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The Split Decision Over 18 U.S.C.A§ 666 Prosecution
The contestation of the prosecution of the agents of the federal government institutions escalates as it is difficult to charge and jail “agent” offenders due to inadequate understanding of the federal statute 18 U.S.C.A§ 666 causing split decisions in courts of appeal. However, getting to understand the provisions and the requirement of the section of this federal statute makes it possible to administer the law appropriately. Corruption cases continue to mar the government agencies that require proper interventions to ensure the law takes the suit and the culprits are brought to book. Fortunately, various government agents have been prosecuted and charged with fraud in their various organizations. This paper examines the split decision over the discharge of justice to the agents of the federally funded programs in the United States under the U.S code of 18 U.S.C.A§ 666.
The “agent” in the government institutions can be anyone who acquires the right and the obligation to undertake the duties in the federally funded programs institutions. According to Nath (2013), the agents act as the representatives of a person or the government. To the people, the “agent” works to help and assist while to the government the “agent” enables the business between the government and the public. The “agent” can be a servant, those in a managerial position and the employees (Nath, 2013, 1392). This makes the “agent” an important figure in the dispensation of the services of the government to the public or to anyone. As a result, the duties and responsibilities bestowed on them require them to work under honesty in the discharge of the services to the public. However, the issues of corruption in government institutions or organizations have made it impossible for the public to access the services from these institutions. Corruption is one of the things that the government experiences and ails the development of the federally funded institutions in the United States (Nath, 2013). As such, the 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 became valid in the law to help bring justice and honesty in these institutions. The agents under the duties and obligations of the state entities have the responsibility to take care and must manage appropriately the funds of the entities. This means that the “agent” must be responsible as possible to maintain the state entity funds. This is because these entities are part of the entities that serve important duties to the public.
Considering the first case of a judge taking a bribe from a lawyer before listening to a case in a court of law is considered an offense violating the 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 federal statutes. The 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 provides in subsection (b) that an agent of an organization whether, in a state, or local involved in theft or bribery of more than $10,000 in a period of one year is considered an offender (Gardner & Anderson, 2015, 420). However, the section provides that unless the person is an agent of the organization, the defendant is not guilty. Due to this, both the judge and the lawyer can be prosecuted using 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 federal statutes since they are all considered employees of the judicial system. They become an agent in the sense that the lawyer represents the respondent or a client. The judge, on the other hand, represents the government to discharge justice in the judiciary. The two violates subsection (a) of the provision of 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 that prohibits giving, offering and agreeing to anything of value to influence an agent of an organization in connection of any business (Weitz, 2011).
The second case involves a county official meaning he is an agent of the government. This means that the subsection (b) of federal program statutes allows for the prosecution of the official. Although the defendant, in this case, does not control or disburse the funds to the program, he is an agent. Being an agent requires that he works under honesty of service (Weitz, 2011). And as stated under the 666 federal statutes in subsection e, the county official is guilty. This is because he violates the provision of this subsection that prohibits the use of the office to obtain a property falsely. The subsection states that no one should use the property of another to benefit himself. It also provides that no one should deprive another person the right to obtain or own property (Gardner & Anderson, 2015). This means that under the 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 federal statutes the county official can be prosecuted, be fined or jailed for years more than five. However, the property owned or falsified should have the value of more than $10,000.
Conversely, the 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 federal statutes have caused to split in the decision of the court of appeal. Just like the § 1346 statute faced challenges as Weitz (2011) explains, the 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 continue to faced contestations. The split comes with the responsibility of the funds. It is assumed that those involved in corruption cannot be prosecuted since they do not control and disburse the funds. This comes with the fact that the law is not clear about whether those handling, controlling or disbursing funds are the ones to be prosecuted or not. However, the federal fund program statute is clear and precise about how its prosecution should be handled. Due to this, I think the Supreme Court should intervene to clarify and resolve the split. And in their judgment, I think the Supreme Court should rule to make the statute prosecute everyone working in the government institutions or organization which would help to clarify the split concerning the prosecution of the “agent”.
In conclusion, the 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 federal statute provides the legal bind to prosecute the agent particularly those working under the federally funded programs. It also helps to fight corruption that ails the government institutions. However, this is still challenged with inadequate understanding of the statute provisions which continue to cause split decisions in the courts of appeal. Thus, the intervention of the Supreme Court is critical to help clarify the legal provision of this statute. As such, the 18 U.S.C.A. § 666 can prosecute all the “agents” as provided in different sections and subsections.  
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