
What is our goal?

The intended impact of SUGAR 
TAF is a sustainable reduction 
in levels of corruption, leading 
to improved service delivery. 
The pathways through which 
SUGAR TAF will contribute to the 
achievement of the intended impact 
is three-fold, with an increased risk 
for those engaging in corruption, 
a reduction in the opportunities 
for corruption and a change in 
norms and behaviours leading to 
a sustainable reduction in levels of 
corruption.

If problems undermining GoU 
responses to corruption are 
resolved, then there will be 
a reduction in corruption in 
Uganda because opportunities 
for corruption will be reduced, 
risks for engaging in public 
sector corruption will increase, 
and behaviour permissive of 
corruption will change.

In the context of SUGAR TAF, increasing the risk includes strengthening the 
effectiveness of detection, investigations, prosecution, administrative, civil and 
criminal sanctions, and asset recovery – including engagement with demand 
side actors such as the media and civil society to raise awareness, and increase 
scrutiny of public sector corruption. SUGAR TAF support is aimed at increasing 
the likelihood of detection of corruption and ensuring the consistent application of 
sanctions and asset recovery. 

Positive  societal and personal norms and behaviours also  increase the 
likelihood of or those  engaging in corruption being subjected to social 
sanctions – serving as a further source of deterrence and increase the risk 
for corruption. 

FAQ Sheet

Reducing Opportunities includes activities aimed at preventing corruption from 
occurring in the first place. These include strengthening the functioning of and controls 
within select institutions and sectors, documenting transformational experiences 
of outstanding institutions and supporting the replication of those lessons, and the 
sustenance of transformation in others. This work also includes , and supporting the 
integration of anti-corruption measures in priority sectors and programmes. SUGAR TAF 
support is aimed at changing and sustaining practices, incentives, and behaviour non-
permissive of corruption within select institutions and sectors.



Why Invest in Anti-Corruption?
Corruption is a major barrier to poverty reduction, equitable economic development 
and basic service delivery, disproportionately affecting the poorest in society. 
Corruption also negatively affects domestic investment and tax revenues and has 
been proven to impose additional costs on growth for companies, especially in 
terms of their performance and productivity. According to the World Economic 
Forum, corruption in Uganda is the most significant obstacle to doing business. 
Furthermore, corruption has a direct impact on Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) and 
costs the country untold millions of dollars (perhaps billions) in lost tax revenues.
What are the functions of the anti-corruption response chain?

The anti-corruption response chain is made up of all the 

Government institutions that, together, fulfil core functions in the response 
to corruption, such as detection, investigation, prosecution and adjudication 
of corruption cases. The ‘end products’ of the chain are criminal, civil, and 
administrative sanctions for corrupt officials, and recovery of illicit assets. An 
effective anti-corruption response requires that all the institutions involved are 
able to perform their roles and that coordination mechanisms are in place.

SUGAR TAF recognizes three sets of actors are key for government’s detection of 
corruption:

• Audit producers – Office of the Auditor General (OAG), Office of the Internal 
Auditor General (OIAG), and the Public Procurement and Disposal of Assets Authority 
(PPDA). These ‘audit producers’ detect corruption through compliance, financial or 
forensic audits (though the OAG is the only institution which currently has the ability 
to conduct compliance audits).

• The Financial Intelligence Authority (FIA), whose main goal is to produce the 
financial intelligence that helps connect illicitly obtained assets to the perpetrators of 
corruption.

• The three accountability committees of Parliament – Public Accounts 
Committee (PAC), the Committee on Commissions, Statutory Authorities, and 
State Enterprise (COSASE), and the Local Government Accounts Co mmittee 
(LGAC), which scrutinise OAG’s audit findings to produce reports that can result in 
recommendations for action by the law enforcement agencies. 
 



Further along the chain, the Inspectorate of Government (IG) and Police’s Criminal 
Investigation Directorate (CID), develop intelligence (some from information initially 
detected by the agencies listed above) related to corrupt activity and illegal assets. 
Their investigations turn the intelligence into evidence for prosecutors at the IG 
and the Department of Public Prosecutions (DPP), who ensure that it is of sufficient 
quality to be admissible in court, and to enable the Anti-Corruption Division (ACD) of 
the High Court to convict corrupt officials and remove their illegally obtained assets. 
Cases that are not pursued for criminal prosecution can be referred for civil 
sanctions and/or for disciplinary sanctions (see below). When fraud or corruption 
has occurred, civil law sanctions can ensure that stolen money is recovered from 
the individuals and/or companies who perpetrated or benefitted from the corruption, 
and returned to the Government’s Consolidated Fund. Both the DPP and IG have 
established in-house teams to pursue civil recoveries of assets and may also call on 
assistance from the Attorney-General Office (AGO).
 Asset recovery is embedded throughout the anti-corruption chain, with the Police, 

FIA and IG leading the detection and freezing of assets linked to corruption, the IG 
and Police are responsible for investigating, tracing and securing those assets. The 
IG and ODPP lead prosecutions against the suspects, which could result in asset 
recovery orders issued by the High Court and executed through the Executions and 
Bailiffs Division or directly by the IG . 

CASES THAT DO NOT MEET THE EVIDENTIARY 
STANDARDS FOR A CRIMINAL PROSECUTION 
CAN ALSO BE REFERRED FOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
SANCTIONS. WHEN THE INCIDENT IS REGARDED AS 
A ‘SERIOUS MISCONDUCT JUSTIFYING DISMISSAL’, 
A CASE IS USUALLY OPENED AND INVESTIGATED 
WITHIN AN MDA, AND THEN REFERRED TO THE 
RELEVANT SERVICE COMMISSION FOR A DECISION 
ON DISCIPLINARY ACTION. 



 
Enhancing coordination across different functions is an indispensable component of 
building an effective anti-corruption chain. Although the response chain described 
above involves institutions which are coordinated through three different GoU 
sectors – Accountability Sector, Justice, Law & Order Sector, and Public Financial 
Management – none of the sector coordination bodies currently focus exclusively on 
anti-corruption; hence the need to support corruption-focused coordination.

 
What are the key weaknesses in the Ugandan response to 
corruption?

There are a host of interrelated factors that explain the high 
prevalence of corruption in Uganda, including low pay in the 
public service, the systems for political party and election funding, 
patronage, citizen despondency, and impunity. Currently, the 
government’s anti-corruption response is too weak to effectively 
deter public servants from engaging in corruption. By contributing 
to a more effective anti-corruption chain, SUGAR TAF aims to 
increase the likelihood that corrupt officials will be sanctioned, 
and their corruptly obtained assets will be recovered.

How do we work?
Since 2015, SUGAR TAF has provided  the Government of Uganda’s (GoU) anti-
corruption response with technical assistance and some operational support 
to over 11 Government institutions. This support has delivered transformational 
developments in anti-corruption efforts, and government agencies and officials are 
reforming and pioneering effective responses to corruption.  

SUGAR TAF is funded by the UK Government and the European Union, and 
implemented by Adam Smith International and the Basel Institute on Governance.


