1) of the ICAC Act, Section 15(3d) of the IBAC Act and Section 35(1b) of the CCC Act 

provide the legal power for these agencies to refer complaints they receive to a public 

authority to investigate if they deem it appropriate. Such public authorities may be another 

independent oversight body or a unit of public administration — often from where the 

complaint emanated. Accordingly, complaints received by ICAC, CCC and IBAC are not 

automatically investigated by them (ACA Staff_1_NSW; ACA Staff_2_QLD; ACA 

Staff_1_VIC). In the 2014–2015 operational year, for instance, a whopping 198 

complaints were referred to various units of public administration by the ICAC (ICAC, 

2015). 

Meanwhile, Prenzler et al. (2010) found that as much as two thirds of complainants were 

not satisfied about the way their complaints were handled by the police for instance; with a 

further significant 78 per cent expressing their desire for an independent body to handle 

their complaints in Victoria (see also CMC, 2011). In Queensland there is the concern of 

the devolution practice leading to recurrence of the pre-Fitzgerald days of ‘Caesar judging 

Caesar’ (PCMC, 2009, p. 9). This is consistent with the views of all whistleblowers 

interviewed for this thesis. When asked what their expectation was when they made a 

complaint, one whistleblower said that:  

My expectation was that the matter which I have reported is subject to an 

independent and thorough investigation and that in the event of a finding of 

wrongdoing or breaking the law or breaching of ethical decision making or conflict 

of interest, people need to receive the consequences … I believe that this matter 

was much important and significant that it should not have happened and CCC 

                                                           
9
 See Section 35(3) of CCC Act 2001; Section 12A of ICAC Act 1988; and Section 15(1A) of IBAC Act 

2011). 
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should have taken and said we will investigate it and will let you know the outcome 

(Complainant/Whistleblower 3). 

Complainants and whistleblowers expect independent bodies like ACAs to investigate by 

themselves when they receive their complaints because they often go through the 

departmental processes of complaint handling. It is only when they lose hope in the internal 

complaint management system that they resort to ACAs.  For instance, one whistleblower 

said that:  

 Initially I went to the director of medical services and the director of nursing with a 

written complaint and a verbal complaint. So I went to them first and then I kept 

going to them for nearly 18 months but the situation kept getting worse…And then 

we had a young boy who has had one of his legs amputated because the doctor tried 

his hands on it and he was only 16 and we also had another case that a man died… 

By that time I had been complaining to the director of medical services and the 

director of nursing for 18 months and anytime I tried to make a complaint they tried 

to criticise me that I had poor communication skills, I was a bad unit manager so 

they turned it onto me…After those 18 months I decided that I had to… [go out 

with my complaint] (Complainant/Whistleblower 2). 

Therefore, for complainants/whistleblowers to find their complaints back to the same unit 

from which they never got results may be frustrating. This is consistent with a 

whistleblowing survey in the Australian public sector which received 858 responses. In that 

study, Donkin, Smith and Brown, found that:  

In the first instance, almost all reporting (97 per cent in the employee survey and 80 

per cent in the internal witness survey) is directed solely at internal recipients. Less 

than one-tenth of whistleblowers in either survey took their first report exclusively 

to someone outside their organisation. The reporting path taken by whistleblowers 

almost always begins within the organisation for which they work (Donkin et al., 

2008, p. 90). 

To this end, all social accountability interviewees shared the view that the principle of 

devolution is illogical and should not be entertained. This, according to one journalist, is 

even more so when it applies to the police because the police has a track record of covering 
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up wrongdoing and would never investigate and report about corruption in the police 

service objectively (Journalist_3_Queensland). He explained that:   

[Devolution] is totally unacceptable and I think the worst one is what they do with 

the police… All complaints especially by the police should be handled by the CCC. 

That is what was wrong with the police before the Fitzgerald Inquiry. They had 

what was called the police complaint tribunal where they investigated their fellow 

police. They had a fantastic statistic that the police complaint tribunal investigated 

600 complaints and substantiated 6 — that is 1 in a 100 and that was why the CJC 

was set up because the police department were not finding police guilty of stuff that 

was obvious. I took a complaint to them once and my complaint was dismissed but 

then was found to be true when Fitzgerald came in — the evidence from Fitzgerald 

pointed to that effect (Journalist_3_QLD). 

This suggests that social actors trust independent integrity agencies, like ACAs, to do a 

better job when it comes to investigating allegations of corruption than the departments 

where such allegations originated. Therefore, for integrity agencies to turn around to 

inform complainants that their complaints have been referred back where they originated 

may breach such trust and make them lose confidence in the system. Complainants believe 

that they will be denied a fair hearing when their complaints are sent back to where they 

originated. During a CCC public forum, for instance, one witness in his submission 

lamented that the referral of his complaint to the public department where the complaint 

originated meant that he could not have fair investigation for his complaint. He stated:  

In my particular case…Despite many letters to the CMC [CCC] containing proof of 

misconduct, nothing was done apart from the CMC delegating the investigation to the 

department complained about. Similar allegations regarding the … [department] were 

also dismissed after the [department] investigated itself. Even though I provided 

absolute proof of misconduct and corrupt practices, the … [department] chose to 

disregard them (Steff, 2016). 

It is evident from the foregoing information that social actors’ level of trust, and attitude 

towards public departments, when it comes to investigating issues of alleged corrupt 

conduct, is premised on their experiences. Thus devolving complaints back to public 

departments ‘is certainly unlikely to result in a fresh and impartial decision being made’ 

(Annakin, 2011, p. 226). Furthermore, it was found that whistleblowers may also be 
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targeted (see Section 6.2.3) since they are eventually known by their organisations. Some 

journalists particularly emphasised how their sources often come to them, complaining 

about their disappointment, because the practice of devolution has revealed their identity 

and exposed them to retaliation (see Section 6.2.3) (e.g. Journalist_2_NSW; 

Journalist_2_QLD). In such situations, they have no choice than to resort to the media to 

defend them (Complainant/Whistleblower 2, 4). 

The findings have highlighted the possible reasons why complainants and whistleblowers 

may resort to the media and consider the media as their ‘saviour’ as ‘lower trust does drive 

support for whistleblowing to the media’ (see also Brown et al., 2014, p. 50). Findings 

suggest that the practice of devolution has a higher potential for weakening interactions 

between integrity agencies and whistleblowers. Why would a complainant or 

whistleblower ‘waste’ their time to disclose allegations of corruption in their organisations 

to independent integrity agencies, only for them to become the eventual victims because of 

the practice of devolution? It is therefore not surprising that in an ICAC community 

attitude survey, it was indicated that ‘it is of some concern that fewer public sector 

employees [whistleblowers] are likely to report serious corruption’ (ICAC, 2013b, p. 22). 

This is probably because there is a ‘significant level of generalised dissatisfaction with 

accountability agencies that inevitably undermines the accountability relationship’ 

(Annakin, 2011, p. 226).  

Notwithstanding the possible adverse effect of devolution on achieving effective 

interaction, and the effectiveness of ACAs generally, executive support from ACAs for the 

principle of devolution continues to exist (Prenzler, 2011). Meanwhile, in a more recent 

audit of how the Victorian Police handles serious incidents, IBAC’s finding was consistent 

with those of respondents and concluded that there are ‘areas of concern with how Victoria 

Police oversighted some serious incidents’ (2018a, p. 6). Why then is this principle of 

devolution becoming popular among ACAs in Australia? Finding reasons for this will help 

inform reform on how things could be done differently to mitigate or significantly reduce 

the cost of devolution in order to promote and sustain effective interactions between ACAs 

and social accountability actors.   
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Why Do ACAs Practise Devolution?  

In the previous section, it was evident that whereas ACAs executives have a more receptive 

view of devolution, the practice is completely out of favour with social accountability 

actors. Why this is so, is the focus of this section. Analysis of interviews, particularly with 

ACAs respondents showed that there are two key reasons why ACAs are receptive to the 

devolution practice. 

First, ACAs face resource constraints (see Section 5.2.2) which make it practically 

unrealistic to investigate every complaint that they receive. Once complaints are made and 

preliminary assessments are conducted, less serious and systemic issues of corruption are 

referred back to the public department to deal with. This, according to ACAs, is mostly 

done to give them some fiscal space to focus on more important and systemic corrupt 

conducts. According to interviewees, most of the complaints received by ACAs are mostly 

human resource and customer service issues. Accordingly, ACAs will always ‘have to 

make a choice’ (ACA Staff_3_NSW) in order to pursue the most serious and systemic 

issues of corruption because they ‘just don’t have the resources to do everything’ (Integrity 

Agency Head_1). The following excerpts from interviews provide evidence on how limited 

resource capacity of ACAs influences their devolution practice: 

If it was about their finance manager who had done something wrong and we looked 

at that and we assessed that as at the time … [it was not] one that we would 

investigate ourselves, that might be because it's not as serious as other ones we have 

on our books at the moment. Or perhaps our resources are being utilised elsewhere 

and we refer that matter back for them to deal with (ACA Staff_3_QLD). 

It [ICAC] cannot possibly fully investigate all matters. It has to pick and choose, 

and decide the matters, which are highly important or very difficult, the sort of 

things that other people can’t do. There are some things that only an ICAC can do, 

and it has to pick the most important, the most difficult, those that have the most 

capacity to send out public messages of a useful sort, and it investigates those 

matters (ACA Staff_2_NSW). 

Unless there was a process of devolution the CCC would not be able to deal with 

the body of complaints that it receives…The resources that would be required by 

the CCC to conduct their own investigation or review of every matter that was 
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referred, I think would be extremely difficult to provide, and probably couldn’t 

necessarily be justified (PCC_1). 

It could therefore be suggested that the principle of devolution is not a discretionary 

practice, but one that ACAs have little or no influence on as ACAs receive in excess of 

3000 complaints annually. Accordingly, ACAs have mechanisms in place that monitor how 

devolved complaints are handled and whether outcomes represent fair and impartial 

investigations. However, the extent to which this is well understood and appreciated by 

social actors is not clear. It was found that in the  2013–2014 reporting period for example, 

ICAC made ‘47 requests for investigation reports from agencies’ (ICAC, 2015, p. 23). 

Comparably, IBAC noted in their 2017 annual report that it reviewed 73 matters completed 

by the Victorian Police and another 8 by other public sector agencies (IBAC, 2017a). IBAC 

stated that these reviews determine whether the case has been well handled and 

investigated by the public agency in question and ‘where review identify deficiencies, 

IBAC provides feedback to the agency’ or may investigate the allegation by themselves 

(IBAC, 2017a, p. 36). Box 6.1 below provides an example of ACAs’ review process and 

judgement of devolved complaints.  

 

Box 6.1: An example of ACAs’ Review Process and Judgement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IBAC received an anonymous complaint alleging a senior employee of Victoria Police engaged in a 

conflict of interest and breached policy by inappropriately attending a contractor event without 

making a proper declaration. The complainant further alleged that disciplinary action was not taken 

against the employee in relation to the matter. IBAC determined to refer the matter to Victoria Police 

for investigation and to review that investigation. On completion of the police investigation, IBAC 

reviewed the file. We found that no disciplinary action was taken against the officer. This was despite 

the police investigation substantiating that the conflict of interest occurred and that the officer 

breached relevant policies. IBAC raised concerns with Victoria Police and sought clarification. As a 

result of the review and feedback that we provided, Victoria Police acknowledged that the lack of 

disciplinary action was unsatisfactory and subsequently warned the staff member involved. Victoria 

Police advised that in future, it will give greater consideration when determining appropriate 

disciplinary actions for policy breaches resulting from conflicts of interest. This outcome 

demonstrates the positive impacts that reviewing matters investigated by other agencies can achieve.  

Source: IBAC (2017a, p. 38). 
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Second, the devolution practice is the means by which integrity agencies help build the 

capacity of public departments to manage their own integrity and ethical concerns 

effectively. This allows for a ‘more mature and forward looking organisation taking 

responsibility for its own development, policies and personnel’ (PCMC, 2004, p. 25). 

Through devolution, public departments can grow by learning how to deal with their 

internal misconducts themselves which enables them to ‘implement policy and procedural 

changes and educative and preventative measures as needed’ and consequently build public 

confidence in public administration (PCCC, 2016, p. 61; PCMC, 2006, p. 44). To this end, 

the CCC Parliamentary Oversight Committee in their 2006 review report highlighted that:  

…[the] responsibility for continuously improving the integrity of the Queensland 

public sector, and reducing the incidence of misconduct within it, must not rest 

solely with monitoring bodies such as the CMC [CCC]. This responsibility must be 

part of the core business of the public sector agencies themselves, including the 

QPS [Queensland Police Service] (PCMC, 2006, pp. 42–43). 

According to ACAs, there is a role for managers within public departments to effectively 

manage lower level corruption matters themselves whiles integrity agencies play a 

monitoring role in order for public departments to build better internal control mechanisms. 

For instance, some interviewees stated that:  

I think with … the director generals and senior managers in the public sector; it’s 

their responsibility to make sure their staffs are following their own policies and 

procedures…. You’ve got people getting paid significant amounts of money in the 

public sector.  If you were working in the private sector it’s your responsibility if 

you are an employer to ensure you’re following the policies and procedures.  It 

should be no different in the public sector (ACA Staff_3_QLD). 

If you can get them [public sector managers] to understand why somebody 

complained, then you won't get the next three complaints… So that’s another 

reason why we refer a lot of it back, to make them take responsibility, for them to 

learn from the complaints so they will improve their own systems and response 

(Integrity Agency Head_1). 

With these reasons for which ACAs practice devolution, one may expect that integrity 

experts may be in favour of devolution as an important tool in promoting public integrity 
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and ethical governance in the long run. However, even among experts there is 

disagreement, with some arguing in favour of this practice and others arguing against it. 

For instance, Brown and Head reported that:  

Despite the need for independent ‘external’ integrity bodies, integrity systems in the 

public sector will always rely heavily on good internal investigation capacities 

within line agencies. This reality is both unavoidable from a workload perspective, 

and desirable given the need for agency management to take responsibility for its 

own ethical climate (Brown & Head, 2005, p. 92). 

In contrast, Prenzler argues that the devolution of complaints back to units of public 

administration, especially when it applies to police, would eventually lead to ‘capture’ and 

might make ACAs unattractive and irrelevant in an integrity system (Prenzler, 2000). 

Consequently Prenzler recommends for a clearer separation of police and other units of 

public administration from accountability institutions to allow such independent bodies to 

fight corruption effectively (Prenzler, 2000). Considering these divergent views on the 

practice of devolution between ACAs and social actors and even among integrity scholars, 

and the important influence of devolution for achieving effective interaction, there is an 

urgent need for a balance if interaction is to be effective and sustained for enhanced 

accountability outcomes. I acknowledge, however, that the way forward may not only be 

limited to ACAs’ operational matters, as formal enablers such as the resource capacity of 

ACAs and the legislative requirement to build up the integrity capacity of public 

departments also affect ACAs’ devolution practice.   

6.2.3  Protection of Whistleblowers 

So far it has been shown in this thesis that one of the important areas of interaction that 

help ACAs to perform their accountability functions effectively is the activation of ACAs’ 

investigations through notification from complainants and whistleblowers. Thus the 

‘decision to remain silent reduces the effectiveness of the whistleblower [and ACAs] as a 

control’ (Young, 2017, p. 97). Accordingly, all respondents confirmed that another 

important enabling factor for achieving effective interaction is the protection of 

whistleblowers from facing reprisals. This is important as the practice of devolution (see 

Section 6.2.2) is becoming popular among integrity agencies. Smith and Brown (2008, p. 

117) reported that the ‘relative satisfaction or degree of procedural justice experienced by 
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whistleblowers is likely to have a direct impact on the broader reporting climate’. Given 

this finding, it is expected that whistleblowers would be protected from facing reprisals.  

Although findings may not be typical due to the limited number of interviewees, especially 

whistleblowers, the evidence that not much is done to protect whistleblowers from facing 

reprisals after blowing the whistle is an issue. Even in instances where  there are no direct 

reprisals, whistleblowers may face stress and pressures (Brown & Wheeler, 2008). 

Accordingly, some journalists even stated clearly during their interviews that assuming 

they were public sector workers, there was no way they would blow the whistle because of 

the associated costs (Journalist_3_NSW; Journalist_2_NSW; Journalist_2_QLD). This is 

consistent with the work of Annakin (2011, p. 250) who also reports that when 

whistleblowers complained to accountability agencies regarding reprisals they face, hoping 

that accountability agencies would come to their support and protect them, they normally 

‘took no action at all, the effectiveness of any action taken was extremely limited, or that 

the agency was biased in favour of the [public] department’.   

According to most whistleblowers interviewed (Complainant/Whistleblower 2, 3, 4) 

accountability agencies always put the interest of the public department ahead of 

whistleblowers and the public interest.  One whistleblower, for instance, shared his 

experience that the oversight agency never bothered to check up on his welfare, no witness 

support, no counselling or guidance, as he was left to his fate; and that the only time he 

was contacted by the oversight agency was when they needed information from him 

(Complainant/Whistleblower 4). The above discussions show that integrity agencies most 

often, on a balance, try to protect the credibility of the organisation in question and leave 

whistleblowers to their fate with little or no support. This eventually causes complainants 

and whistleblowers to think deeply through the consequences of their actions; and in effect 

may hinder effective interactions.   

Reprisals Whistleblowers May Face 

Reprisals whistleblowers face or may face as a result of their whistleblowing is well 

documented in scholarship; ranging from financial hardships, psychological and emotional 

stress, loss of jobs, harassment and difficulty in finding new jobs (Annakin, 2011; Dozier 

& Miceli, 1985; Parmerlee et al., 1982; Rehg et al., 2008; Robey & Keil, 2001; Smith & 

Brown, 2008). Evidence from interviews is also consistent with what is already 
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documented in scholarship. Whistleblowers are mostly perceived by colleagues as being 

ungrateful and that their aim is to taint their organisation’s good public image; although 

they may occasionally be motivated by prominent people in society 

(Complainant/Whistleblower 2, 3). Consequently they are seen as ‘dobbers’ (detractors) 

instead of being accepted as good people who only want the right things to be done 

(Journalist_2_QLD). During interview time, one whistleblower stated that:  

I mean as the complainant I was criticised even by my co-workers by thinking that I 

was being a troublemaker …. I felt very isolated and felt that I was a troublemaker 

from a bad place rather than a good place… I lost friends, people that didn’t want to 

be my friends any longer because they didn’t like all the media attention to the 

organisation. Others that were friends with people from the executive who were 

sacked blamed me so there was a lot of personal loss for doing what I did 

(Complainant/Whistleblower 2). 

Preliminary results in a recent whistleblowing survey that involved 702 public, private and 

not-for-profit organisations from Australia and New Zealand confirmed that where 

whistleblowers ‘experience reprisals, conflicts, stress or other detrimental impacts for 

reporting, a substantial proportion of organisations report having no or limited processes 

for seeking resolution’ (Brown et al., 2016, p. 15). Specifically, they found that about 80 

per cent of organisations did not have support mechanisms in place (Brown et al., 2016, p. 

15). Whistleblowers interviewed conceded that there are no doubts such ordeals they go 

through for blowing the whistle and their subsequent neglect by integrity agencies like 

ACAs, would adversely affect their interactions with them. This is probably the reason 

most people who observe wrongdoing fail to report to the appropriate authorities (Brown 

et al., 2008, p. 38). However, further probing revealed that some whistleblowers may still 

be willing to report wrongdoing if they witnessed it — but would do it differently to their 

initial approach in order not to face similar reprisals or perhaps reduce the cost of such 

reprisals. This may lead to delays in reporting with the consequential tempering of 

evidence by alleged perpetrators. 

It was further evident that the reason ACAs are not able to significantly protect 

whistleblowers is due to some complexities in the system. For instance, although ACAs 

threaten to sue employers who may attempt to take punitive and retaliatory measures 

against whistleblowers, it is often difficult to prove that such punitive measures are 
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exclusively the outcome of the whistleblowing action (ACA Staff_1_NSW; CSO_3). 

Moreover, some of the reprisals whistleblowers face such as  ‘intimidation, harassment, 

heavy scrutiny at work, ostracisms, unsafe or humiliating work’ may not even be 

conducive to investigations (Smith & Brown, 2008, p. 4). Thus there appear to be practical 

and legislative loopholes through which employers, for instance, escape punishment. More 

importantly, among the three ACAs studied, it is only the IBAC that has a lead role in 

protecting whistleblowers under the various Protected Disclosure Acts in the three 

jurisdictions. This raises significant and urgent concerns on the need for best practices and 

reforms that would effectively protect whistleblowers from facing reprisals. 

However, debates about how to achieve effective protection of public sector 

whistleblowers are ongoing in all three jurisdictions. In Victoria, a parliamentary inquiry 

report into the Protected Disclosure Act 2012 (Vic) found the threshold to prove that a 

whistleblower has suffered reprisals to be too high (IBAC Parliamentary Committee, 

2017). Accordingly, in February 2018 the Victorian Government introduced the Integrity 

and Accountability Legislation Amendment (Public Interest Disclosures, Oversight and 

Independence) Bill 2018 which proposes, among other clauses, to simplify ‘confidentiality 

obligations’ and to protect ‘disclosures from legal costs and better enabling them to seek 

support services’ (Government of Victoria, 2018).  

Similarly, in NSW the Parliamentary Committee on the Ombudsman, the Law 

Enforcement Conduct Commission and the Crime Commission (Parliamentary Committee 

on the Ombudsman) recently reviewed the Public Interest Disclosure Act 1994 to identify 

gaps and the way forward on how whistleblowers can be better protected (Parliamentary 

Committee on the Ombudsman, 2017). The committee recommended for the Act to be 

amended for heads of public departments to notify the Ombudsman of any reprisals 

reported or identified; and for the threshold for proof of reprisals to be lowered. Likewise 

Queensland Ombudsman’s Review of Queensland’s Public Interest Disclosure Act 2010 

Report — which was tabled by the Attorney-General in the Parliament — recommended 

for the amendment of the Act including better clarity of who is protected from reprisals 

including examples (Queensland Ombudsman, 2017). Like ACAs’ devolution practice 

discussed in Section 6.2.2, these debates suggest that the way forward is not only limited 

to strengthening operational enablers: formal institutional enablers such as comprehensive 

whistleblowing legislations also play significant role.  
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6.3  Attitudinal Enablers 

I think the role of the media and civil society is absolutely critical to our work… If 

you were to draw a map of a jigsaw of how everything comes together, I’d say the 

media and the public are big pieces of that jigsaw (ACA Staff_3_QLD). 

This section investigates whether the level of awareness of ACAs and/or social 

accountability actors of the support roles the latter play to ACAs’ activities and operations 

influences interactions between them. Interviewees across all participant pools in the three 

jurisdictions confirmed that the awareness of ACAs of the support roles played by social 

actors to their activities is an important enabler for ACAs to develop positive attitudes 

towards social actors. This helps in achieving effective interaction between ACAs and 

social accountability actors. As fully explained in Ankamah (2017), specifically four main 

support roles that social actors play to ACAs became evident. 

First, all interviewees confirmed that complainants/whistleblowers and investigative 

journalists play a critical support role in activating the investigations of ACAs. By 

interacting with ACAs through complaints and reporting on incidences of corruption (see 

also Section 4.2.1), ACAs become aware of where corruption occurs. Consequently, ACAs 

are able to effectively investigate and subsequently institute measures that would 

contribute to the prevention of corruption. Due to the importance of this support role by 

social actors, ACAs reciprocate by putting in place mechanisms that would make reporting 

of corruption allegations an easy process. For instance, in Section 4.2.1, we saw that 

complainants and whistleblowers could notify ACAs of corruption allegations either by 

PIDs, by post, email, fax, telephone, online lodgement or better still in person. This gives 

complainants the liberty to use the most convenient means available to them in making 

their complaints.  

In Queensland, for instance, when the CMC was changed to CCC (see Chapter 3), one of 

the initial amendments required complainants to accompany their complaints with a 

statutory declaration (now retracted). Accordingly, the CCC Chair, Mr Macsporran, is 

quoted to have argued that ‘it is a far better outcome that we have to deal with some 

frivolous, vexatious and false complaints rather than lose out on genuine complaints of 

high corruption that should be brought to public attention’ (cited in LACSC, 2016, p. 1). 

Mr Macsporran further argued that the amendment presented a ‘barrier between us [CCC] 
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and the public, an impediment towards doing the job Queenslanders expect us to do’ (cited 

in Wiggins, 2015). In a more recent development, the CCC exhibited its awareness of the 

important role social actors play to their investigations by calling for public submissions in 

relation to its examination of corruption and corruption risks in Queensland corrective 

services — Taskforce Flaxton (CCC, 2018). It was revealed that ACAs try to avoid calling 

journalists as witnesses in their investigations as that may antagonise them and inhibit the 

publication of more evidence which can be an important source of information (ACA 

Staff_1_NSW).   

Furthermore, it is evident that journalists’ attitude towards activating the investigations of 

ACAs is based on the premise that ACAs have enormous powers to go beyond the reach of 

investigative journalists. For instance, one journalist indicated that the ‘CCC can get your 

bank accounts, telephone records, emails, access your computer, and can compel you to 

answers question’ (Journalist_3_QLD), and another stated that ‘we have done major 

investigations with people like the Obeids but we only got far because of ICAC’s powers to 

search financial records, tax records [so] they can go further’ (Journalist_2_NSW). 

Accordingly, social actors only need to support ACAs by notifying them of where 

corruption occurs in order for ACAs to perform their investigation functions effectively; 

mainly because ACAs are more reactive when it comes to investigating corruption. It is 

therefore not surprising that activating ACAs’ investigation — as an area of interaction — 

is sufficient in the three jurisdictions studied (see Table 4.1).  

Second, the majority of interviewees who shared views (22) confirmed that journalists 

serve as a communication channel to ACAs activities and operations. For example, it was 

indicated in Section 4.2.2 that some ACAs even go to the extent of paying for 

advertisements regarding their operations such as public hearings. This indicates the extent 

to which ACAs acknowledge the importance of this support role to their operations. It is 

the main reason ACAs put out media releases: to enable the media to make stories out of 

them. Thus most people may know what is happening in ACAs through the media rather 

than through ACAs themselves (see McCombs, 2013) .  

During public hearings, for instance, ACAs reserve most of the front seats for the media 

and as well allow them to use their electronic gadgets such as recorders among others. In 

the ICAC, for example, journalists are given a special media room which enables them to 

communicate easily, quickly and privately with their officers and are given every facility 
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which the ICAC can possibly provide in order to aid and abet them (ACA Staff_1_NSW; 

ACA Staff_3_NSW). This is to ensure that as the hearings proceed, the public are able to 

know what transpired from various media outlets even when they are unable to attend. 

This specific awareness of ACAs of how the media help in propagating their operations 

and activities encourages receptive verbal and non-verbal attitudes towards journalists to 

strengthen interactions in relation to information dissemination (see Table 4.1). However, 

further findings suggest that not all ACA staff are aware of this important support role the 

media plays in helping ACAs to play their accountability roles effectively. Thus there are 

sometimes conflicting views among ACAs as to whether information should be given to 

the media. For instance, one ACA interviewee stated that:  

There are some members of the ACA who would say why are you giving that 

information to a journalist? What they don’t realise is, we’re giving it to that 

journalist so he can write a story so the public can find out about the work that 

we’re doing. But we’re using the media as the communication channel… Now 

that’s why we have a Corporate Communications team with people like me here to 

navigate through those things.
10

  

Third, all interviewees who shared views (ACAs, journalists and civil society activists) 

reported that there is another important support role that social accountability actors play to 

ACAs’ activities and operations: when journalists and civil society activists serve as an 

informal accountability forum to ACAs. As was evident in Section 4.4.1, ACA 

interviewees acknowledged that sometimes the support roles are better in the form of 

critique. Analysis established that this support role is particularly important as both sides of 

politics are often terrified about appearing to be (or being accused to be) soft on corruption, 

which makes it difficult for them to criticise ACAs even when they go wrong. Such 

criticisms, although informal, often appear in the news and sometimes inform 

parliamentary questioning of ACAs during ACAs’ Parliamentary Committee hearings (see 

Van Aelst & Vliegenthart, 2014). Accordingly, social actors will be practising their 

accountability role although they normally lack the mandate and powers ‘of actually 

holding [ACAs] by the neck and dragging them’ (CSO_3). Notwithstanding the importance 

of this support role, ACAs expect criticisms, especially from journalists, to be made in 

good faith rather than creating a perception of an agenda to ‘antagonise’ ACAs.   

                                                           
10

 Intentionally uncited to protect anonymity. 
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This was particularly evident in NSW as in recent years the media landscape appears to be 

polarised. According to one journalist, the main media outlets have not done their job quite 

well as ‘they appear to be “too trusting” of the ICAC’ (Jurnalist_1_NSW). It is noted with 

interest that while one faction appears to be pursuing an agenda in favour of ICAC, the 

other faction appears to be more critical. This development does not make the media play 

their role as informal accountability forums to ACAs effectively and also objectively. For 

instance, one journalist stated that:  

[T]here are two reporters at the Australian and they have consistently run stories 

attacking the commission particularly when the issue of the liberal party came up. 

See it was fine when the Labour was then held up to scrutiny but when the liberals 

were held up to scrutiny, particularly The Australian has been running campaign… 

of exceeding boundaries which I think is really interesting. I don’t know if it’s the 

paper’s view or the journalists’ view or they are being encouraged to write that 

(Journalist_2_NSW). 

Finally, all 23 participants who shared views emphasised that social actors serve as a 

guardian to the mandates, powers and resources of ACAs against political influence; that 

may otherwise not be in the public interest. In a democracy, institutions such as ACAs and 

the judiciary are very fundamental, therefore social actors have a responsibility to protect 

and defend these pillars. Social actors want and value ACAs and although it is 

acknowledged that they should be criticised when they go wrong, the fundamental 

objective of integrity agencies is valued. Accordingly, any threat to these fundamental 

democratic notions may be fiercely resisted, although social actors may not always be 

successful. For instance, it is believed that, ‘a big reason for much of the controversy 

surrounding the NSW ICAC in recent times is that many of the targets of ICAC’s 

investigations are politicians’ (Journalist_2_NSW). When such controversies arise, it is 

expected that social actors defend and protect ACAs.  

In Queensland, for instance, a story published by the Courier Mail in February 1996 which 

accused the LNP and the Queensland police union of teaming up to reduce the CCC’s 

powers if the LNP got elected, received significant public backlash (Fitzgerald, 2014; 

Preston et al., 2002). Consequently, the LNP lost power with a significant reduction of 18 

per cent in its primary vote, and lost 11 seats in the 1998 state elections; and continued to 

stay in opposition for almost 15 years (Fitzgerald, 2014). Furthermore, interviews with 



168 
 

CCC staff members revealed that social actors readily supported and defended them during 

their difficult times. For instance, one interviewee stated that:  

There was a lot of commentary around what was seen as the dilution of the research 

function. So there was…what I considered to be quite a significant public and 

media backlash around the undermining of the independence of the research 

function of the agency. So that was, I think, very powerful (ACA Staff_4_QLD). 

Similarly in NSW it is believed that after the High Court ruled in favour of Margaret 

Cunneen, the media commentary prompted government to widen the powers of the ICAC: 

…around the Margaret Cunneen case, obviously it is a clear case where sections of 

the media said ICAC has an important role in society and we shouldn’t allow its 

powers and jurisdiction to be lowered in such a way that it’s going to make it 

unable to do its work effectively (Journalist_4_NSW). 

This support role that social actors play is important in that ACAs often cannot protect or 

defend themselves. Therefore ACAs heavily depend on social actors to support them 

during such controversial periods — especially when their mandates and independence are 

threatened. The acknowledgement of this support role by ACAs makes them develop a 

positive attitude towards social actors, as they attempt to build the needed community 

support for their operations and activities. However, it was also found that social actors 

should not only support ACAs when they are attacked by government but also prevent 

them from becoming too close to government as ‘the more insidious danger to these 

agencies is not when government seeks to attack them or erode their powers, but when 

government seeks to use them; to co-opt them’ (Journalist_1_NSW).      

6.3.1  The Attitude of ACA Chairs  

The development of receptive attitudes by ACAs towards social accountability actors is 

highly dependent on the attitude of ACA chairs. It was evident that although all ACA 

chairs may be aware of the support roles social actors play to their activities, it is leaders 

who value transparency who are more engaging — as far as it is practicable. For instance, 

the head of another integrity agency stated that:  
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…their style, their message, their culture, comes very strongly from the top. So that 

is very important in terms of transparency…the style that you [the chairman] 

exhibit is the philosophy that the rest of the office will follow (Integrity Agency 

Head_1). 

In Queensland, for instance, evidence suggests that the current CCC Chair, Alan 

Macsporran, is more open to engagement than recent previous regimes. A typical example 

cited by respondents is when the CCC resolved not to proceed with investigations 

regarding the Ray Currier incident
11

 on the Gold Coast. The commission wrote quite an 

extensive media release to explain the legal reasons why that decision was taken rather 

than just saying they were not going to proceed without any details (CCC, 2016d). 

Furthermore, the CCC Chair did media interviews with some media outlets and was ready 

to speak to anyone who wanted to know more about the commission’s decision (ACA 

Staff_3_QLD). Perhaps the chair knew that is the main way to build public acceptance and 

confidence in their decision regarding allegations that hold significant public interest. It is 

therefore not surprising that in recent years the CCC is relatively more receptive to 

journalists when it comes to responding to journalists’ queries (see Section 4.4.4) as 

evident in the quotes below:   

 We saw under the previous head of the commission, the commission was a lot 

more secretive… This CCC…has been easier to deal with. Usually when you 

request information, you will still get a no comment but it takes a bit longer to get 

the no comment in that they try to work with you within the parameters of their 

own secrecy rules… When Alan Macsporran [the current chair] front Parliamentary 

Committee, he is more open with issues that he raises publicly and concerns that he 

has with the CCC (Journalist_1_QLD). 

Since Alan has begun I’d strongly argue that we’ve given the media a pretty good 

access to a man of a position like his. After two or three months of when he started 

we offered media interviews to anyone who wanted them. He did a press 

conference to say that he'd been here for three or four months. He’s done lots of 

interviews. He’s done a number of press conferences. He’s gone on Steve Austin 

radio
12

 numerous times. So I think under Alan’s leadership of this agency… there 

                                                           
11

 Ray Currier was alleged to be violently arrested by police on Australian Day in 2015 at Surfers Paradise, 

Queensland. 
12

 Steve Austin normally presents the mornings on ABC Brisbane 612AM. 
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will be more access to CCC as time goes on… Whereas perhaps in the past other 

chair-people have still been very competent but they may not have been as willing 

to discuss our work publicly (ACA Staff_3_QLD).  

The finding above signals the critically important role the philosophy of ACA Chairs has 

on the overall attitude of ACAs towards social actors. Findings in Victoria are comparable 

to those of Queensland in that the IBAC also often avails itself of media questioning and 

explanation especially after launching reports of investigations that were predominantly 

held in private (ACA Staff_1_VIC; Journalist_1_VIC). However, evidence in NSW 

suggests that, over the years, ICAC Chairs have been very insular in their dealings with 

social actors, especially the media, unless there are public hearings (Journalist_1_NSW; 

Journalist_2_NSW; Journalist_4_NSW). Accordingly, in terms of accessing information 

within the ICAC other than public hearings, there is evidence of weak interaction (see 

Section 4.4.4). During an interview a journalist stated that it was evident that none ‘of the 

previous leaders in the commission [ICAC] has understood the importance of 

transparency’, noting further that the commissioners ‘have not been active by nature’ 

(Journalist_2_NSW). Evidence in this section suggests that although there may be 

legislative requirements for confidentiality as indicated in Section 6.2.1, where there is 

willingness there is always a way within ACAs’ ‘limited space’ to engage.     

6.4  Chapter Summary 

This chapter began by asking the question: are formal institutional enablers enough for 

achieving effective interactions between ACAs and social accountability actors? The 

chapter addressed this question by discussing the level of transparency of ACAs; and it 

confirms the awareness of ACAs of the support roles social actors play to their activities 

and operations. Moreover, this awareness is an important enabler for achieving effective 

interaction. Accordingly, the chapter argues that while formal institutional enablers of 

ACAs are crucial for effective interaction with social actors, other operational and 

attitudinal enablers are also crucial but remain understudied and undervalued.   

First, it was confirmed that the transparency of ACAs is very important for achieving 

effective interaction. It was evident that ACAs could exhibit their transparency, outside 

public hearings, through their corporate communication strategies by: (1) ensuring that 

their website information is detailed, simple and usable. This is because like most 
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organisations, ACAs’ websites are the first point of engagement. Accordingly, findings 

suggest that the style of their website may inform initial positive/negative perceptions and 

attitudes by social actors towards ACAs which may influence interaction (Fox, 2007; 

Michener & Bersch, 2013); (2) being accessible to social actors such as journalists, for 

instance, by granting interviews, answering journalists’ queries and public reporting of the 

findings of their investigations — especially those conducted in private. However, it was 

confirmed that ACAs are mostly secretive especially when it comes to their investigations 

because it may prejudice investigations, damage reputations and more importantly, ACAs 

are bound by strict confidentiality requirements which when breached may be costly 

(Goetz & Jenkins, 2001; Kuris, 2015). This finding shows that disclosure laws may be 

deliberately tailored to make sure that accountability agencies remain secret (Roberts, 

2006). Notwithstanding, more promise of interaction was evident as far as it is practicable 

when journalists build a trusting relationship with ACAs.  

Second, the management of corruption complaints is also important for achieving effective 

interaction between ACAs and social actors. In particular, social actors expect independent 

integrity agencies like ACAs to investigate complaints by themselves. Accordingly when 

ACAs refer complaints back to their origin (the practice of devolution), whistleblowers are 

exposed to reprisals which may adversely affect interactions (Annakin, 2011). This is 

coupled with the fact that protection of whistleblowers from facing reprisals is limited 

(Zipparo. 1999; Annakin, 2011). However, it was found that ACAs practice devolution 

due to resource constraints; and as a strategy to build institutional capacity for ethical 

governance. These findings suggest the need for a balance, which on the one hand would 

fully protect whistleblowers from facing reprisals and on the other hand promote 

institutional integrity capacity building — in order to achieve effective interaction.  

Finally, it was confirmed that awareness by ACAs of the support roles social actors play to 

their activities and operations is an important enabling factor for achieving effective 

interaction. It was evident that this awareness inspires ACAs to develop receptive attitudes 

towards social actors in the areas of interaction. Specifically, four main support roles that 

social actors play or could play to ACAs were evident: activating ACAs’ investigations; 

serving as a communication channel for ACAs’ activities and operations for public 

information dissemination; serving as an informal accountability forum to ACAs; and 

serving as a guardian to the independence, powers and resources of ACAs. Findings 

suggest that the acknowledgement of these support roles by ACAs could serve as an 
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incentive to ACAs to effectively fight corruption (Schillemans & Busuioc, 2014). More 

importantly, it was shown that although ACAs may be aware of these support roles, the 

attitude of ACAs’ chairs to transparency and engagement is crucial if interactions are to be 

stimulated and sustained. This finding suggests why and the extent to which the selection 

of ACA chairs deserves serious scrutiny.  

Overall, the case for stronger attention and understanding of these equally important and 

perhaps even more fundamental enablers for achieving effective interaction is supported 

by the fact that none of the three jurisdictions suggested formal institutional enablers to be 

sufficient for achieving effective interaction. From the analyses and discussions in the 

thesis so far we can develop and demonstrate a conceptual framework for improved 

mapping and evaluation of the important relationships between ACAs and social 

accountability actors. This is what the next chapter seeks to do within the broader literature 

in this area. 
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CHAPTER VII  

Interaction between ACAs and Social Accountability 

Actors: A Framework for Analysis 

7.1  Introduction 

This chapter builds on the analysis of the previous three chapters to develop and 

demonstrate a conceptual framework for improved mapping and evaluation of the 

important relationships between ACAs and social accountability actors. Thus with the 

benefit of this framework we can more clearly evaluate where specific areas of interaction 

may show strong evidence, moderate evidence or weak evidence; and explain which 

important enablers account for the strength or weakness in evidence of those interactions. 

The first section presents the framework, comprising of the purposes of interactions, the 

areas of interaction for achieving these purposes (including the nature of the interaction) 

and the important enablers for achieving effective interaction. More importantly, this 

section will also explain how this new conceptual framework could be applied for mapping 

and evaluating these important relationships. In the second section, the three important 

enablers — formal institutional, operational and attitudinal — will be discussed in greater 

detail within the broader literature and draw out some important implications.  

7.2  Mapping and Evaluating Interactions between ACAs and Social 

Actors 

An important part of this thesis is to develop a new conceptual framework for mapping and 

evaluating interactions between ACAs and social accountability actors. This focus was due 

in part to the assertion that interactions between different accountability mechanisms are 

more promising for fighting corruption in government (see Ankamah, 2016; Fox, 2015; 

Goetz & Jenkins, 2001; Halloran, 2015; O’Donnell, 2003). Chapter 4 used the views of 

key stakeholders to confirm that interactions between ACAs and social actors are 

important for ACAs to perform their accountability functions effectively. Accordingly, this 

study has developed this new framework to pave way for further analysis to substantiate or 
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adapt the framework for specific contexts (see Table 7.1). For the purposes of this thesis, 

the discussion in this section focuses on presenting and understanding the framework and 

how it can be applied in practice and in different contexts.  

Table 7.1: A Framework for Mapping and Evaluating Interactions between ACAs 

and Social Accountability Actors 

PURPOSE OF 

INTERACTION 
AREA OF 

INTERACTION 

EVIDENT? IMPORTANT 

ENABLERS 

NSW QLD VIC Form

al 

Operat

ional 

Attitud

inal 
DETECTION, 

INVESTIGATION 

AND EXPOSURE 

OF 

CORRUPTION 

Activation of ACAs’ 

Investigations 

S S S • • • 

Information Dissemination S S S  
• • 

Public Hearings (Evidence) S M S • • • 
Complainant/Whistleblower 

Engagement 

W M W  
• • 

CORRUPTION 

PREVENTION, 

EDUCATION 

AND 

AWARENESS 

Visit to ACAs Website  S W S  
• 

 

Community Outreach and 

Awareness 

S S S • • • 

Stakeholder Engagement 

Meetings 

M M M  • • 

Public Hearings 

(Education) 

S M S • • • 
POLITICAL 

STANDING, 

REPUTATION 

AND 

PERFORMANCE 

ACAs Accountability 

Processes 

M M M • • • 

Public Perception Research M M M •  • 
Public Hearings 

(Community Confidence) 

S M S • • • 

Access to Information on 

Demand 

W M M  • • 

S = Strongly Evident; M = Moderately Evident; W = Weakly Evident; • = Indicates the important enablers 

for achieving effective interaction. 

Table 7.1 is an expanded version of Table 4.1, including results regarding positive enablers 

on these interactions. As indicated in Chapter 4, the purposes of interactions are listed in 

order of importance and for clarity in terms of the key functions of ACAs. Likewise, the 
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areas of interaction for each purpose are also listed in order of importance and extent to 

which the interaction was evident. Overall ten main important areas of interaction were 

identified for the purpose of detection, investigation and exposure of corruption; 

prevention, education and awareness; and support for ACAs’ political standing, reputation 

and performance. However, public hearing as an area of interaction appears for all three 

purposes due to its benefits in achieving all three purposes.    

The strength in evidence of interaction ascribed to each area of interaction in the three 

jurisdictions studied ranged from S = Strongly Evident; to M = Moderately Evident; and 

W = Weakly Evident. These labels ascribed to interactions in the three jurisdictions were 

based on interviewees account and my own assessment of that area of interaction. 

Accordingly, ‘S’ was ascribed for an area of interaction where the majority of interviewees 

(two thirds or more) who shared views on that area of interaction confirmed the 

effectiveness of that interaction. Similarly, ‘M’ was ascribed to an area of interaction 

where at least half of interviewees who shared views and my own assessment confirmed 

the effectiveness of that interaction in that jurisdiction. Likewise ‘W’ was ascribed to an 

area of interaction where less than half of interviewees in that jurisdiction who shared 

views confirmed the effectiveness of interaction in that area. Furthermore, the dot label (•) 

indicates the important enablers for achieving the strength or weakness of those 

interactions. Unlike the strength or weakness in evidence of interaction which was ascribed 

for a particular area of interaction in each jurisdiction, the important enablers were derived 

from all interviewees across the three jurisdictions. This suggests that at least the majority 

of all interviewees who shared views across the three cases must confirm the importance 

of that enabling factor for achieving effective interaction in that area; in addition to my 

own interpretation and assessment — which of course was supported with quotes from 

interviewees for reliability.  

For instance in the area of ‘activating ACAs’ investigations’ — for the purpose of 

detection, investigation and exposure of corruption, there was strong evidence of 

interaction in that area in all three jurisdiction because at least two thirds (in this particular 

area, all) of respondents in each jurisdiction confirmed this. Furthermore, the majority of 

respondents across all jurisdictions who shared views confirmed that formal, operational 

and attitudinal enablers are important for achieving effectiveness of interactions in that 

area. However, when it came to ‘access to information’ as an area of interaction for 

instance, there was weak evidence of interaction in NSW and moderate evidence of 
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interaction in Queensland and Victoria. Like the other areas of interaction, this label was 

ascribed based on interviewees account and my own interpretation. However, operational 

and attitudinal enablers were confirmed to be the important enabling factors to achieving 

effective interaction in that area across all three jurisdictions. Thus whereas CCC and 

IBAC tried to work around their confidentiality requirements (see Chapter 6) in order to 

have some form of interaction with journalists — reactively —  as far as it is practicable, it 

was evident that the ICAC has almost a ‘zero’ tolerance to journalists in this area of 

interaction.   

Overall, findings indicate that nowhere in Table 7.1 above were only formal institutional 

enablers enough for achieving effective interaction in all areas. Findings suggest that even 

in some areas of interaction such as the use of journalists to disseminate information 

regarding ACAs’ operations and activities, and the use of ACAs’ websites information by 

social actors, operational and/or attitudinal enablers were sufficient to achieve effective 

interactions. These important findings provide new departure points for policy 

considerations. Such policy considerations may involve how all three enablers could be 

better understood and utilised in achieving the most effective forms of interactions for 

enhanced accountability outcomes.  

The framework presented here could be applied in different contexts, as it provides the 

starting point for improved mapping and evaluation of the important relationships between 

ACAs and social accountability actors. One way would be looking for evidence of these 

interactions in a particular context and systematically analysing key stakeholders views 

(supplemented with documents) on their importance for enhanced accountability 

outcomes; and whether there is strong, moderate or weak evidence of identified 

interactions. However, it must be noted that depending on the institutional context and 

operations, not all areas of interaction have been captured in these Australian cases. For 

instance, based on the literature, I expected to find formal engagement of ACAs with 

social actors such as notable civil society organisations in a coordinated anti-corruption 

program as does happen in Peru (see Lagunes, 2017) but was missing in the Australian 

cases. See Appendix 3 for a guide on some of the evidence to look out for in applying this 

new framework for mapping and evaluating these important relationships in the applied 

context.  
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7.3  Key Findings  

This section focuses on discussing key findings in relation to the three main important 

enablers for achieving effective interaction between ACAs and social accountability 

actors. Accordingly, implications drawn from the discussions of these key findings may 

inform what could change in the Australian context and cases in order to achieve effective 

interaction for enhanced anti-corruption outcomes.  

7.3.1  Independence of ACAs 

This thesis has confirmed that independence of ACAs is an important enabler for 

achieving effective interaction with social accountability actors, especially when it comes 

to reporting allegations of corruption. Evidence from all three jurisdictions 

overwhelmingly shows that the reason complainants/whistleblowers would report 

allegations of corruption to ACAs, other than any other body, is because they believe their 

complaints would receive an impartial investigation and outcome. Accordingly, anything 

short of this perception may adversely influence public attitudes to reporting allegations of 

corruption and consequently constrain the effective operations of ACAs (see chapters 4 

and 5). ACAs are specialised bodies mandated to fight corruption by protecting the public 

interest (De Sousa, 2010; Kuris, 2015; Meagher, 2005; Quah, 2010) and they can only do 

this effectively when they are independent from political influence. This independence and 

impartiality of ACAs in investigating corruption are sometimes exhibited by going after 

the so-called ‘big fish’ (Transparency International, 2017b). Unlike earlier research (e.g. 

Ankamah & Manzoor E. Khoda, 2018; Ehsan, 2006; Kpundeh, 2004) that reported that 

ACAs in certain contexts mostly lack operational impartiality especially when it comes to 

investigating the powerful in society, the findings of this study portrays otherwise. Thus 

the three ACAs studied have their independent mind without influence from external 

quarters (Appleby, 2017).  

Surprisingly, however, findings established that although ACAs are operationally 

independent of political influence as far as their investigations are concerned, their powers 

and structures are sometimes attacked when they go after the so-called big fish. Although 

these agencies have all been created at arm’s length from government and/or Parliament, 

‘controls exist to ensure that these regulatory agencies are themselves subject to regulation 

and control by government and Parliament’ and Parliament may abolish, restructure, and 
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alter functions and mandates or dismiss officeholders (Aulich, 2012, p. 59) as happened in 

the case of the NSW ICAC (see chapters 3 and 5). This seems to confirm that while 

political independence especially in investigations is laudable, backed by law and ‘carries 

strong  normative and symbolic force, its operational reality is a much more complex 

issue’ (Gregory, 2015, p. 126). Furthermore, the findings seem to suggest that although 

operational independence is an important contributing factor in determining ACAs’ 

efficacy, it by no means guarantees success (OECD, 2008) as it can be thwarted by 

political interference (Meagher, 2005).  

More importantly, it was confirmed that government could interfere in the operations of 

these ACAs through the appointment of their leadership. Leadership of the three ACAs are 

mostly nominated by the executive and only require a bipartisan approval at the 

Parliamentary Committee level. No evidence was found of the involvement of a special 

selection panel that includes key social actors in the nomination process to ensure the 

neutrality, credibility and attitude of nominees, especially in relation to transparency. This 

implies that any party with the majority in the parliamentary appointment committees may 

have their way with the support of just one opposition member. Findings suggest that if 

this practice continues, there is the danger that ACAs may no longer go after the big fish. 

Consequently, they may lose their credibility, public trust and legitimacy which are critical 

for achieving effective interaction with social actors and their efficacy more generally. 

These findings inform debate on how to ensure a more comprehensive operational 

independence of ACAs.  

It was further evident that although financial autonomy is a requirement for ACAs’ 

effectiveness (Appleby, 2017; OECD, 2008), only the IBAC is funded through 

parliamentary appropriation (see Chapter 3) whereas ICAC and CCC depend on the 

executive branch for their financial resource needs. Findings suggest that this may result in 

inadequate, unstable and insecure financial capacity (Brown & Bruerton, 2017). When 

government feels more threatened by the significant effectiveness of ACAs than initially 

anticipated, they may control ACAs’ operations by cutting their budgets; as evidence 

seems to suggest this is the case in the NSW ICAC. This finding is consistent with that of 

Lidberg (2015) who reported that the Abbott Government, after failing to pass legislative 

amendments that would have affected the purpose of the Office of the Australian 

Information Commissioner (OAIC), achieved the same result by cutting funds to the 

Commission. Such financial controls, according to some scholars (e.g. Aulich, 2012), may 
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even be more political and difficult to predict when Parliament is dominated by the 

incumbent government. Furthermore, it was revealed that none of the three ACAs even 

had a percentage share close to 0.1 per cent of their states’ total expenditure (Brown & 

Bruerton, 2017); a figure significantly far below the benchmark of 0.2 per cent (Quah et 

al., 2015).  

Consequently, ACAs may no longer be able to investigate even some of the most 

important and serious allegations of corruption, which they may be expected to investigate. 

This could eventually lead to loss of public confidence and adversely affect interaction. 

Given that efficacy of ACAs is important to the ‘effective discharge of the entirety of the 

rest of government, as well as public confidence in it’, policy debate and/or reforms on 

how ACAs could be financially capable, stable and secured is justified (Brown & 

Bruerton, 2017, p. 351).  

7.3.2  Mandates and Powers of ACAs 

Generally, it was evident that mandates and powers of ACAs are important enablers for 

achieving effective interaction with social actors. First, findings confirmed that ACAs 

mandated to hold public hearings as part of their investigations are more likely to interact 

with social actors. During public hearings, social actors are allowed to fully participate in 

the account holding process, although they do not have the power to pose questions (see 

chapters 4 and 5). Findings demonstrate the importance of public hearings for building 

ACAs’ public presence which makes their corruption investigation findings more credible, 

transparent and supported by social actors. Through public hearings, ACAs are able to 

generate more evidence for that investigation and others. This finding supports procedural 

fairness theory by suggesting that society’s response to decision making and findings by 

oversight bodies is mostly influenced by ‘fairness of the decision-making procedures’ 

(Tyler, 1991, p. 261) and it is only when people are aware of the process that they are able 

to judge its fairness (De Fine Licht et al., 2014). Furthermore, this finding seems to reflect 

what Mansbridge (2009) conceptualise as transparency in process as investigations to 

arrive at a decision are made public. Findings also seem to indicate that only when public 

hearing processes are fair, will social actors be willing to support ACAs and not just the 

transparency of the process itself. This suggests that society is least inclined to protest 

‘when a decision-making process is fair and transparency high’ (Porumbescu & 

Grimmelikhuijsen, 2017, p. 1).  
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This appears to deviate from earlier findings by De Fine Licht et al. (2014) that it is only 

when behaviour is close to deliberative democratic ideals that full transparency in process 

generates more transparency. This deviation may be accounted for in part due to 

methodological differences: De Fine Licht and colleagues used experiment in a classroom 

to ascertain students’ reactions on how school’s policies are reached; whereas in this 

research, the views of key stakeholders in the form of interviews were sought and 

triangulated. On the other hand, the deviation may be contingent upon the particular policy 

area of focus for both studies (Bauhr & Grimes, 2017; De Fine Licht et al., 2014).  

Furthermore, it was found that the purpose of ACAs investigations was a determining 

factor in deciding whether to use public hearings as part of ACAs investigations. Findings 

revealed that, although all three ACAs studied have public hearing powers, the CCC holds 

relatively less public hearings as part of its corruption investigations. This is because 

whereas the ICAC, for instance, has as part of its functions the task of exposing corruption 

and is mandated to make findings of corruption (see Chapter 3), the CCC focuses on 

determining the criminal intent of the corrupt conduct. Accordingly, because it is always 

difficult to determine the criminal intent of a victim, holding public hearings may only 

succeed in jeopardising the perpetrators’ reputation. This finding makes an important 

contribution to public accountability theory in terms of the institutional design that 

promotes interactions between ACAs and social accountability actors. This finding is also 

consistent with that of  Kuris (2015) that the investigations of watchdog ACAs are mostly 

guided by the precepts of criminal law.  

Second, findings confirmed that ACAs mandated to perform corruption prevention and 

education functions are more likely to interact with social accountability actors. It was 

evident that the purpose of ACAs’ investigations is also to identify trends of corruption 

and how corruption occurs in order to put in place preventive measures. Accordingly, 

findings suggest that ACAs are able to have direct contact with social actors in performing 

their corruption prevention and education functions. These may include the running of 

community outreach campaigns, workshops and through online platforms (see Table 7.1 

and Chapter 4). Furthermore, one of the main reasons why ACAs may hold public 

hearings as part of their investigations is because it serves as a tool to prevent corruption 

by deterring it and as well inform and educate people on the consequences of corruption 

and what constitutes serious corruption.  



181 
 

In Queensland, for instance, evidence revealed that within the short period during which 

the CCC lost its corruption prevention mandates, its interactions with social actors were 

adversely affected (see Chapter 5). This is because they could not even put any of their 

corruption prevention messages on their website, let alone go on community outreach and 

organise corruption prevention workshops. Through their corruption prevention and 

education activities, ACAs are able to promote their public presence and forge the needed 

alliance with and support of social actors. This support is needed by ACAs to outflank 

their antagonists (Kuris, 2014; Recanatini, 2011; Transparency International, 2017b) and 

perhaps make long-term gains in deterring corruption without opposition attacks (Kuris, 

2014). These findings provoke fresh debate over the right institutional design that may be 

receptive to interactions, considering that this study has used the views of key stakeholders 

to confirm the importance of interactions for the effective performance of ACAs 

accountability roles.   

7.3.3  Transparency of ACAs 

Findings in this thesis have confirmed and substantiated earlier claims (see Ankamah, 

2016; Goetz & Jenkins, 2001) that the transparency of ACAs is an important enabling 

factor for achieving effective interaction between them and social actors. Although 

findings suggest that in certain circumstances ACAs’ secrecy may be beneficial to the 

common good (Meijer, 2014), the general view was that transparency of ACAs is value 

laden as it conveys honesty and integrity (Ball, 2009, p. 297) which are important for 

interactions (see chapters 4 and 6). This finding reflects a conclusion reached by 

Transparency International that ACAs must be open in their activities and operations about 

their engagement with social actors as this is ‘fundamental to securing public trust and 

confidence’ (Transparency International, 2017b, p. 11). Social actors do not expect ACAs 

to be open about their operations at all times. Nevertheless, they expect ACAs to provide 

some information when contacted rather than being silent or ignoring their query.   

Further assessment of how transparency of ACAs affects their interactions with social 

actors revealed three main forms of transparency. First, ACAs can be transparent 

proactively in terms of the information they provide on their websites  (Fox, 2007), as 

ACAs’  websites are the first point of engagement. Where ACAs’ websites are informative 

and simple to use, they sometimes even inform the work of social actors, especially when 

they find the information usable (Michener & Bersch, 2013). Thus transparency is all 
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about information and for that matter if information is difficult to find, or analyse then of 

course the core meaning of transparency becomes irrelevant  (Michener & Bersch, 2013). 

Second, ACAs can be transparent by reactively providing answers to journalists’ queries as 

far as it is practicable. This helps in forging a good working relationship with social actors 

which consequently promotes effective interaction between ACAs and social actors. 

Whereas this finding was substantially supported by social actors, ACAs presented a 

somewhat reserved view. It was evident that ACAs generally have strict media policies 

which often make them become shrouded in secrecy about their operations and activities 

especially when it comes to investigations (Goetz & Jenkins, 2001; Kuris, 2015).  

Whereas journalists believe ACAs could inform their reporting by just confirming or 

denying their involvement in an investigation as long as it may not endanger somebody’s 

life, ACAs are often cautious of the risk of letting something slip. Findings show that even 

CCC and IBAC who are relatively receptive to journalists make sure that it is in the public 

interest (Bauhr & Grimes, 2017; Etzioni, 2010; Mansbridge, 2009). Perhaps ACAs believe 

that  too much openness is sometimes not good as it may likely result in public distrust and 

that secrecy and sometimes lack of transparency may not necessarily be enemies of trust 

(O’Neill, 2002, p. 70). Accordingly, it could be suggested that since transparency involves 

both proactive access and demand-driven access to information (Bauhr & Grimes, 2017), it 

may become quite difficult to build the needed working relationship for achieving 

effective interaction.   

Specifically, it was revealed that ACAs have strict media policies in place because ACAs 

are restricted by confidentiality requirements in the legislative frameworks that guide their 

operations. Such confidentiality requirements, when breached, come with significant 

punitive measures such as spending a year in prison. Although ACAs may appreciate the 

importance of transparency to their overall relationship with social actors, they are mostly 

not able to do so because of the associated cost (Ball, 2009). This finding confirms 

previous research (e.g. Roberts, 2006) that disclosure laws are often deliberately tailored to 

ensure that oversight bodies remain secret in their operations.  

ACAs also have strict media policy because disclosures may prejudice investigations and 

may also damage people’s reputation. ACAs are conscious of how disclosures can 

adversely affect the outcome of their investigation. On the one hand, such disclosures 

could allow perpetrators to hide or concoct evidence which eventually limits ACAs’ 
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investigative options and outcomes. On the other hand, where a victim is eventually found 

not to have practised corrupt conduct, his or her career and image may have already been 

jeopardised. This is probably so because most people in society presume that once a person 

is under investigation, then of course, that person is corrupt. Accordingly, a positive 

investigative outcome may do little or nothing to repair such already damaged reputation. 

This is probably the main reason some scholars (e.g. Bovens, 2007; Mansbridge, 2014; 

Schillemans, 2011) argue that accountability should/does not always have to result in 

sanctions. Nevertheless, the end product of accountability should be that perpetrators face 

consequences — sanctions, rewards or recommendations to improve the system without 

any clear finding of corrupt conduct.  

Finally, another important means of transparency that promotes interaction happens at the 

leadership level. This could take the form of representation of key social actors at the 

decision-making level in ACAs; or ACA advisory committees as is the case of the Hong 

Kong ICAC. However, among the three ACAs, there was no evidence of advisory 

committees in place. The only ACA that has a representation of a social actor as part of 

their commissioners is the CCC (see chapters 3 and 4). More importantly, findings confirm 

that transparency of ACAs is important — but the most challenging issue common to all 

ACAs is how to maintain a balance without releasing more or less of information to social 

actors, in order to protect their investigations while forging the needed relationship with 

social actors for enhanced accountability outcomes.  

7.3.4   Management of Corruption Allegations and Whistleblowers 

In Chapter 4 findings showed that one of the important areas of interactions between 

ACAs and social actors is the engagement of complainants/whistleblowers in the 

complaint management process. This interaction normally takes the form of providing 

regular and timely updates by ACAs to complainants on how their complaints are 

proceeding. Findings suggest that this form of interaction, when effective, boosts 

complainants’ confidence in the complaint management and assessment outcome — 

whether favourable or not — and accordingly promotes future engagement. Unfortunately 

however, findings reveal ACAs make little or no efforts to engage complainants during the 

complaint management process. In most cases ACAs even fail to provide detailed 

explanations on why their complaints were not proceeding to the next stage of 

investigations.  
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This finding shows that how organisations treat and explain their actions to complainants 

promotes their satisfaction and loyalty (Homburg & Fürst, 2005; Luo et al., 2016). In an 

earlier research which employed justice theory, it was found that complainants evaluate 

incidents in terms of ‘the outcomes they receive, the procedures used to arrive at the 

outcomes, and the nature of the interpersonal treatment during the process’ (Luo et al., 

2016; Tax et al., 1998, p. 60). This suggests that the process of arriving at the outcome of 

corruption complaints is just as important as or perhaps even more fundamental to 

complainants/whistleblowers than the outcome itself — when considering future 

interactions with ACAs. This finding makes an important contribution by informing the 

focus of policy discussions and reforms on how interactions between ACAs and 

complainants could be effective and sustained for effective accountability role 

performance by ACAs.  

Additionally, in Chapter 6 it was found that another important factor that determines 

interactions is the devolution practice of ACAs — where they refer complaints back to the 

place of origin. ACAs in all three jurisdictions studied are mandated to refer complaints 

received back to their place of origin for the associated public department to investigate by 

themselves. This is mostly so when ACAs resolve that complaints, upon assessment, do 

not meet the threshold of serious or systemic corruption. However, it was evident that 

while ACAs are fond of the devolution practice, social actors frown upon it. Findings 

suggest that because complainants/whistleblowers might have already gone through their 

‘departmental procedures, ACAs’ reliance on departmental investigations and 

determinations is a major source of dissatisfaction’ (Annakin, 2011, p. 278). Moreover, 

because this practice may expose whistleblowers to reprisals, findings suggest that it may 

adversely affect interaction between ACAs and whistleblowers in that corrupt conducts, 

when observed, may never be reported to ACAs.  Instead, complainants and 

whistleblowers may resort to the use of other avenues such as the media.   

It was found that ACAs are receptive to the devolution practice due to financial resource 

constraints on the one hand, and as a strategy to build the internal capacity of public 

departments to take charge of their own integrity and ethical issues on the other hand. 

Accordingly, the thesis revealed that ACAs address concerns of social actors by playing a 

monitoring role on devolved complaints. However, the extent to which this is well 

understood and appreciated by social actors, and the extent to which ACAs’ monitoring 

roles on devolved complaints are effective and successful is not clear. This assists in 
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identifying the most plausible policy reforms on how ACAs’ devolution practice could be 

best managed and communicated if interactions between ACAs and social actors are to be 

effective and sustained for enhanced accountability outcomes.    

Another important enabling factor for achieving sufficient interaction between ACAs and 

social actors is the protection of whistleblowers from facing reprisals (see Chapter 6). The 

thesis confirmed that whistleblowers — the so-called life blood of ACAs — are not fully 

protected. It was confirmed that whistleblowers face reprisals ranging from isolation, loss 

of jobs and associated financial losses, psychological and emotional misfortunes. These 

findings confirm earlier myths that Australia is an ‘anti-dobbing’ society; nevertheless 

contradict earlier findings (e.g. Zipparo, 1999, p. 88) that Australians are rather more 

receptive to ‘dobbing’. This contrast could be explained by saying that while the wider 

society may be receptive to whistleblowing, the majority of public sector workers may not 

support whistleblowing. Although the number of complainants/whistleblowers in this 

study is limited, this finding is nevertheless an issue for urgent attention.  

Findings further confirm that there are no specific provisions that generally support 

whistleblowers when they blow the whistle (Annakin, 2011, p. 236). The thesis suggest 

that this inadequate support and/or insufficient protection of whistleblowers from facing 

reprisals may adversely affect how they relate to ACAs by either not blowing the whistle 

at all (see also Zipparo, 1999, p. 89) or ensuring that they have coping mechanisms in 

place before blowing the whistle. These findings raise important policy issues on how best 

to protect whistleblowers in order to make their interactions with ACAs effective and 

sustainable. Accordingly, arriving at a better approach in protecting and/or supporting 

whistleblowers in all these complex scenarios could be a major area for future research. As 

indicated earlier (see Chapter 6), it is however important to acknowledge that debates on 

how to better protect whistleblowers in all three jurisdictions studied are ongoing (see e.g. 

Government of Victoria, 2018; IBAC Parliamentary Committee, 2017; Parliamentary 

Committee on the Ombudsman, 2017). 

7.3.5  Support Roles Social Accountability Actors Play to ACAs 

This thesis also confirmed that the awareness of ACAs of the support roles social 

accountability actors play to their activities and operations is very important in explaining 

the nature and strength of interactions between them and social actors (see Section 6.3). 
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Findings indicate that ACAs’ awareness of such support roles make them develop positive 

and receptive attitude towards social actors which is an important enabler for achieving 

effective interaction. Specifically, the thesis confirmed that social actors play four 

important key support roles in relation to ACAs.     

First, the thesis confirmed that complainants/whistleblowers and investigative journalists 

activate ACAs’ investigations as ACAs are mostly reactive when it comes to investigating 

corruption. Accordingly, findings indicate that ACAs acknowledge complaints from 

society and corruption publications by investigative journalists as important sources of 

information that help them to perform their corruption investigation functions effectively.  

This supports earlier findings that social actors act as a spark to trigger ACAs’ 

investigations (Ankamah, 2016, 2017; Fox, 2015; Jacobs & Schillemans, 2016, p. 27; 

McCubbins & Schwartz, 1984; Smulovitz & Peruzzotti, 2003). This finding also seems to 

confirm the claim that ‘media that does not shy away from reporting cases of 

encroachment and corruption, provide crucial information, support,  and political 

incentives for the often uphill battles that agencies of horizontal accountability may wage 

against powerful transgressors’ (O’Donnell, 2003, p. 48).  

Consequently, ACAs put in place mechanisms that are conducive to encouraging 

complainants and investigative journalists to continuously play this support role (see 

Section 6.3). For instance, it was evident that all three ACAs have in place several 

methods through which complainants can lodge their complaints. Complainants can even 

make their complaints anonymously if they so wish. Moreover, because of the 

acknowledgement of this important support role, ACAs desist from inviting journalists to 

serve as witnesses in their investigations, as far as it is practicable, in order not to 

discourage them from making future reports. The thesis confirms that this 

acknowledgement is an important element of a positive and effective interaction between 

ACAs and social actors. 

Second, findings confirm that journalists serve as a communication channel to ACAs’ 

activities and operations (see chapter 4 and 6). Accordingly, ACAs exhibit a receptive 

attitude towards journalists by giving them the needed attention and guidance so that they 

can disseminate ACAs’ information to the wider public effectively. The thesis shows that 

one way ACAs do this is by feeding information to journalists in the form of media 

releases and to rely on the media to propagate such information (see Section 6.3). 
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Depending on the importance and urgency of the issue at hand, ACAs may even resort to 

press conferences in order to get their information out in the shortest possible time as was 

the case of the Queensland CCC when they released their report in relation to whether it is 

in the public interest to make allegations of corruption public (see Chapter 4, Section 

4.2.2).  

Another way ACAs exhibit a receptive attitude to journalists in their bid to create the 

enabling environment for journalists to disseminate information about ACAs’ activities 

and operations is during public hearings. The thesis confirms that during hearings ACAs 

give preferential treatment to journalists by setting them apart from the ordinary audience, 

providing them with the needed gadgets and permission to communicate with their various 

media houses as the hearing proceeds (see Section 6.3). Accordingly, ACAs are able to 

stimulate and ensure a more effective interaction with journalists whilst also getting their 

message out to the wider society in an effective manner.  

 This important support role of the media is consistent with and provides empirical support 

to what Jacobs and Schillemans (2016) conceptualise as ‘amplifier’ or ‘mirror’ of 

accountability. According to Jacobs and Schillemans, media reporting on formal 

accountability processes by writing and propagating stories relating to ACAs in effect 

magnifies and ‘potentially amplifies the effects of formal accountability’ although the 

media does not play any formal role in the accountability process itself (2016, p. 27). 

Through such amplifications, negative stories can be regarded as a form of punishment and 

sanctions to corrupt officials showing that ‘such mirroring-process is important, as it 

connects formal democratic accountability processes to the general public, which is 

ultimately the key principle in democracies’ (2016, p. 34).  

Consequently, the media’s role in disseminating information on ACAs operations and 

activities can be regarded as a support to the ‘trumpeting’ of informal sanctions such as 

shaming (Malena & McNeil, 2010) as well as igniting the chances of formal sanctions 

(Ankamah, 2016, p. 293), thereby serving as an ‘antidote’ to the weakness in state oriented 

accountability (Brinkerhoff & Wetterberg, 2016). Such media reports on stories of 

corruption ‘implicitly promote the message that corruption is wrong and not tolerated, 

thereby influencing public conversation and values about the importance of integrity’ 

(Anechiarico & Segal, 2010, p. 337); obviously needed to reinforce society’s collective 

actions against corruption. 
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Third, the thesis showed that another important support role that social actors play to 

ACAs is serving as informal accountability forums to ACAs’ operations. This also 

supports the work of ACAs’ formal oversight bodies such as Parliamentary Committees 

and Inspectors (see chapters 4 and 6). Although this was unexpected as a support role, it 

was evident from all three jurisdictions that sometimes the support roles are better in the 

form of criticisms (Ankamah, 2017). This is because ACAs are not immune to corruption 

(Dixit, 2016; Kpundeh, 2004), therefore criticisms, mostly in the form of media 

commentary and formal complaints, help them to review their operational decisions and 

decide how things could be done better in the future. However, this thesis suggests that 

ACAs expect such criticisms to be made in good faith in order not to be perceived as a 

means of antagonising its operations — as seems to be the case with the NSW ICAC in 

recent years. Findings suggest that where ACAs conclude that criticisms are not made in 

good faith, they may exhibit non-receptive verbal and non-verbal attitudes to social actors 

— mostly journalists — which are unfavourable for achieving effective interaction. The 

thesis shows that this is probably the reason why interaction between ICAC and journalists 

in relation to demand-driven accessibility to information is relatively weak (see Table 4.1 

and Table 7.1).  

Finally, the thesis found that another important support role social actors play to ACAs is 

the protection of their formal institutional enabling factors such as independence, mandates 

and powers against political interference. ACAs in all three jurisdictions acknowledged 

that anytime their formal institutional enabling factors are threatened, social actors 

normally rise up to defend them — although they may not always be successful. For 

instance, it was evident that community protest and agitations resulted in the reinstatement 

of the CCC’s corruption prevention function and research independence. Similarly, 

findings show that the NSW ICAC also received significant public support in relation to 

discussions on whether it should continue to hold public hearings (see for instance Chapter 

3).  The thesis suggests that ACAs’ acknowledgement of the importance of this support 

role seems to be the reason they strive to promote their community presence and 

acceptance to build a credible public image. This finding supports the claim that ACAs can 

often outflank their opponents by building alliances with other key stakeholders, especially 

citizens, citizen associations and the media (Kuris, 2014, p. 3; Recanatini, 2011, p. 530). 

To build such alliances, the thesis shows that a receptive attitude from ACA Chairs is 

fundamental to achieving the needed effective engagement and its sustainability.  



189 
 

Overall, the thesis suggests that the acknowledgement of these support roles is all the more 

important because there may often be a ‘forum drift’ with delegated forums like ACAs 

who may not have a particularly strong interest in fighting corruption as suggested by 

Schillemans and Busuioc (2014) (see Chapter 2). This is probably because delegated 

forums do not stand to directly benefit or lose from the bureaucratic agent’s actions (see 

e.g. Marquette & Peiffer, 2017). This appears to be the reason some scholars have 

criticised the principal-agent model as a hyped approach to tackling corruption, hence the 

trail of many unsuccessful anti-corruption outcomes (e.g. Mungiu-Pippidi, 2015b; Persson 

et al., 2010). By contrast, collective action and the joint actions of the press and civil 

society are seen as much more promising (Mungiu-Pippidi, 2013). Accordingly, 

Schillemans and Busuioc (2014) suggest that forums need some incentives to stimulate 

their interest in protecting the public good.  

In addition to ACAs’ formal institutional enablers which are undeniably important 

incentives for their effective functioning, this thesis also suggests that important support 

roles social accountability actors play to ACAs (discussed above) are also necessary 

incentives needed to stimulate the interest of ACAs in performing their accountability 

functions effectively, as explained in detail in Ankamah (2017) (see Figure 7.1 below). 

However, the thesis also suggests that such supports are best won by ACAs when they 

acquire a ‘reputation for boldness, impartiality and competence’ in addition to ‘good 

communication and public relations’ (Dixit, 2016, p. 18). 
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Figure 7.1 : Support Roles Social Accountability Actors Play to ACAs 

 

 

Source: Ankamah (2017). 

 

7.4  Chapter Summary 

This chapter focused on synthesising evidence from the previous three empirical chapters 

in a bid to develop and demonstrate a clearer conceptual framework for improved mapping 

and evaluation of the important interactions between ACAs and social accountability 

actors. In public accountability research it is claimed that interaction between different 

accountability mechanisms is a promising avenue in fighting corruption in government. 

Although the importance of this claim has been acknowledged by others (e.g. Ankamah, 

2016; Heinrich & Brown, 2017; Marquette & Peiffer, 2017; vaz Mondo, 2015) and 

confirmed in this thesis, based on the views of key stakeholder, the form such interactions 

should take and the various enablers important for achieving the most effective 

interactions for enhanced accountability outcomes have been missing. The current 

framework demonstrated in this thesis therefore makes an important contribution to public 

accountability scholarship. Although it demonstrates these interactions and their nature in 

the context of Australia as far as ACAs are concerned, it provides an entry point for better 

mapping and evaluation of important interactions between ACAs (and perhaps other 

horizontal accountability institutions) and social accountability actors in other contexts.  
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More importantly, the thesis confirms that while formal institutional enablers of ACAs are 

important for achieving effective interaction with social actors, they are in themselves not 

sufficient. The thesis argues that other operational and attitudinal enabling factors are 

equally important and/or perhaps even more fundamental to achieving the most effective 

forms of interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability actors — 

but remain understudied and undervalued. These confirmations inform us on what needs to 

change and how in the Australian context, and perhaps elsewhere, if interactions are to be 

effective for ACAs to perform their accountability roles effectively.
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CHAPTER VIII   

Conclusions 

8.1  A More Complete Understanding of Accountability Interactions 

We need, first of all, for there to be accountability, for there to be somebody who is 

responsible for enforcing standards and holding people’s feet to the fire (Jennifer 

Granholm cited in CNN, 2003).  

The aim of this chapter is to bring together what the thesis has sought to do from the 

beginning, how it has done that and finally present any directions for the future in terms of 

policy reform and research in this area. Corruption has ‘social, environmental, economic, 

politico-legal, security related, and international implications’ (Holmes, 2015, p. 18).  

Having been ‘born and bred’ in Ghana (West Africa), I have seen pregnant mothers die, 

congestions in hospitals, brilliant students drop out of school, poor road networks which 

cause what could have otherwise been preventable accidents and the untimely death of 

many people. I have a lived experience of the real cost of corruption in such contexts. Also 

in Australia, Professor Brown — one of the leading public integrity and anti-corruption 

experts — notes that ‘the prevalence of low-level petty corruption and potentially systemic 

mid-level corruption on a Commonwealth level is probably higher than anybody has 

currently documented’ (cited in Caldwell, 2017). It is therefore my view that accountability 

in government, when enhanced, makes a significant contribution to the fight against 

corruption which consequently helps to mitigate the negative effects of corruption in 

society.  

Accordingly, the overall research problem this thesis has aimed to address is the following: 

Are formal institutional factors of anti-corruption agencies such as independence, powers 

and resources sufficient for achieving effective interactions with social accountability 

actors, and for the successful performance of their accountability functions? Researching 

this problem is important especially as in recent years scholarly and policy discussions 

claim that interaction between different accountability mechanisms, such as horizontal 

accountability agencies and social accountability actors, are more promising in fighting 
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government corruption. To this end, the thesis has focused on anti-corruption agencies in 

three Australian states; and used evidence from key stakeholders including ACA staff; 

journalists, civil society activists (including non-government organisations), ordinary 

members of the public or public officials (complainants/whistleblowers), and other 

observers. In order to address the overall research problem above, three key questions 

became the focus of the thesis after a thorough review of the relevant literature: 

First, what is the nature of interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social 

accountability actors? How do key stakeholders see these interactions? Are these 

interactions as important to the effective functioning of anti-corruption agencies and 

integrity systems as broadly assumed?  

Second, assuming they are indeed important, what are the crucial enablers upon whether 

these interactions occur? Are there other important enablers apart from formal institutional 

enablers of anti-corruption agencies? I suggest that three types of enablers — formal, 

operational and attitudinal — are crucial for achieving effective interactions between anti-

corruption agencies and social accountability actors:   

1. Formal Institutional Enablers: the independence, powers and resources of anti-corruption 

agencies;  

2. Operational Enablers: the transparency of anti-corruption agencies’ activities and 

operations; and 

3. Attitudinal Enablers: specific awareness on the part of anti-corruption agencies and/or 

social accountability actors of the support roles played by social actors to anti-corruption 

agencies’ activities and operations.  

Third, if, as suspected, debate on the performance of anti-corruption agencies has been 

dominated by the first set of enablers (formal and institutional enablers), what are then the 

implications of a major complete picture? What is needed to get the balance right, and 

what should be our approach to mapping, evaluating and strengthening these interactions 

into the future?     

Conclusions are suggestive and interpretation must be carried out with caution as this 

study, to the best of my knowledge, is the first in this area and aims to contribute to the 

initial discussions by providing an entry point for further research. Also, as indicated 
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earlier, nowhere does this thesis seek to judge the effectiveness of either (let alone both) 

horizontal or social accountability mechanism in fighting corruption — obviously 

important elements of the anti-corruption challenge. Nevertheless, findings in this thesis do 

confirm that there is more promise in the interactions between anti-corruption agencies and 

social accountability actors in fighting government corruption. The thesis supports the case 

for a stronger focus on interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social 

accountability. Findings suggest that such interactions help complete the so-called 

accountability loop; and that they can and/or should complement each other. 

Accordingly, Chapter 4 offers the much needed discussion of how different accountability 

mechanisms interact. The thesis has identified ten main areas of interaction in the 

Australian cases for three fundamental purposes, although one area — public hearings — 

appears for all three purposes. First, the thesis confirms that interactions occur for the 

purpose of detection, investigation and exposure of corruption. Four main areas of 

interaction were identified for this purpose: activation of anti-corruption agencies’ 

investigations; dissemination of information in relation to anti-corruption agencies’ 

activities and operations; the use of public hearings as part of corruption investigations; 

and the engagement of complainants/whistleblowers in the complaint management 

process. Second, the thesis confirms that interactions occur for the purpose of corruption 

prevention, education and awareness. Also for this purpose, four main areas of interaction 

were identified: engagement via anti-corruption agencies’ websites; community outreach 

and awareness campaigns; stakeholders engagement meetings, workshops and forums; and 

public hearings as a channel for educating the public. Finally, the thesis found that 

interactions occur for the support of ACAs’ political standing, reputation and performance. 

Likewise, four main areas of interaction were identified for this purpose: during anti-

corruption agencies’ accountability processes; the conduct of public perception research; 

public hearings as a tool for building community support and acceptance; and demand-

driven access to information by social accountability actors. These findings are significant 

as they provide an account of important areas of interaction between ACAs and social 

accountability actors that aim to fight corruption in government effectively.  

Findings also verify that all three enablers suggested in Chapter 1 are important for 

achieving effective interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability 

actors. In Chapter 5 the thesis contends that formal institutional enablers such as 

independence, powers and resources of anti-corruption agencies are important for 



195 
 

achieving effective interaction. For instance, it was evident that anti-corruption agencies 

that are mandated to hold public hearings and also to prevent corruption are more likely to 

interact with social accountability actors. These findings inform and provoke fresh debate 

on the right institutional design that is more receptive to interactions — given the evidence 

that interactions are important for fighting government corruption. More importantly, the 

thesis confirms that perceptions of social accountability actors about the independence of 

anti-corruption agencies is an important enabling factor for achieving effective interaction. 

Of particular concern, however, is the financial independence of anti-corruption agencies. 

The thesis showed that government could interfere in the operations of anti-corruption 

agencies by simply cutting funds since anti-corruption agencies mostly depend on the 

government for their financial needs.  

In Chapter 6 it was confirmed that operational and attitudinal enablers are also crucial for 

achieving the most effective forms of interactions between anti-corruption agencies and 

social accountability actors. In none of the interactions identified in this thesis were formal 

institutional enablers of ACAs sufficient in themselves for achieving effective interaction. 

In some areas of interaction, for instance, the thesis found that operational and/or 

attitudinal enablers were enough for achieving effective interaction. This justifies the need 

for a balance in Australia, especially as findings in Chapter 3 seem to support the claim 

that expert and general public discourses are heavily focused on formal institutional 

enablers — at least in the last few years — as if they were sufficient for anti-corruption 

agencies to fulfil their accountability functions.   

Particularly, findings confirmed that the transparency of anti-corruption agencies is critical 

for achieving effective interaction. The thesis argues that although some form of secrecy 

may be important to anti-corruption agencies, transparency also boosts trust and public 

confidence which is very important for achieving effective interaction. However, anti-

corruption agencies are generally secretive and have in place strict confidentiality policies 

because of the risk of damaging their investigations or breaching legal confidentiality 

requirement — which comes with associated punitive measures such as one year 

imprisonment. Furthermore, in none of the three jurisdictions studied were social actors 

involved in the selection of the leaders of anti-corruption agencies. The study shows that 

only in the Queensland CCC there is an academic as part of its top leadership. The thesis 

suggests this raises an important policy issue and informs debate on what needs to change 

to get the balance right.   
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Another operational enabler that was found to be important for achieving effective 

interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors is the management of 

corruption complaints and complainants/whistleblowers. The thesis shows that timely 

updates and explanations to complainants on how their complaints are proceeding and how 

they are being managed are crucial for enhancing confidence in ACAs and the eventual 

acceptance of the investigation outcome especially when such outcomes are unexpected. 

However, the thesis found that ACAs do not adequately provide regular updates to 

complainants in relation to their complaints. Even more important is the concern that, after 

a long wait to hear from ACAs, complainants may receive a response that only informs 

them of the failure of their complaint to meet the threshold for full investigation. The 

thesis shows that this adversely affects public confidence in ACAs which is not good for 

achieving effective interactions.  

Moreover, the thesis can confirm that the devolution practice (a practice where ACAs refer 

complaints back to their original source for investigation) is an important concern. Since 

complainants/whistleblowers expect independent integrity agencies like ACAs to 

investigate their complaints, any practice contrary to this expectation is likely to adversely 

affect interactions. This was found to be the case regardless of the benefits associated with 

devolution, that is, building public departments’ own integrity capacity. The thesis further 

confirms that this practice exposes whistleblowers to reprisals and that they are not fully 

protected by existing mechanisms.  

The thesis further confirms in Chapter 6 that when anti-corruption agencies acknowledge 

that social accountability actors play certain support roles to ACAs which are critical to 

their operational effectiveness, ACAs are likely to advance and exhibit receptive attitudes 

to social accountability actors. This awareness, especially on the part of ACAs, is an 

important enabling factor upon which interaction may or may not occur. The thesis shows 

that social accountability actors play four key support roles to ACAs’ activities and 

operations. First, complainants and investigative journalists activate ACAs’ investigations 

by either reporting allegations of corruption or publishing stories in relation to where 

corruption might be occurring. Such information then becomes the source of ACAs’ 

investigations. It was demonstrated that the acknowledgement of ACAs of this particular 

support role enables them to develop positive attitudes towards social actors. For instance, 

there are various mechanisms put in place by ACAs through which complainants can 

successfully lodge their complaints. Moreover, because of the importance and 
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acknowledgement of this support role, ACAs try as far as it is practicable not to invite 

journalists to serve as witnesses in their investigation as this may antagonise and 

discourage them from making similar publications in the future.  

Second, the news media support ACAs by serving as a communication channel about their 

operations and activities. The acknowledgement of this support role by ACAs assists them 

in developing receptive attitudes towards journalists especially when they want journalists 

to disseminate information. For instance, it was found that, during public hearings, ACAs 

give preferential treatment to journalists by reserving the front seats for them and 

providing them with the needed gadgets to communicate with their various media houses 

as the hearings proceed. Accordingly, ACAs are able to adequately build their public 

presence and also achieve the purpose for which the public hearing is held including to 

serve as a tool for deterring, educating and exposing corruption.  

Third, a quite surprising finding was that sometimes the support roles are better in the form 

of criticisms. It was confirmed that social actors act as informal accountability forums for 

ACAs by running critical commentaries on ACAs’ operations and findings and by 

formally lodging complaints to formal agencies that oversight ACAs, such as inspectors 

and parliamentary oversight bodies. In Queensland, for instance, it was evident that the 

CCC acknowledges this support role by having an in-house complaint service review that 

receives complaints especially from complainants about the outcome of their corruption 

complaints. Such developments help ACAs to revisit their decisions to make sure that the 

right decision was taken.  

Finally, and perhaps more importantly, social accountability actors support ACAs by 

defending their independence, powers and resources. To attract this particular support from 

social actors, the thesis suggests that ACAs should endeavour not to get themselves 

involved in issues that would warrant genuine criticisms. Furthermore, ACAs need to build 

a community of support for their activities and operations who will be available and 

willing to defend these formal institutional enablers anytime they are threatened by 

government. Importantly, the thesis has found that although ACAs may acknowledge these 

important support roles played by social actors, the attitude of ACAs’ leaders in relation to 

engagement is fundamental to the achievement of sufficient interaction. This finding 

informs debate on the selection criteria and qualities of an ACA leader if interactions are to 

be effective for enhanced accountability outcomes.  
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Overall, this thesis has confirmed the importance of interactions between ACAs and social 

accountability actors for the effective performance of ACAs’ accountability roles. 

Furthermore, the thesis has also confirmed that although formal institutional enablers of 

ACAs such as their independence, powers and resources are crucial enablers for achieving 

effective interaction with social actors, other operational and attitudinal enablers are also 

crucial but remain understudied and undervalued. The thesis argues that the lesser 

appreciation and/or understanding of these operational and attitudinal enablers to the 

effective functioning of ACAs is an important challenge hindering effective interaction 

between ACAs and social accountability actors. So far the thesis has answered the first two 

questions, and the result is the development and demonstration of a conceptual framework 

for improved mapping and evaluation of these important relationships. This chapter 

answers the last question on what needs to change in the Australian context in order to get 

the right balance of all the important enablers of the interactions for enhanced 

accountability outcomes. Accordingly, the next section proposes some policy reform 

recommendations for this purpose.  

8.2  Strengthening Interactions between ACAs and Social Actors 

So far, findings in this thesis have confirmed that there is promise in effective interaction 

between ACAs and social actors for the current performance of ACAs’ accountability 

roles. More importantly, findings have confirmed that although formal institutional 

enablers are crucial for achieving effective interactions, other operational and attitudinal 

enablers are also crucial but remain undervalued. Accordingly, this section draws out 

implications of the key findings and proposes some policy reform directions in relation to 

all three enablers, specifically what is needed in order to get the balance right and achieve 

effective interactions between ACAs and social actors.   

8.2.1  Policy Implications: Formal Institutional Enablers 

The thesis provides three departure points that could be considered to improve formal 

institutional enablers in Australia and perhaps elsewhere in their relation to social 

accountability actors. First, findings confirmed that the independence of ACAs could be 

assessed in the form of the financial resource capacity of ACAs. Findings suggest that one 

way of ensuring the financial independence of ACAs could be through parliamentary 

appropriation as is the case of the Victorian IBAC. In this way, executive control on 
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financial appropriations to ACAs would be significantly reduced if not eliminated 

altogether; and this would put ACAs in a more stable and secure financial position. 

Another way, and perhaps a more useful one, could be a reform that would enact a 

‘statutory allocation legislation’ to key integrity agencies such as ACAs, Ombudsmen, 

Supreme Audit Institutions and Police Integrity Commissions among others; and shared in 

proportion according to their significance and role within the integrity system. This 

approach is what Brown and Bruerton (2017) conceptualise as a sub-system approach to 

resourcing. Like intergovernmental transfers in decentralised governance (see Ankamah & 

Yao, 2013), this statutory allocation could be a percentage of overall government 

expenditure.  

Second, findings revealed scope for engagement when it comes to the selection and 

appointment of ACA leadership (e.g. Chair). One way of making this process more 

credible and further reinforce ACAs’ operational independence could be to involve 

prominent social actors in the nomination process. To this end, lessons could be drawn 

from the selection process of the Chair of the Indonesian Corruption Eradication 

Commission (KPK) (see Schütte, 2011). Thus social actors could be involved in the 

selection of ACA chairs by making them part of a selection committee comprising of both 

government and social actors. This committee would be the first point of contact by those 

interested in becoming the leader of the ACAs, and will review all applications before 

shortlisting a selected few to the executive to be forwarded to Parliament for approval. 

This will make the selection process more engaging, credible and ensure that the right 

person is always selected and appointed for the ACA.  

Finally, the thesis showed that although public hearing powers are very important for 

achieving effective interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors, the use of 

this power is mostly dependent on the focus of the investigation. For instance, findings 

revealed that although the CCC has public hearing powers, it holds relatively fewer 

hearings as part of its corruption investigation because of its requirement to establish the 

criminal intent other than just making findings of corruption. The thesis suggests that for 

ACAs to effectively interact with social actors such as through public hearings, they 

should be made to focus only on issues of corruption and not on criminality; and report on 

findings of fact. In this way ACAs ‘could refer suspected instances of criminality to other 

institutional authorities, such as the police’ in order to relieve ACAs from directly forming 

opinions on issues of criminality (Hoole & Appleby, 2017, p. 25).   The thesis suggests 
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this could encourage ACAs such as the CCC to hold more public hearings as part of their 

corruption investigation, as far as it is practicable, to achieve effective interaction.  

8.2.2  Policy Implications: Operational Enablers 

Findings in relation to operational enablers also suggest three departure points that reforms 

could target if interactions are to be stimulated, effective and sustained for enhanced 

accountability outcomes. First is the need for ACAs to improve their transparency to 

social actors as far as it is practicable. Findings suggest that ACAs could improve their 

corporate communication strategy in their bid to become more transparent even within 

their strict media policies. One way this could be done is reform that would make 

prominent social actors an integral part of ACAs especially when it comes to making very 

difficult operational decisions such as whether or not to hold public hearings as part of an 

investigation. Findings revealed that, in all three jurisdictions studied, it was only the CCC 

that had an academic as part of their core leadership. This presents a good opportunity for 

reform that could make it possible for ACAs to have a special advisory committee that 

would include social actors. This committee could be in charge of reviewing ACAs 

operational decisions in order to advise on the right way forward. This reform, when 

implemented, will be comparable to that of others such as the Hong Kong ICAC.  

Accordingly, society may have greater confidence in ACAs’ decisions even when they are 

wholly taken in private. This is perhaps because, with increased education, society will 

become aware that such decisions were informed by the advice of a special advisory 

committee in which prominent social actors are fairly represented. Findings suggest that 

another way ACAs could be more transparent is to improve their online presence. This 

could be done by engaging social actors on social media platforms such as Facebook, 

Twitter and LinkedIn.  

Furthermore, findings suggest that another way — and probably the most useful — that 

ACAs could be more transparent is what I call the Back Door Approach. By this approach 

ACAs could hold press conferences especially after completing a private investigation that 

initially garnered much public interest, to explain and justify their decisions and as well 

making themselves available for questioning and answering sessions. This could change 

public perception that ACAs are secret organisations and that nobody knows what they do; 

and could boost public confidence and acceptance of their operational decisions. This 
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approach is consistent with what Mansbridge (2009) refers to as transparency in 

rationality. Mansbridge noted that in the US Supreme Court, for instance, deliberations and 

negotiations are held in secret, ‘but the facts and reasons on which the decisions are based 

are public’ (2009, p. 386). This suggested approach also seems to reflect that of ‘public 

reporting’ of the findings of private hearings, explaining the process of arriving at ACAs’ 

findings — including issues of procedural fairness (Hoole & Appleby, 2017, p. 30). 

Second, findings suggest that ACAs need to instil public confidence on how complaints 

and complainants/whistleblowers are managed. When done well, this could improve the 

acceptability of investigation outcomes even when they are unfavourable; which is also 

important for achieving effective interactions. Findings suggest that one innovative way of 

instilling complainants/whistleblowers confidence in the complaint management process 

could be reform that would ensure that there is an online portal where each complainant, 

with their unique case number, could check the status of their complaints at their own 

convenience. Accordingly, frequent online updates on the part of ACAs and frequent visits 

by complainants may bridge this knowledge gap and could make complainants conclude 

that their complaints were given the needed consideration especially in instances where 

they receive unfavourable outcomes. Furthermore, where complaints fail to meet the 

threshold of ACAs’ investigations, ACAs could explain in a letter in plain English why the 

allegation failed to meet this threshold. This explanation could be followed with an 

opportunity for complainants/whistleblowers to either visit the ACA for more explanation 

or request a call for further explanation. This could improve complainant retention and in 

effect promote effective interaction.  

Findings further showed that the devolution principle — where ACAs refer complaints 

back to their original source — notwithstanding its purpose of building the integrity 

capacity of public departments is frowned upon by social actors. Findings suggest that one 

innovative way the devolution practice could proceed in order to achieve its intended 

purpose with limited or no associated adverse effects could be to run a comprehensive 

education campaign on what constitutes the kind of corruption that ACAs are likely to 

investigate themselves — considering their limited resource capacity. This could reduce 

the number of such complaints that are likely to be devolved in the first place. Moreover, 

since ACAs still play a monitoring role after devolving complaints to public departments, 

ACAs could utilise this as an opportunity to educate (inform) social actors that they still 

reserve the right to investigate the complaint where they conclude that the public 
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department did not investigate the complaint fairly. This information could also be well 

explained on ACAs’ websites. The thesis suggests that, when done properly, this could 

change the unreceptive public attitudes on the devolution practice to quite receptive.  

Finally, findings confirm that whistleblowers are not fully protected from facing reprisals. 

Findings in this thesis suggest that one way of achieving this could be to make the identity 

of whistleblowers confidential when devolving complaints back to public departments, 

especially when such complaints were not first reported internally. Another way of doing 

this, which is perhaps a more useful option, is to require the head of the public department 

in question to sign a statutory declaration to fully protect the whistleblower from facing 

any reprisals within the period of investigations and an agreed period beyond. This could 

prevent the use of other justifiable reasons such as underperformance or redundancy even 

when no record of underperformance had been recorded before the whistleblowing. By this 

policy reform suggestions, this thesis by no means claims that all whistleblowers are 

honest and for that matter act in good faith. Accordingly, the implementation of this 

reform suggestion may be carried out with some caution especially with the limited 

number of whistleblowers interviewed. As indicated earlier, it is important to acknowledge 

that debates on how best to fully protect whistleblowers, in a similar fashion to some of the 

suggestions made in this thesis, are ongoing in the three jurisdictions studied  (see 

Government of Victoria, 2018; IBAC Parliamentary Committee, 2017; Parliamentary 

Committee on the Ombudsman, 2017). 

8.2.3  Policy Implications: Attitudinal Enablers 

The findings of this thesis in relation to attitudinal enablers also suggest three starting 

points where reforms could target the promotion of effective interactions between ACAs 

and social actors. Findings suggest that there is an urgent need for comprehensive 

organisational education and briefing of the complete awareness of the important support 

roles social actors play to ACAs activities and operations. This education program could 

be in the form of workshops and may be organised and run by the corporate 

communication departments of the various ACAs. In this way, all ACA staff members 

would appreciate the need for which certain operational decisions are taken in order to 

build and sustain the needed interaction for effective ACAs’ accountability role 

performance.  
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Furthermore, findings suggest that one approach ACAs could take in order to build the 

community support needed to outflank their opponents is to stay focused within their 

mandate, in order not to attract what could have otherwise be a preventable controversy. A 

typical example was ICAC’s decision to investigate Ms Cunneen. The question ICAC 

could have asked itself was this: did Cunneen’s conduct amount to systemic and/or serious 

corruption? Did it warrant a public hearing? Obviously ICAC could have saved itself a 

great deal without getting involved in Cunneen’s issues which later raised many questions 

about its own credibility, especially after the High Court ruled against the ICAC — ruling 

that it did not have the powers to investigate Cunneen. However, findings also suggest that 

even in such circumstances, social actors — especially journalists — could put across their 

criticisms of ACAs without necessarily making it seem like an attack on the organisation.   

Another way ACAs could build this needed community support is by a making conscious 

effort to engage with social actors in order to build some sort of alliance which may be 

mutually beneficial. For instance, the current ACAs’ biennial conference could be an 

opportunity for them to make such gatherings more engaging towards solving a particular 

problem such as how to make their interactions more effective. To this end, the CCC’s 

forum on whether to make corruption allegations public, which earlier sought public 

submissions, could possibly be a good departure point for ACAs in building the needed 

alliances and community support. Last and perhaps more importantly, findings suggest that 

in the appointment of ACA leaders, priority may be given to those leaders who value 

engagement as this is a very important enabling factor in achieving effective interaction.  

8.3 Contributions and Suggestions for Further Research 

This thesis has made a substantial and original contribution to scholarship in this area. To 

the best of my knowledge, no research specifically focused on seeking the views and 

experiences of key stakeholders in the ‘anti-corruption landscape’ from an advanced 

liberal democratic setting — Australia — to map out interactions and the important 

enablers that create and shape the interactions between different accountability 

mechanisms has been conducted. Most importantly, the findings of this research heed to 

the call of famous scholars (e.g. Fox, 2015; O’Donnell, 1999a, 2003) who have suggested 

that the kind of research needed in the field of public accountability is one that examines 

the interactions between different accountability mechanisms such as horizontal and social 
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accountability as their goals seem to converge. Accordingly, this research project 

contributes to public accountability scholarship in two main ways. 

First, the thesis has developed and demonstrated a clearer framework, based on empirical 

multiple case study evidence, that provides the entry point for improved mapping and 

evaluation of interactions between anti-corruption agencies and social accountability 

actors. Accordingly, this new framework contributes to and paves way for the initial 

discussions on how interactions between accountability mechanisms occur or could occur. 

Second, this thesis has provided insight into a conceptual challenge: operational and 

attitudinal enablers, other than formal institutional enablers, are also crucial and/or may be 

even more fundamental to the effective functioning of ACAs but remain undervalued and 

understudied. Accordingly, the thesis suggests a shift in scholarly and policy discussions to 

equally focus on how to get the balance right if ACAs are to perform their accountability 

functions more effectively. More importantly, the thesis has suggested some policy reform 

solutions to governments and policy makers in the Australian cases on what could be done 

and how, in order to get this balance right. Such reforms are important in informing the 

right institutional design for ACAs and other integrity agencies alike in Australia and 

perhaps even internationally. This is timely especially as discussions are ongoing in 

Australia about establishing a Commonwealth ACA.  

However, the thesis suggests that further research in different jurisdictions, both developed 

and developing, that adopt this framework as an entry point would be beneficial for 

substantiating and/or affirming the utility of this framework for mapping and evaluating 

interactions between different accountability mechanisms. In addition, as in most 

democracies the leading corruption fighting body is an ACA of some kind, applying this 

framework could help in identifying a more context-specific approach to analysing and 

assessing interactions for enhanced accountability outcomes. This is probably because 

‘while globalisation has turned corruption into a global phenomenon in need of a global 

response, the battlefield upon which this war is won or lost remains national’ (Mungiu-

Pippidi, 2015b, p. 210). By so doing, we can achieve a comprehensive and well 

substantiated framework that could be applied to many institutional contexts within the 

integrity system across a range of countries. For instance, as earlier indicated, whereas in 

Peru ACAs can have a more formalised engagement with key social actors such as CSOs 

in holding public officials accountable (see Lagunes, 2017), such form of engagement was 

not found in the Australian cases.  
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Moreover, as indicated earlier in Chapter 1, it is quite difficult to seek the views of key 

stakeholders in corruption and anti-corruption related research such as this one. 

Consequently, one of the key limitations is that key stakeholders who participated in this 

study are less evenly represented across jurisdictions (see Table 1.2). Future research that 

tries to evenly represent these different key stakeholders across a range of countries and 

jurisdictions may help to develop a more detailed picture of these interactions and their 

enablers. For instance the thesis acknowledges that, there is a distinction between different 

social accountability actors, their mobilization capacity and mode of interaction with 

horizontal accountability agencies may differ. However, because of the limited 

representation of some social actors, example civil society activists and 

complainants/whistleblowers), the current study could not separately map out the different 

interactions between ACAs and different social accountability actors. More importantly, 

the thesis acknowledges that the three enablers presented as important in shaping the 

interaction between ACAs and social accountability actors may not be exhaustive. To this 

end, another area that would benefit from further research will be to explore other enablers 

that are more identified on the part of social accountability actors and the context these 

interactions occur. Accordingly, this study acknowledges that as it stands now the 

framework is more suggestive than conclusive and would significantly benefit from further 

application and research in different contexts.    

Nevertheless, while this thesis has focused on the interactions between ACAs and social 

accountability actors in the Australian context, the potential utility of the proposed 

framework is far broader. The thesis has argued for the importance of interactions between 

ACAs and social accountability actors and has identified new areas of reform to achieve 

more effective interactions. The possibility of change provides renewed hope for the fight 

against corruption, if the framework can be applied to reform and redesign existing anti-

corruption agencies and other integrity agencies alike within the integrity system. The 

thesis acknowledges that this approach will not be one without challenges, nevertheless it 

shows great promise in fighting government corruption in Australia and internationally.  
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Appendix 1: Participant Information (Confidential) 

 

 



225 
 

Appendix 2: Capacity of ACAs 

Table 1: ICAC Financial Resource Capacity 

Item 2014 

$000 

2015 

$000 

2016 

$000 

2017 

$000 

Revenue  26831 29452 24099 20626 

Expenditure 25880 25709 26906 21280 

Net 951 3743 (2807) (654) 

Source: Compiled from ICAC (2014, 2015, 2016a, 2017). 

 

Table 2: ICAC Human Resource Capacity 

Functional Area 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Executive  8.5 8.8 4.9 1 

Communications and Media n/a n/a 3.2 3.97 

Executive Support
13

 - - - 2.53 

Corporate services 19.3 19 17.6 18.34 

Corruption prevention 20.1 20.2 17 11.61 

Legal Service 13.8 10.8 10.7 8.78 

Investigation 51.8 49.3 48.2 41.84 

Assessments 12.9 14.2 12.7 10 

Total 126.4 122.3 114.3 98.07 

Source: ICAC (2017, p. 54). 

 

 

                                                           
13

 This section of the commission was previously part of the Executive. 
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Table 3: CCC Financial Resource Capacity 

Item 2014 

$m 

2015 

$m 

2016 2017 

State Government Grant 50.752 52.172   

Total Revenue 52.164 54.859 55.569 56.338 

Total Expenditure  51.582 54.643 54.452 56.360 

Surplus (Deficit)  0.582 0.216 1.117 (0.022) 

State Government Grant/Total Revenue 97% 95.10% 93.90% 96.67% 

Source: CCC (2015a, p. 43; 2016a, p. 82; 2017a, p. 54); CMC (2014, p. 51). 

 

Table 4: CCC Human Resource Capacity 

Functional Area 2015 2016 2017 

Crime and Crime related (including intelligence) 99.7 98.5 91.7 

Corruption 67.6 75.5 76.1 

Legal Services  16.3 16.6 16.1 

Operations Support (including casual employees) 62 64.8 63.2 

Policy and Research 13.4 12 16.1 

Strategy and services (including office of the commission) 77.6 74.8 83.5 

Total  336.6 342.2 343.2 

Source: CCC (2015a, p. 35; 2016a, p. 71; 2017a, p. 39). 
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Table 5: IBAC Financial Resource Capacity14 

Item 2014 

$M 

2015 

$M 

2016 

$M 

2017 

$M 

Total Revenue 27.7 31.5 32.6 36.4 

Total Expenditure 27.3 31.2 32 36.4 

Net Surplus (Deficit) 0.37 0.24 0.55 0.13 

Source: IBAC (2017a, p. 8). 

  

 

Table 6: IBAC Human Resource Capacity 

 Year  Number
15

 

2014 136 

2015 141 

2016 134 

2017 169 

Source: IBAC (2017a, p. 48). 

 

 

                                                           
14

 NB: Figures have been rounded up. 
15

 NB: Figures have been rounded up. 
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Appendix 3: Guide for Mapping and Evaluating Interactions 

 

Area of Interaction Some Guiding Evidence to Seek  Confirmation and/or 

Exploration of Important 

Enablers 

Activation of ACAs’ Investigations Mechanisms to make complaints to ACAs; whether these mechanisms are 

simple and easy to use; effectiveness of these mechanisms; utility of 

corruption publication by investigative journalists;  

Formal, Operational and Attitudinal 

Enablers?  

Others?  

Information Dissemination Do ACAs formally engage journalists to inform the public on their activities 

e.g. press conferences? And/or are there frequent media releases on ACAs’ 

operations and activities? Are ACAs active on social media e.g. Facebook 

and Twitter?   

Operational and Attitudinal 

Enablers?  

 

Others? 

Public Hearings  Whether ACAs have public hearing powers; how often do they hold hearings 

as part of investigations? Are such hearings streamed live? Are there special 

treatments to the media e.g. support with needed gadgets for public 

reporting;  

Formal, Operational and Attitudinal 

Enablers?  

Others?  

Complainant/Whistleblower 

Engagement 

Are there mechanisms in place for complainants/whistleblowers to track 

progress and/or do ACA provide them with regular updates? Where 

complaints do not progress, are complainants/whistleblowers provided with 

detailed explanation for such decisions? Are these explanations easy to 

Operational and Attitudinal 

Enablers?  
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understand?  Others?  

Visit to ACAs Website  Are ACAs’ websites simple and easy to use? Are there enough information 

on ACAs’ website such as annual reports, investigation reports, public 

hearing transcripts, and all other relevant reports? Is this information easily 

accessible and/or usable?  

Operational Enablers?  

Others?  

Community Outreach and 

Awareness 

Does the ACA have corruption prevention and education powers? If so, does 

the ACA engage in education campaigns such as community outreach and 

awareness? Does the ACA run advertisements to promote its community 

presence e.g. on TV, buses, radio, billboards etc? Are these outreach 

programs and advertisements widespread in the state/country?   

Formal, Operational and Attitudinal 

Enablers?  

Others?  

Stakeholder Engagement Meetings Does the ACA engage key stakeholders in conferences and workshops? Are 

these engagements mostly focused on how they can both complement each 

other in fighting corruption? Does the ACA engage key stakeholders in 

making important policy reform decisions? Are key stakeholders’ 

submissions taken seriously in shaping such important policies?  

Operational and Attitudinal 

Enablers?  

Others?  

ACAs Accountability Processes Are there formal mechanisms to receive complaints about the conduct of 

ACAs internally and/or externally? Do ACA oversight bodies (e.g. 

Parliamentary Oversight Committees) hold public hearings as part of playing 

their oversight role? Are these hearings live streamed? Is there special 

support to the media to report on them? Are there critical media 

commentaries on the operations of ACAs? Are social actors represented 

ACAs’ decision making e.g. advisory committees?  

Formal, Operational and Attitudinal 

Enablers?  

Others? 
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Public Perception Research Does the ACA have powers to conduct research? If so does it engage the 

wider public in its research e.g. public perception surveys?  

Formal and Attitudinal Enablers?  

 

 

Others?  

Access to Information on Demand Are ACAs accessible to social actors especially journalists? Are ACAs 

receptive to journalists’ queries? Are journalists satisfied with ACAs 

response to their queries — whether favourable or not? Is there a trusting 

relationship between the ACA and journalists?  

Operational and Attitudinal 

Enablers?  

 

Others?  

 


