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One of the very positive trends in Tanzania in recent years has been an increase in public attention to
the extensive corruption in the country. For many years the discussion on corruption in Tanzania
mainly took place at a general level. without making reference to specific cases. During the last four to
five years this has changed. and a number of very concrete cases have been brought up in the media.®
The names of leading politicians and government officials have been linked to major construction and
procurement contracts worth hundreds of millions of USS. For example, an external audit report
showed that the Bank of Tanzania had paid over US$ 130 million to 22 (mostly fictitious) companies
in settlement of the Bank’s External Payments Account. The Governor of the Bank was forced to
resign in December 2007. One of the biggest scandals, labelled “the Richmond case”, involved an
international energy company (Richmond®) that was contracted to supply Tanzania with 100
megawatts of electric power on an emergency basis. The company failed to perform and had to be
replaced by a more reputable contractor. The Prime Minister and two senior ministers were forced to
resign in February 2008 over the US$ 170 million contract. Other ministers were dropped, including
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new cabinet was appointed. The political opposition parties in Tanzania have demanded that the
relevant politicians should be taken to court. This is a historic case for both Tanzania and Africa,
revealing that corruption is taking places in the highest offices.

The public debate about corruption also deals with the renewable natural resources. The two last
ministers in the Ministry have stated publicly that they are unable to end the corruption in the forestry
and wildlife divisions of the Ministry. In December 2007 three of the five directors in the Ministry,
including the directors for forestry and wildlife, were cither removed or placed in less prominent
positions.” Typically, none of them have been charged with any offence, but just moved sideways
within the ministry or to institutions linked to the Ministry. It is most unusual that court cases are
brought against government officials. Editorials and cartoons in newspapers often refer to the fact that
government administrators and politicians who steal millions of dollars are only transferred within the
ministries, while petty thieves are locked up in prison for years for stealing bread, eggs. and a chicken.
The lack of sanctions against corrupt officials makes the officials less afraid of attempting corrupt
actions. The corrupt leaders also set a very bad example for their subordinates when they encourage or
even force them to conduct illegal activities.

A well-known Tanzanian journalist, Karl Lyimo, has commented very aptly on the negative message
corrupt leaders communicate to their subordinates:

The axiom “send a thief to catch a thief” does not work in governance. For example, a
president who conducts business for personal gain at the State House will not have the
moral courage to deal perpendicularly with his officers who use their workplace for
personal gain. A Government is as good, strong, and authoritative as are those who lead it
(Lyimo 2007).

The Ministry has been the partner institution collaborating with Norway since the 1970s. There is no
doubt that Norway should have been much more aware of the corrupt side of the Ministry than we
have been. It is quite obvious that the corrupt forces in the Ministry also have influenced MNRP.
MNRP has arguably been the most important programme the Ministry has had with any of its
development partners. It is the political leaders and senior staff of the Ministry who take the major
decisions about MNRP. The media has in the last few years shown that it is not only the Minister and
the staff in the Ministry who have indulged in corrupt practices: it is also key politicians who put
pressure on the Ministry in order to gain access to the natural resources which the Ministry manages.
In my opinion, Norway has to a large extent looked at MNRP in isolation and not seen the broader
context within which MNRP operated.





