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1. Conclusions 

 This discussion paper takes a general look at elements that challenge and support the 

application of the National Integrity System (NIS) assessment to the Pacific, and 

potential adaptations that could be applied to ‘small nation’ assessments. We offer 

several general conclusions. 

1.1 Design of Pacific small nation NIS assessment should be flexible enough to ensure 

that the concept and approach best captures governance and integrity elements 

unique to the nations. This could include social and cultural integrity frameworks, 

social values and governance institutions. The ‘functions’ model developed by TI 

Australia appears to offer a structured way of addressing this. 

1.2 NIS assessments should take close account of the country context. This may mean 

accounting for such things as relative progress for emerging democracies, size 

elements that affect centralisation and linkages between integrity elements. 

1.3 Small nations’ NIS assessments need to include contextual vulnerabilities that can 

impact upon integrity resilience, such as environmental degradation; disaster risk, 

regional power dynamics; aid dependencies’ economic shocks, stubborn poverty 

and inequity; distance; digital poverty and variable literacy. 

1.4 NIS assessments are more effective as advocacy tools when they encompass: 

• Clarity on the current state of corruption risk and integrity elements; 

• Consideration of the relative impact and importance of values driven 

outcomes and compliance driven outcomes; 

• Clarity in the scope (e.g. all sectors of society or public sector lead focus) 

• Closer focus on areas of higher risk/lower integrity; 

• Strategic engagement with key stakeholders throughout the NIS process; 

• Recommendations that are measurable and impactful, targeted and 

achievable;  

• Sustained advocacy on the recommendations; 

• Sustained monitoring, with key stakeholders, of progress against 

recommendations. 

1.5 A core element of any NISA for Pacific nations needs to be the interplay between 

public awareness and expectation, and the effectiveness of the institutions of 

integrity.   

1.6 Any regional NIS assessment would benefit from having natural synchronicity with 

local and national reforms; regional and collective reforms and reforms needed to 

impact on forces/factors which affect the region but are external to it. 

1.7 NIS assessments would benefit from integrated planning of impact objectives, and 

an evaluation framework that takes into account the various impact dimensions.  
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2. Introduction  

2.1 Purpose of this paper. This paper considers whether the traditional National 

Integrity System (NIS) assessment approach of assessing the effectiveness of integrity 

institutions on a pillar-by-pillar basis is able to meet the purpose of an NIS in small 

island states. There have been limited numbers of NIS completed in the Pacific. We look 

at models that have been used in the Pacific, and appropriate variables and possible 

adaptations that could apply to ‘small nation’ assessments.   

 

2.2 Format of the ‘traditional’ NIS Assessment Model. The NIS assessment evaluates 

key ‘pillars’ in a country’s governance system, both in terms of their internal corruption 

risks and their contribution, as integrity systems, to preventing and fighting corruption 

in society. The rationale for this is that strengthening the National Integrity System 

promotes better governance across all aspects of a society and contributes to a more 

just society.  

 In the NIS assessment model developed by Transparency International and detailed in 

its NIS Toolkit, the pillars analysed typically include:  

a. Legislative branch of government,  

b. Executive branch of government,  

c. Judiciary,  

d. Public sector,  

e. Law enforcement,  

f. Electoral management body,  

g. Ombudsman,  

h. Audit institution,  

i. Anti-corruption agencies,  

j. Political parties,  

k. Media,  

l. Civil society,  

m.  Business.  

 

For that model the NIS assessment “examines both the formal framework of each pillar 

and the actual institutional practice. The analysis highlights discrepancies between the 

formal provisions and the reality on the ground, making it clear where there is room for 

improvement. The analysis is undertaken via a consultative approach, involving anti-

corruption agents in government, civil society, the business community and other 

sectors. Conclusions are drawn together in a comprehensive national report to build 

momentum, political will and civic pressure for relevant reform initiatives.” 1 

2.3 Challenges with the NIS assessment model.  The NIS assessment model has been 

in place since 2001. Over one hundred countries have conducted an NIS assessment 

 
1 https://www.transparency.org/en/national-integrity-system-assessments 
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since its inception in 2001, almost half of which used the more refined methodology 

developed in 2009.2  

 The NIS assessment can provide a solid foundation of evidence to support advocacy. 

But it can also generate challenges for a chapter. It is resource intensive (people, time 

and money). Its findings can ignore genuine progress over time especially for 

developing countries. The pillar structure can result in fundamental integrity functions 

being missed or poorly assessed. Funders can have a strong influence on the format of 

the NIS assessment. 

 Heywood and Johnson’s paper says that there are four key issues that potentially 

undermine the relevance and value of NIS reports for developing democracies:  

a. Its underpinning rationale remains wedded to a narrowly conceived institutional 

focus, reflected in an emphasis on anti-corruption policies and procedures;  

b. Despite apparent flexibility in application, its underlying universal approach betrays a 

lack of cultural sensitivity and a bias towards established democracies;  

c. The notion of ‘integrity’ is poorly conceptualised and articulated;  

d. The focus of NIS reports is primarily on compliance-based approaches to 

anticorruption, rather than more values-based or ethical understandings.3 

 

There has been discussion about new models of assessment, including TI Australia’s 

recent development of a model focussing on functions rather than pillars. There is 

discussion across the Transparency International movement about how the NIS 

assessment could evolve, whilst still being consultative, evidence-based and effective.  

  

  

 
2 Macaulay, M, Mulcahy S. Exploring the impact of National Integrity System assessments: Experience from the 

UK and New Zealand, 2017 
3 Heywood, PM, Johnson E, Cultural specificity versus institutional universalism: a critique of the National 

Integrity System (NIS) methodology, 2017 
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3. Purposes, Effectiveness, Methodology 

 3.1 Purposes  

 The purposes of undertaking an NIS have not changed over time and remain sound 

(though (c) can be more problematic for comparison between countries): 

a. The NIS assessment provides the evidence that can lead to diagnosis and treatment. 

Its holistic system analysis is intended to assess integrity systems including the 

linkages between relevant institutions, diagnose corruption risks and develop 

effective strategies to counter those risks.  

b. The NIS assessment is designed primarily as a national-level advocacy tool. The 

participatory nature of an NIS assessment is intended to build outcomes such as 

momentum, political will and civic pressure for reform. The results must be able to 

be used effectively. 

c. The intent was for the NIS assessment to create a sound empirical basis on a cross-

country level, adding to our understanding of strong or weak performers. In addition, 

from a regional perspective, the results can create a sense of peer pressure for 

reform as well as an opportunity for learning from those countries that are in similar 

stages of development.4  

 

3.2 Effectiveness 

 One question that is invariably asked is if NIS assessments have been acted upon to 

rectify challenges that have been highlighted? In addition, have non-state agencies in 

the anti-corruption space carried out follow-up monitoring and evaluation to see if 

there have been improvements to the pillars? In the event of flaws being highlighted, 

have strategies been put in place to ensure that the pillars are strengthened? 

 Michael Macaulay and Suzanne Mulcahy attempted to map the impacts of two NIS 

assessments (New Zealand and United Kingdom) in 2017, looking at the extent to which 

NIS assessments have had an impact in terms of: legislation and policy; behavioural 

change; public awareness raising; and civil society capacity building.  

 They did find positive impacts of the NIS assessment in both UK and New Zealand, in 

public policy initiatives in particular such as Open Government and public sector 

integrity initiatives in New Zealand and National Organised Crime Strategy and National 

Anti-Corruption Strategy in UK. 

 They found that the notion of impact is multi-dimensional, taking into account: 

1. “the area of the impact (both hard and soft: legislation; policy; media; civil 

society; public awareness; academia);  

2. the immediacy of the impact (immediate through to gradual change);  

3. the nature of the impact (a new policy initiative; inclusion in policy decisions; 

increased national chapter brand recognition etc.).  

 
4 NIS Assessment Toolkit, TI Secretariat, 2012 
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4. an intentionality dimension (i.e. the extent to which reforms resulted as a 

direct response to NIS recommendations and advocacy, or whether they 

occurred by other means).  

5. political readiness. 

6. the institutional capacity to conduct advocacy and disseminate the 

research.”5 

 

 Macaulay and Mulcahy also noted the challenges in measuring impacts in a quantitative 

way, due to the diverse nature of impacts and the challenge in demonstrating causality. 

They also consider that impact evaluation is in itself a strategic tool which can be better 

built into the assessment process; for example, by helping decide what may be the best 

short, medium or long-term goals in the complex field of anti-corruption and integrity-

building advocacy.6 

 In the Pacific, there are few reported instances of monitoring of outcomes. Earlier 

instances of Pacific NIS were one off funded contracts, without any apparent post-

report monitoring. 

 In 2018 Transparency International New Zealand undertook an update on its 2013 NIS 

assessment, reporting on progress against earlier NIS recommendations. TINZ noted 

progress in several areas of recommendations. TINZ is confident that the NIS has 

contributed to change. Its NIS has been cited frequently in reports and policy 

documents. TINZ considers that taking an evidence-based approach towards 

recommendations for improvement has been a critical tool in enhancing the integrity of 

New Zealand’s systems, supplemented by advocacy and awareness raising. It is 

currently monitoring activity against both 2013 and 2018 recommendations, and this 

monitoring will be used in consideration of a 2023 NIS assessment. 

 TI Australia say that Australia’s first NIS assessment, completed in 2005, contributed to 

several important reforms including: reform of ‘freedom of information’ laws to ‘right 

to information’ laws; initial overhauls of Australia’s whistleblower protection regimes; 

Australia’s first schemes for real-time disclosure of political donations; and expansion in 

the jurisdiction of the Australian Commission for Law Enforcement Integrity. 

 

 3.3 Outcomes driving methodology:  

A question for states and non-state actors in the anti-corruption space is what 

outcome(s) they want from the NIS assessment, and how would this affect 

methodology? In the case of Fiji, for example, the 2001 assessment showed that 

democracy (or the lack of it) was intrinsically tied to the 13 pillars that were assessed. It 

would make sense, then, for a future Fiji NIS assessment to include methodology that 

investigated these ties and looked to outcomes that could strengthen democracy.  

 
5 Macaulay, M, Mulcahy S, Exploring the impact of National Integrity System assessments: Experience from the 

UK and New Zealand, 2017 
6 Macaulay, M, Mulcahy S, Exploring the impact of National Integrity System assessments: Experience from the 

UK and New Zealand, 2017 
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Transparency International Papua New Guinea’s NIS Assessment in 2021 is an upgrade 

of the last assessment in 2003 and keeps to the framework’s 13 pillar assessments. TI 

PNG wanted outcomes to focus on “driving collective will amongst integrity institutions 

of the challenges ahead, raising collective awareness and the development realistic and 

practicable integrity system and solutions to address these weaknesses.” It did this by 

aligning its advocacy with the report’s publication, including an ‘Integrity Summit’ with 

stakeholders. This is part of the traditional NIS assessment model, and is often pivotal in 

engaging policymakers and workshopping draft recommendations 7 

 For its 2013 NIS assessment, Transparency International New Zealand asked whether its 

aim was just to assess corruption, or to have an impact on the prevention of corruption 

by assessing the system for responding to it and preventing it. It decided on the latter, 

and this drove its methodology, which was to integrate a community of interest into the 

building of the report (through workshops, and review groups). It also amended the 

model to include integrity and governance elements such as the Treaty of Waitangi.  

TINZ notes that its 2013 NIS was particularly challenging in terms of its resource 

demand. It took over two years to complete, and involved over 30 researchers, writers 

and reviewers. Whilst there were good outcomes, it doubts whether it could repeat an 

exercise of this size. 

TINZ also adapted the NIS assessment model for the 2013 NIS assessment. Adaptation 

challenges for TINZ were: 

a. In particular the adaptation included assessments of Treaty of Waitangi 

compliance. The Treaty of Waitangi question was carefully drafted but in practice 

proved difficult to answer. 

b. Environmental Governance was included, but climate change was not addressed, 

and needs to be addressed in any future NIS assessment. 

c. Some important institutions, such as the Reserve Bank, are not covered at all in 

the framework. 

d. Local government, which is a very important cog in the overall New Zealand 

integrity system, was only lightly addressed. 

e. The “Business Sector” and “Civil Society” pillars cover a very wide range of 

institutions and agencies, and there was insufficient time and resource to address 

them all. In particular, the “Civil Society” analysis included very little on sporting, 

educational and religious institutions.8 

 TINZ is currently monitoring against its 2013 and 2018 update recommendations. It also 

plans to carry out a full NIS assessment in 2023 and is considering options for this future 

NIS assessment. 

  

 

 
7 National integrity System Assessment Papua New Guinea 2021, TI PNG 
8 TINZ Internal Board paper 2021, Liz Brown, Lead TINZ NIS Researcher. 
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 In its second NIS Assessment, started in 2017 and completed in 2020, Transparency 

International Australia took a new look at the NIS structure. Whilst still retaining the 

role of the NIS, to assess the system for responding to it / preventing corruption, the 

research team started by gathering the best information on current corruption and 

integrity levels (and risks and issues). The assessment took place in that context, to see 

if the system was addressing those issues. TI Australia’s research also stripped the 

pillars back to focus largely on public sector integrity systems. It also changed the pillar 

focus from institutions of integrity to functions of integrity, identifying which 

institutions were performing those functions and how well.9 

 AJ Brown, lead researcher for the TI Australia NIS assessment, proposes that the way to 

properly assess the system is to see what integrity functions are needed, and then 

establish who is carrying them out, with what apparent success. The new TI Australia 

toolkit was a first attempt at adapting the old toolkit to fulfil this role. There are two 

steps that Brown recommends: 

a. Stripping the pillars and questions back so that the assessment covers the public 

integrity system (and anything relevant to it). This means that there is not a focus 

on trying to assess the integrity systems governing all sectors equally (e.g. business, 

civil society etc). There would still be chapters on these, but the focus should be on 

their contribution to public integrity rather than pretending that this assessment 

can really evaluate the regulatory frameworks of the entire country. 

This should not hinder analysis and recommendations talking about reforms of any 

kind, across any sectors or institutions, but ensures that work is only put into this 

for when it is really needed and relevant. It also does not demand huge effort for 

an unsatisfactory or unconvincing result. 

b. Changing the pillars from focusing on institutions to focussing on functions, and 

updating those functions. International evaluation has shown that institutional 

focus is a main limiting problem of the NIS model.10 That problem is not solved 

by simply not assessing an institutional pillar, if that pillar does not exist. The 

function may be being performed, directly or indirectly, by some other institution 

or process (including the traditional ones, faith institutions etc). Or there may be 

one institution performing multiple functions. Using the function method highlights 

where there is no institution performing a particular, necessary function, or the 

institution doing it badly. It moves away from assessing whether all of the ‘right’ 

institutions are in place or always needing a separate institution for each one. 

  

 
9 https://transparency.org.au/australias-national-integrity-system/ 
10 Heywood PM, Johnson E, Cultural specificity versus institutional universalism: a critique of the National 

Integrity System (NIS) methodology, Crime Law Soc. Change, 2017 



 

 

 

 

 

9 

 

 

For Pacific small nation assessments, AJ Brown suggests that NIS assessment teams 

should first look at the extent to which this approach provides a better framework for 

recognising the role of additional institutions (churches, chiefs etc). And where it 

doesn't, but it is known that an organisation or concept or person is a significant 

integrity actor, then identifying what function it is that they perform, and developing a 

set of pillar questions for that new/additional function.11 

 

 

  

 
11 Email Discussion with AJ Brown 28.5.2021 
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4.  National integrity systems in Pacific Island states 

4.1 Pacific – scope and NIS applicability:  

This paper’s scope is nation states in Oceania (Melanesia, Micronesia and Polynesia). 

There are 24 nations (excluding New Zealand and Australia) whose resident populations 

range from very small (1500 Tuvalu) to 900,000 in Fiji to 8.8 million in Papua New 

Guinea.12  

Very small and relatively isolated nations present challenges when applying an NIS 

assessment model. Countries like Niue, Nauru, Kiribati, Tuvalu, FSM, Cook Islands are 

too small to have 13 ‘pillars’ which can be assessed separately. Only three countries 

currently have anti-corruption agencies and Fiji does not have an Ombudsman position. 

In small island nations, government functions are often integrated and centralised. For 

example, the Auditor General’s Office often plays the role of an anti-corruption agency. 

Many nations do not have a fully functioning mainstream media, and internet 

connectivity can be very slow, very expensive or non-existent.  

 

 4.2  Pacific – traditional governance entities and unique nation qualities 

   In many Pacific Island States, there is a disjoint between the various government 

integrity institutions (pillars) and contextualising how such ‘pillars’ might work within 

the local culture. In the past, the NIS assessments have tended to be undertaken by 

local or expatriate consultants and academics. They have not always included the 

functions of traditional governance entities in their country specific assessments.  

 How can the assessment tools be adapted to take account of the special conditions of 

young democracies of the Pacific and to what extent do traditional governance 

practices and organisations provide a supportive base for an integrity system to 

flourish? There are some realities in the Pacific that are not captured by the existing NIS 

assessment methodology. Cultural institutions, for example, especially in Melanesian 

and Polynesian nations, have a strong influence on ethical practice.  

 Examples are the Fa’amatai in Samoa or the Fijian Chiefly system, which have 

governance structures and different narratives (for example oral) that are not included 

in the current TI assessed pillars. Despite this they can be playing important roles as 

institutions of integrity. In many Pacific nations, churches also run schools, farms, higher 

education institutions, hospitals and supermarkets and social welfare outlets, and can 

have a pervasive influence on the populace. In Fiji, the Royal Fiji Military Forces plays a 

huge role in the lives of Fijians.  

4.3 The role of civil society in supporting integrity      

The capacity and involvement of civil society organisations also underpin broader 

integrity systems. Ruth Liloqula, a Transparency International leader in the Pacific 

Islands and Executive Director of Transparency Solomon Islands, makes it clear that the 

 
12https://stats.pacificdata.org/vis?lc=en&df[ds]=SPC2&df[id]=DF_POP_DENSITY&df[ag]=SPC&df[vs]=1.0&pd=2

020%2C2020&dq=A..&ly[rw]=GEO_PICT&ly[cl]=INDICATOR 
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foundation of integrity pillars are the values of society and the degree of public 

awareness and public apathy. These are the target of TI Solomon Islands’ 

campaign/advocacy, and also of TI Papua New Guinea, TI Vanuatu and Integrity Fiji. TI 

Chapters in the Pacific also focus on youth programmes and on community education 

and engagement.  

These culturally-based contributors to the broader integrity framework of a nation are 

currently not well captured in risk assessment indicators used in the NIS assessment. 

For example, during the COVID-19 pandemic, the traditional barter system became 

prominent again in Fiji and other Pacific countries. One view is that the system 

contributed to anti-corruption because it did not use a monetary system of consumer 

products and services exchange. People exchanged goods and services based on an 

affirming bargaining system that integrated cultural sensitivities. 

However, corruption can be non-monetary. If bartering is perceived to be a fair 

exchange, then that is acceptable, but if it is unequal and intended to exert influence 

and gain favour/benefit from public resources (for example, an unequal barter to get a 

job) then it becomes an issue of corruption. Removing money from the monetary 

system does not necessarily remove the risk of corruption.  

Peter Larmour (2012) provided references of NIS Assessment Surveys undertaken by 

Transparency International Australia in 2004 in the Federated States of Micronesia, the 

Cook Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, Nauru, Kiribati, Papua New Guinea, Vanuatu, the Republic 

of the Marshall Islands, Solomon Islands, Republic of Palau, Fiji, Samoa and Niue. These 

assessment surveys were undertaken prior to the development of the TI Toolkit. 

 This noted that NIS assessments of 14 Pacific Island nations show that culture has a 

substantial impact on NIS and should be taken into account during assessments. 

Larmour also noted that cultural and traditional practices generated governance 

models, obligations, dilemmas, matches and mismatches, including between introduced 

notions of corruption and local culture.  

4.4 Pacific states – one size does not fit all 

Each Pacific country has its own internal challenges. Most are newly emerging 

democracies grappling with social and economic constraints exacerbated in 2020 by the 

COVID-19 pandemic. In Fiji, for example, its history of five political coups has sometimes 

meant that the public has been reluctant to engage with anti-corruption agencies at a 

personal level. Clearly, a Pacific NIS needs to take cognizance of the diversity of the 

region. It also needs to capture nuances that may be exacerbated by the political milieu 

or the cultural repression of the Pacific state.  

Martin Tsamenyi and Quentin Hanich (2008) suggest that “the political and legislative 

structures inherited or developed by many of the Pacific Island States did not 

adequately consider the local context and how such a government might work within 

the local culture. Consequently, many Pacific Island States are governed by political 

structures that are overly complex for the local context, do not work effectively and are 

prone to corruption, nepotism and ‘clientelism’. A high level of diversity within the 
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region also means that there is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ government model that would best 

serve the interests of every Pacific Island State.”13 

Heywood and Johnson (in a relevant article about the Cambodia NIS Assessment) 

criticise the methodology of a universal form of NIS assessment, which “in practice, 

assesses governance systems against liberal democratic ideals.” They also suggest that 

“imposing a compliance-based regulatory structure on a system that already has a 

strong and well-functioning values-based component to ethical regulation has the 

potential to do more harm than good.” 

They query whether “using such a tough measuring stick to evaluate countries that are 

still not democratically developed produces a constructive – or even appropriate – 

evaluation… The concern is that smaller and incremental, yet still genuine, 

achievements in improving the governance systems of such countries may be 

overlooked because the institutions assessed do not yet match international 

standards.”14 

 4.5 Particular vulnerabilities for Pacific states  

 There are other important elements at play when undertaking risk assessments in 

Pacific Islands, and which affect the development and maintenance of integrity and 

public trust. They are addressed in the Pacific Islands Forum 2050 Strategy.  

 These vulnerabilities include: 

  Continued dependencies on aid and external financing; 

 Low levels of economic growth; 

 Stubborn levels of poverty and rising inequalities; 

 The COVID-19 global pandemic that has seen unprecedented border closures 

resulting in immediate and long-term health, economic and social challenges; 

 Emerging tendencies towards populism and nationalism; 

 Rising inequalities causing social and political instability and undermining 

development; 

  Increased number of political actors and donors in the Pacific. 15 

 

4.6 Regional Collaboration  

  Pacific island states and organisations have collaborated on measures to strengthen 

integrity systems and on anti-corruption commitments, supported at times through 

regional aid programmes. It would be logical to include and engage with these 

mechanisms in any regional NIS assessments so that recommendations fit well with 

them, and can apply at different levels: 

a. Local and national reforms (for example Anti-corruption Commissions, legislation 

changes); 

 
13 Martin Tsamenyi and Quentin Hanich (2008). 
14 Heywood, PM, Johnson E, Cultural specificity versus institutional universalism: a critique of the National 

Integrity System (NIS) methodology, 2017 
15 https://www.forumsec.org/2050strategy/ 
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b. Regional/collective reforms and commitments (for example Pacific Islands Forum 

2050 Strategy, Blue Pacific Continent strategy, Teiniwa Vision, Boe Declaration); 

c. Region wide efforts to strengthen integrity systems (e.g. Public Service Fale, GOPAC 

Oceania, Pacific Association of Supreme Audit Institutions, Pacific Chiefs of Police, 

Pacific Transnational Crime Network, Customs and Defence Networks and Pacific 

Leadership Development Programmes, and Ombudsmen training), Local 

Government Support programme; 

d. Regional civil society organisations such as Pacific Islands Association of Non-

governmental Organisations, Pacific Youth Forum, student and professional 

organisations; 

e. Reforms needed to impact on forces/factors which affect the region but are 

external to it (for example AML, enforcement in other countries like NZ, Australia; 

controlling foreign corporates; and geopolitical power dynamics). 

 

 Any regional NIS Assessment would benefit from having natural synchronicity with the 

above reforms so as to be a more natural fit with regional and local initiatives. 
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Appendix 1: Summary of TI Pacific Chapter NIS Assessments 

1. Papua New Guinea 

 The first National Integrity Systems Assessment was undertaken in 2003, funded by 

the UK Government Department for International Development. The report 

observed that corruption is endemic and happens at all levels of government and 

public sector organisations. It advised that the performance of various pillars 

produced a mixed bag of results, with most government institutions tolerant and 

passive towards corruption. It observed that there were adequate anti-corruption 

laws available in Papua New Guinea. The weakness was in the effective 

implementation and policing of these laws. It noted the establishment of TI PNG and 

active work by the Media Council.  

 The report called for pressure from the wider community for an Independent 

Commission Against Corruption. It also called for increasing the powers of the 

Ombudsman to give it teeth. And it called on the general public to strengthen their 

voice and interest in the fight against corruption. It made recommendations under 

the Administrative Reform, Procurements, Anti-Corruption Agencies and Civil Society 

 The 2021 National Integrity System Assessment (NISA) revamped the Assessment 

survey tool and evaluated key public institutions and non-state actors in Papua New 

Guinea’s governance system with regard to their overall capacity, internal 

mechanisms, procedures and role in the overall integrity system. The revamping was 

intended to align the NISA to TIPNG’s outcome of strengthening law enforcement 

and setting up the state’s anti-corruption agency. 

 The 2021 report has found that the lack of transparency and accountability among 

political institutions and leaders are the primary challenge of PNG’s NIS. This is due 

in large part to state-society relations being weak and the government not 

depending on citizens in a meaningful way. Related to this, Parliament is relatively 

weak in relation to the Executive and the Constitutional separation of powers is not 

respected. The efforts to strengthen PNG’s National Integrity System must, 

therefore, focus in the coming years on bridging the gap between strong legislation 

and weak implementation by engaging citizens in governance. This will create 

favourable conditions for greater transparency and accountability of the system’s 

main institutions and their effective operation. 

 TIPNG recommends key reforms that must be implemented in the lead up to and 

beyond the 2022 National Election, as a priority to strengthen the country’s national 

integrity system and democratic governance:  

 1. Open Up Parliament! Broadcast full Parliament session, Demand MP Constituent 

Meetings, Release Annual Report on Parliament Performance, and restore OLIPPAC.  

 2. Make every vote count! Prioritise the National Census, register every eligible 

voter, and implement the electoral laws, to ensure integrity within the electoral 

process.  
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 3. Let the People Know! Protect our media, empower our citizens and welcome 

informed investment by delivering an effective way for us all to access public 

information  

 4. Start ICAC Strong! Recruit competent staff, use the NACTF to coordinate anti-

corruption partnerships, and protect the integrity of our new anti-corruption agency  

 5. Bridge the Integrity Gap! Develop and Recognise integrity initiatives in agencies, 

enable citizens to hold public servants accountable, align Police Conduct with 

integrity provisions in Police Act and support multi-stakeholder forums. 

  

2 Solomon Islands 

 An NIS assessment of Solomon Islands was undertaken in 2004 by Transparency 

International Australia and the Asia Pacific School of Economics and Governance at 

the Australian National University. The author was Paul Roughan. There have not 

been any subsequent assessments.  

 The NIS Assessment concluded in that corruption in the Solomon Islands (in 2004) 

was wide ranging from nepotism, through the bribery of individual officials, to 

systematic and elaborate schemes of payoffs and kickbacks involving large resource 

extraction projects. The report highlighted systemic factors that enabled or failed to 

prevent corrupt practices, and noted the vulnerability of government agencies to 

political pressure and resourcing pressure.   

 The report noted that “the most corrupt practice in the country pertains to the 

operations of the public service or governmental practice, and is most notably 

practised by a very small minority of ‘repeat offenders’”. The report stated that the 

national integrity system of the Solomon Islands had been comprehensively 

ineffective in managing standards of public propriety and accountability.” It made 

recommendations for substantial changes, including in areas of leadership in anti 

corruption, reducing the culture of permissiveness towards corruption to enable a 

culture of responsibility and accountability to develop; better institutionalisation of 

integrity concerns and functions; structural improvements (such as public sector and 

watchdog independence from political actors) and greater transparency and 

accountability requirements in the public sector); more coordinated publication of 

prosecutions of corruption; greater societal engagement. Most importantly the 

report highlighted that the most pressing need was for leadership, the weakness of 

which compounds and is a result of the ineffectiveness of the national integrity 

system.  

 Transparency International conducted a Global Corruption Barometer in 2013 which 

included the Solomon Islands and found 56% of respondents paid a bribe to assist 

with a police issue; 42 percent paid to facilitate registry and permit services; and 49 

percent made an informal payment to facilitate land registration or related services 

over and beyond what was legally required.  



 

 

 

 

 

16 

 

 The Solomon Islands government has made efforts to tackle the corruption challenge 

holistically, focusing on integrity institutions, public service, private sector and the 

civil society. However Transparency International Solomon Islands state that the 

main challenges of corruption in the Solomon Islands remain corrupt officials and 

under resourced Institutions of Integrity, and that these Institutions of Integrity sit 

side by side with culture and together can strengthen the pillars.  

 Transparency International Solomon Islands is a dynamic anti-corruption agency in 

the South Pacific with high media visibility and community engagements. For 

Transparency Solomon Islands, the key strategy in relation to NIS assessment is 

reforming Institutions of Accountability and that this can only occur by strengthening 

the foundations of these institutions, which are society values and public awareness 

or lack of awareness. This is the target of TI Solomon Islands’ campaign and 

advocacy.  

 Ruth Liloqula, CEO of TI Solomon Islands says “Once people are aware, then these 

institutions need to be ready to support them and their activism in the fight against 

corruption. We would like to see mutually supportive institutions which hold each 

other accountable, strengthened by the foundations of values and awareness.” 

 The emphasis from TI Solomon Islands on the interplay between public 

awareness/expectation, and the effectiveness of the institutions of integrity, reflects 

what should be a core element of any NIS for Pacific nations. 

 

3. Vanuatu 

 In 2013, Transparency International Vanuatu commissioned a National Integrity 

System assessment. This was the third NIS that had been done in Vanuatu (previous 

ones being done in 2004 and 2006). The 2013 assessment focussed on an evaluation 

of the key public institutions and non-state agencies in Vanuatu’s governance 

system. It highlighted “discrepancies between the formal provisions and reality on 

the ground.”16  The assessment showed weaknesses across all pillars, but noted that 

Vanuatu was a developing country. It noted that Vanuatu rests on solid socio-

cultural foundations, where traditional governance helps to ensure order throughout 

the country. It also found that there were activities going on to strengthen various 

aspects of capacity and governance. 

 The 2013 Vanuatu NIS Assessment included five priority recommendations which 

focussed on political integrity:  

 In order to enhance political integrity the government must take action as soon as possible 

to:  

1.  develop laws to regulate political parties and independent candidates for election, 

and in particular party finances and campaign finances.  

 2.  implement an accurate electoral roll and voting system which is not subject to abuse.  

 
16 NIS Vanuatu 2014, page 14 



 

 

 

 

 

17 

 

3.  revise the Standing Orders of Parliament, regulation of members’ allocations and 

rules about the use of motions of no confidence.  

4.  revise the Ombudsman Act and Leadership Code Act to expand the Ombudsman’s 

powers and ensure that there are consequences for breaches of the Leadership Code.  

5.  enact the Right to Information Bill and revise the Government Act to ensure 

transparency of the executive. 

  

The author also recommended that the Vanuatu government “establish a national integrity 

committee made up of both government and non-government representatives. The national 

integrity committee must develop and implement a plan for strengthening national integrity, 

using the outcomes of this report as a starting point for this plan.” 

 According to Transparency International Vanuatu there has been progress on some 

of the areas of weakness outlined in the 2013 Vanuatu NIS but not on others.  

 Willie Tokon of TI Vanuatu confirmed (in email conversation) that there are still no 

checks on the financing of political parties although the law now requires “leaders” 

to submit their Annual Returns to the Ombudsman’s Office each year.  

 He also noted that the Judiciary remains strong and very effective, and that the 

Police are also becoming very effective in their work. This has included the arrest of 

State Ministers for drunk driving and obstructing police work, which has never 

happened before. The other important change is the Right To Information Act that 

protects whistle-blowers. Willie Tokon says “this is working wonders especially in 

encouraging citizens to come forward with information without fear”. 

 

4 Fiji 

 There has only been one NIS assessment in 2001, researched and prepared for 

Transparency International Fiji by the consulting firm of Olaks Consulting Services. 

The research was led by Mr H P Singh who was a former Deputy Governor of the 

Reserve Bank of Fiji. This assessment occurred prior to the development of the TI NIS 

Toolkit. 

 During the conduct of the research for this NIS assessment there was no elected 

government, as a result of the attempted coup in 2000. The author noted that the 

Integrity Pillars were very weak. The independence of the pillars of Fiji’s Integrity 

System were threatened. Although government post-holders were independent, 

their functions were compromised and rendered ineffective as the administrative 

and financial support was not forthcoming. The authors reported that these 

concerns were expressed by the offices of the Auditor General, the Ombudsman and 

the Commissioner of Police. The authors also noted that whilst the media and civil 

society organizations had strengthened their roles through the provisions of the 

Constitution, the public sector had not carried out sufficient institutional 

strengthening programmes to enhance their enforcement roles.17  

 
17 National Integrity Systems Country Study Report Fiji 2001 (HP Singh, Mr. Mosese Dakunivosa) 
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 The authors also noted that the lack of the required level of technical expertise to 

investigate, bring charges and convict offenders was a disturbing trend in Fiji and it 

brought a lot of doubt over the government’s resolve of upholding law, order and 

justice. Cultural influences and the smallness of the Fiji society were detrimental to 

the effectiveness of the national integrity pillars. Promoting a ‘watch’ and ‘watched’ 

environment were bound to face obstacles because everyone knew everyone else. 

The friendly forgiving nature and extreme tolerance inherent in the culture were not 

easily surrendered. If both parties to an unlawful act profited from their transaction, 

the argument given was why should that benefit be divulged to the law enforcer. In 

this context, the traditional pillars aren’t necessarily the most appropriate in 

reviewing corruption risks.18  

 Peter Larmour also noted in his article “Guarding the Guardians: Accountability and 

Anti-Corruption in Fiji’s Clean Up Campaign.” that the main issue raised was the 

challenge of maintaining the integrity and independence of the 13 pillars given the 

constraints of the non-democratic milieu.19 

  

5. New Zealand 

 New Zealand undertook its first NIS in 2003. This was based on the TI-S methodology 

at the time, which did not entail scoring of the performance of pillars or foundations. 

The first New Zealand NIS report made many recommendations to strengthen 

transparency, accountability, and the quality of governance in New Zealand.  

 The 2003 assessment was completed with only limited engagement with official 

agencies, and generated limited attention. Nevertheless the 2013 NIS assessed 

progress against the 2003 recommendations and found that authorities had taken 

action in respect of approximately one-third of the areas where specific 

recommendations were made.  

 Areas of particular concern in the 2003 assessment included more transparency and 

accountability around political interests and political party funding; better public 

access to judicial information; more active commitments around integrity in 

procurement, and for crown entities; improved Crown-Maori relationships. 

 The 2013 NIS assessment also included local government and the business sector.  

 It found that key strengths arose from interactions between specific pillars and in 

particular in the effectiveness of:  

- the judiciary as a check on executive action;  

- the Office of Auditor-General in supporting parliamentary oversight of the public 

finances;  

- the Ombudsman as a restraint on the exercise of administrative power and in 

enforcing citizens’ rights of access to information;  

 
18 Singh, H. P., & Dakunivosa, Mosese. (2001). 
19 Larmour, P. (2008) Guarding the Guardians: Accountability and Anti Corruption in Fiji’s Clean Up Campaign 
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- the Office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment in 

strengthening transparency and accountability for environmental governance. 

 Key weaknesses in the integrity of governance in New Zealand were:  

- Serious problems at the interface between political party financing and the public 

purse.  

- Weaknesses in parliamentary oversight of the executive. This included the use of 

urgency to pass controversial legislation, and the lack of specialist expertise and 

committees to hold the executive to account; 

- Serious concerns over the interface between the political executive and public 

officials. There is evidence of an erosion of the convention that public servants 

provide the government of the day with free and frank advice; 

- Problems at the interface between central and local government. These include 

concerns about intervention by central government in the decision-making 

authority of local government bodies, and systemic weaknesses in the design and 

implementation of regulations. 

 The 2018 NIS was an update rather than a full review. It focussed on progress against 

the 2013 recommendations. It found good progress in the public sector, but a poorer 

effort in political party funding and political behaviour, and in governance and 

accountability in the business and NGO sectors.  

 

6. Australia 

 Australia’s first national integrity system assessment was completed in 2005 and was 

a precursor to the TI standardised model. It was based on a substantial methodology 

which was intended to be repeatable. This consisted of three stages. The first was a 

scoping study which included a stakeholder workshop, research of historical and 

sociological context, identification of expertise, preliminary mapping and 

design/costing. The second stage was the assessment itself. This was framed around 

preliminary mapping of integrity elements, under themes drawn from initial pilot 

studies. The third stage developed the Recommendations and included a final 

workshop and feedback from government. The assessment phase looked at integrity 

institutions state by state approach, looking at integrity institutions and the 

interrelationships between them. Its theoretical base favoured an ‘Integrity birds 

nest’ view of integrity relationships, which included constitutional relationships, 

policy relationships and operational relationships.  

 The assessment resulted in 21 recommendations for government, business, civil 

society groups and members of the general community concerned to ensure 

continual improvement in Australia’s integrity systems.  

 Transparency International Australia’s second national integrity system assessment 

was completed in 2021. Led by Griffith University, the assessment project included 

contributing researchers and authors from across Australia. Apart from desktop 

research, data collection included two national attitude and experience surveys, five 
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stakeholder workshops, 50 face-to-face interviews, 107 National Integrity Survey 

responses and 40 comments received on the assessment’s 2019 draft report. 

 As noted earlier in this discussion document the TI Australia NIS Assessment tested a 

different methodology, focussing on functions rather than institutions. The 

assessment began by defining the 15 functions that form the pillars of Australia’s 

integrity systems at federal, state and territory levels. It focused on evidence and 

analysis of how well these functions are performed, how they interact, and priorities 

for developing and maintaining a strong overall system. Research included evidence 

from all states and territories, identifying better and worse practices, but did not 

seek to assess each state and territory integrity system, as an isolated part. The 

resulting focus areas and actions reflect issues for all Australian governments, 

whether leaders or followers in specific aspects, especially where relevant to 

strength of the system as a whole. 

 This 2021 report looked in depth at five areas of focus that had emerged from the 

phases of the project. This resulted in ten actions:  

A. A connected national integrity plan 

1. Co-design and implement a comprehensive anti-corruption plan  

2. Guarantee sustainable funding and independence 

B. A strong federal integrity commission 

3. Ensure scope to review any conduct undermining public trust  

4. Legislate stronger corruption prevention functions  

5. Enact new, best practice investigation and public hearing powers 

C. Open, trustworthy decision-making  

6. Reinforce parliamentary and ministerial standards  

7. Overhaul lobbying and undue influence regimes 

D. Fair, honest democracy  

8. Secure national election finance and campaign regulation reform 

E. Public interest whistleblowing  

9. Enforce consistent, world-leading whistleblower protections  

10. Enshrine full ‘shield laws’ for public interest journalism and disclosure 
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