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ABSTRACT: The Indonesian government continues to confront issues pertaining to the wellbeing of its
citizens. At the international level, the welfare of the Indonesian people is lower than ASEAN countries,
while at the national level, more than half of local governments in Indonesia are at low and medium
HDI levels. This study examines the impact of good governance on welfare, moderated by corruption
variable, across all local governments in Indonesia throughout 2021 to 2023. The analysis employed
panel data regression, with welfare quantified by the Human Development Index, good governance is
assessed using a governance index derived from KNKG's good governance principles processed through
Principal Component Analysis, corruption variable is measured by the number of irregularities
identified by governmental audit bodies, and the size of local government is represented by the
number of employed civil servants in particular region. Our results indicated that good governance had
a positive and significant effect on welfare, while corruption weakened the relationship between good
governance and welfare. Therefore, the implementation of good governance and the persistent
eradication of corruption in local government organizations are crucial.

Keywords: Welfare, Good Governance, Corruption

ABSTRAK: Pemerintah Indonesia sampai saat ini masih menghadapi masalah terkait kesejahteraan
bagi rakyatnya. Pada tingkat Internasional, kesejahteraan masyarakat Indonesia berada dibawah
negara-negara ASEAN dan di tingkatk nasional lebih dari sepearuh pemerintah daerah di Indonesia
berada pada tingkat IPM yang rendah dan sedang. Penelitian ini berfokus pada pengujian pengaruh
good governance terhadap kesejahteraan, yang dimoderasi oleh variable korupsi pada seluruh
pemerintah daerah di Indonesia selama kurun waktu 2021-2023. Pengujian dilakukan dengan
menggunakan regresi data panel, dengan kesejahteraan diukur dengan menggunakan nilai Indeks
Pembangunan Manusia, good governance diukur dengan menggunakan indeks tata kelola berdasarkan
prinsip-prinsip good governance dari KNKG yang diolah dengan metode Principal Component Analysis,
korupsi diukur dengan menggunakan jumlah penyimpangan yang ditemukan oleh lembaga audit
pemerintah, dan ukuran pemerintah daerah diukur dengan menggunakan jumlah aparatur sipil
negara. Data penelitian bersumber dari BPK-RI dan BPS-RI. Hasil pengujian menemukan bahwa good
governance berpengaruh positif dan signifikan terhadap kesejahteraan, dan korupsi memperlemah
hubungan antara good governance dengan kesejahteraan, sehingga penerapan good governance dan
pemberantasan korupsi secara berkesinambungan pada organisasi pemerintah daerah menjadi sangat
penting.

Kata Kunci: Kesejahteraan, Good Governance, Korupsi
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INTRODUCTION

Welfare for the community is still a hot topic of discussion, especially in developing countries and poor
countries in the world, including Indonesia. This is understandable, because welfare can have an impact
on increasing public trust (Bone, 2017); increasing organizational value (Kurniati, 2019); and increasing
the sustainability of the organization (Paeleman & Vanacker, 2015). However, in fact, in 2023
Indonesia's HDI ranking at the international level was ranked 113 out of 193 countries, below
Singapore, Brunei Darussalam, Malaysia, and Thailand (UNDP, 2025), while (Badan Pusat Statistik-
Republik Indonesia, 2024) reported that in 2023 there were 23 or 4.53% of local governments with
"low" HDI, 273 or 53.74% of local governments with "moderate" HDI. This poor level of welfare is
caused by several factors, including the still weak quality of local government organizations and the still
high level of corruption practices (Komisi Pemberantasan Korupsi-Republik Indonesia, 2019).

To realize welfare for the community, the strategy that can be implemented by the Indonesian
government is to implement good governance (Davis, 2017; Helliwell et al., 2018) and eradicate
corruption (Sharma & Mitra, 2015). Helliwell et al., (2018) stated that the principles contained in good
governance can encourage increased welfare, because the implementation of good governance in an
organization in a sustainable manner is believed to be able to increase legal certainty in society, so that
economic actors can carry out their economic activities without any doubt. Economic activities that
continue to grow and develop can certainly create welfare for the community. Sharma & Mitra (2015)
stated that corruption is an obstacle to development, growth and welfare in various countries, because
corruption is an act of taking government funds illegally by reducing the quality of development so that
the development, growth and welfare of a country are hampered. However, the implementation of
good governance and eradication of corruption by the Indonesian Government until now has shown
results that have not met expectations. This evidence can be confirmed in the World Bank report,
where in 2023 The Worldwide Governance Indicators stated that Indonesia's good governance was in
73th position out of 214 countries surveyed with an index value of 71.52. This index value is below
other ASEAN countries such as: Singapore, Brunei Darussalam and Malaysia (Kaufmann & Kraay, 2024),
while in 2023 Indonesia's corruption perception index was in 115th position below Singapore, Brunei
Darussalam and Malaysia (Tranparency International Indonesia, 2024).

Several studies have been conducted previously related to good governance and welfare with
inconsistent results, including the results of studies (Asongu & Odhiambo, 2021; Davis, 2017; Gerged
& Elheddad, 2020; Helliwell et al., 2018; Mira & Hammadache, 2017; Zaman, 2015) stating that good
governance has a positive and significant influence on welfare in African, European, Middle Eastern,
East Asian, Central Asian, Latin American and Caribbean countries. However, the results of studies
(Maiti & Mukherjee, 2013; Tsai, 2006) stated in their findings that good governance has no influence
on welfare in developing countries. Klomp & De Haan (2008) also found the same thing, that the
implementation of good governance has no direct effect on welfare in 101 countries in the world.
Meanwhile, research on corruption as a moderation has been conducted by several researchers, such
as Jameel et al., (2019) using corruption as a moderator to test the relationship between e-government
and public trust in Pakistan; Ghura et al., (2019) tested the moderating impact of corruption on the
relationship between formal institutions and entrepreneurial activity in post-communist countries;
Vendrell-Herrero et al., (2022) tested the relationship between firm productivity and government
contracts with corruption as a moderator in 33 developing countries; Wang et al., (2018) tested the
moderating role of corruption on the relationship between economic growth and CO2 emissions in
BRICS countries; Kim & An (2022) tested corruption as a moderator in the relationship between e-
government and foreign direct investment in OECD countries; Yamanoi & Asaba (2018) tested the
moderating role of corruption on the relationship between family ownership and foreign direct
investment ownership in Japan; Huynh & Tran (2021) tested the moderating impact of corruption on
the relationship between fiscal decentralization and economic growth in OECD countries. Based on the
differences in findings related to good governance and welfare and the absence of research on the role
of corruption as a moderation in the relationship between good governance and welfare, this study
aims to re-examine the influence of good governance on welfare moderated by corruption.
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The novelty of this research lies in the development of the model and measurement of variables,
where the corruption variable is used as a moderating variable and tested in one research model with
the good governance and welfare variables. This is done because people's welfare can only be realized
if the practice of good governance and eradication of corruption in government organizations are
effective. The corruption variable is used as a moderating variable because (1) corruption is a virus that
can hinder development and also hinder the realization of public welfare; (2) so far no researcher has
tested the moderating role of corruption in the relationship between good governance and welfare.
This is important to ensure that corruption can destroy the positive relationship between good
governance and welfare, so that stakeholders do not hesitate to continue to take firm action against
acts of corruption. Another novelty lies in the measurement of the good governance variable. Good
governance in this study is measured using a governance index calculated using the Principal
Component Analysis method. The governance index values include the democracy index, transparency
index, accountability index, legal culture index, fairness and equality index from the National
Committee for Governance Policy of the Republic of Indonesia 2010. This measurement was carried
out with the argument that so far the calculation of the governance index value for local governments
in Indonesia has been carried out by The Partnership for Governance Reform with limited coverage,
namely only around 60% of selected local governments and carried out for two (2) years once, so that
it can hinder the assessment of the implementation of good governance. It is hoped that with the
Principal Component Analysis method, the governance index value for all local governments in
Indonesia can be presented completely for each period, so that it can help parties in need.

This study uses agency theory as the main reference to explain welfare problems in Indonesia.
According to Jensen & Meckling (1976), agency theory explains the contractual relationship between
the principal and the agent, where the principal delegates authority and responsibility to the agent to
manage the organization professionally in accordance with applicable regulations. The application of
Agency Theory can be done in local government organizations. The principal is the people represented
by the legislature, while the regional leader, namely the governor/regent/mayor, is the agent. The
principal elects the governor/regent/mayor through elections to run the government according to the
people's mandate (Bergman & Lane, 1990; Christensen, 1992; Halim & Abdullah, 2006; Moe, 1984,
Smith & Bertozzi, 1996; Strom, 2000). The delegation of authority and responsibility to agents is
intended to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of organizational management, so that the
government's goal of realizing welfare for the community can be realized immediately. However, this
delegation can also cause agency problems in the form of information asymmetry which can certainly
disrupt and hinder the process of realizing community welfare. To minimize this information
asymmetry, the principal feels the need to carry out supervision to ensure that the regional head and
his staff work in the interests of the principal, namely realizing people's welfare. Principals can ask local
governments to implement good governance practices in managing organizations and eradicating
corruption by issuing binding laws or regulations. The implementation of good governance and
eradicating corruption is expected to improve and enhance the quality of government organizations,
namely more efficient, effective, and productive, so that people's welfare can be realized immediately.
This statement is reinforced by (Asongu & Odhiambo, 2021; Gerged & Elheddad, 2020) who state that
good governance can significantly improve people's welfare.

This research is certainly very important to be conducted to test the moderating role of
corruption in the relationship between good governance and welfare. This is done because the findings
of previous studies are still different and there has been no research that tests the role of corruption
as a moderator in the relationship between good governance and welfare. This research is expected to
contribute to the development of science, especially on measuring good governance in the form of a
governance index processed using the Principal Component Analysis method and to contribute to
stakeholders to consistently implement good governance practices and at the same time eradicate
corruption firmly through periodic revisions of laws or regulations related to good governance and
eradicating corruption to improve things that are considered less effective, so that welfare can be
realized immediately.
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METHODS

This research was conducted in provincial governments throughout Indonesia in the period 2021-2023,
so the data used amounted to 102 observations. The provincial government was chosen as the object
of this research because the provincial government is an extension of the central government whose
main task is to immediately realize welfare for the community, while 2020 and 2024 was not included
in this research because data for 2024 is not yet available and 2020 was the year of the Covid-19
pandemic which resulted in abnormal conditions. This research consists of dependent variables
(welfare); independent variables (good governance); moderating variables (corruption); and control
variables (number of state civil servants). Welfare is operationalized as a condition where people have
increasing levels of education, health, and income. Welfare in this study is measured using the Human
Development Index. The measurement refers to research (Afonso et al., 2022; Akgay, 2006; Banerjee
& Mukherjee, 2020; Gamlath, 2013; Maiti & Mukherjee, 2013; Mutascu, 2010; Ortega et al., 2016; Tsai,
2006; UNDP, 1990). The reason for using this measurement is because the Human Development Index
contains three main components of human needs. Good governance is operationalized as principles
that must be adhered to in implementing good governance including the principles of (1) democracy,
(2) transparency, (3) accountability, (4) legal culture, (5) fairness and equality. Good governance is
measured using a governance index based on the principles of good governance from KNKG which are
processed using the Principal Component Analysis method. This measurement is a development of
research (Rahayuningtyas & Setyaningrum, 2017). The World Bank, through The Worldwide
Governance Indicators and The Partnership for Governance Reform, provides a governance index
assessment scale ranging from 1 = very bad to 10 = very good. The principle of democracy is measured
using the Democracy Index (Liotti et al., 2018; Saha & Zhang, 2017). The principle of transparency is
measured by comparing the disclosure of the Regional Government Financial Report with the
mandatory disclosure according to the Government Accounting Standards Guidelines (Rahayuningtyas
& Setyaningrum, 2017). The principle of accountability is measured through the level of follow-up of
recommendations from the previous year's audit results plus those that cannot be followed up divided
by the total recommendations (Liu & Lin, 2012; Rahayuningtyas & Setyaningrum, 2017). The Legal
Culture Principle is measured by the level of criminal action resolution by law enforcement officers
(Cehuli¢, 2021). The Principle of Fairness and Equality is measured by the audit opinion obtained
(Rahayuningtyas & Setyaningrum, 2017). This measurement is used with argumentation, because so
far in Indonesia there has been no ministry or government institution that has issued a governance
index value to assess the implementation of good governance in each regional government. Corruption
is defined as an act of deviation of power possessed to enrich oneself or one's group. Corruption is
measured using the number of findings of deviations found by government audit institutions (Glaeser
& Saks, 2006; Zhou & Tao, 2009). This measurement is used because deviations in the use of the budget
are a form of abuse of authority by regional officials that have an impact on regional financial losses.
The size of the local government is operationalized as the amount of resources owned by the local
government. The size of the local government is measured using the number of State Civil Apparatus
owned by the local government. This measurement refers to research (Arifin, 2013; Choe, 1996) on the
grounds that a sufficient number of employees can help the local government implement work
programs optimally so that the performance of the local government in the form of community welfare
can increase.

Testing was conducted using descriptive statistics, estimation model selection test, F statistical
test, t statistical test and determination coefficient test (R?). The classical assumption test in this study
was not conducted, because Gujarati & Porter (2009) explained that panel data does not require
classical assumption test due to various advantages of panel data, namely (1) individual heterogeneity
can be calculated explicitly; (2) heterogeneity can be controlled; (3) the high number of observations
has implications for more informative, more varied data so that multicollinearity between data is
reduced; (4) panel data is data from several companies and several years (34 provincial governments
and for 3 years), so it does not require autocorrelation test; (5) panel data is data from several
companies and several years (34 provincial governments and for 3 years) that cannot be changed, so it
is advisable not to conduct normality test. The panel data regression model of this study is:
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Wi=a + BlGGit"' BzGGit*BCOFpit+ BgSLGit +€it

Where W (dependent variables) is welfare as measured by the HDI; GG (independent variables) is
the governance index based on the principles of good governance from KNKG processed using the
Principal Component Analysis method; Corpi: (moderating variables) is Corruption as measured using
the number of findings of deviations found by government audit institutions; SLGi: (control variables)
is a size of local government as measured using the amount of State Civil Apparatus owned by the local
government.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

All 34 provincial governments in Indonesia are research objects. The results of descriptive statistical
testing of 102 observations during the observation period (2021-2023) showed that the best
implementation of good governance was achieved by Bali Province with a score of 76.72 (The World
Bank, through The Worldwide Governance Indicators and The Partnership for Governance Reform_ see
explanation in method), this is because Bali Province has the support of quality facilities, infrastructure
and resources and the Balinese people who highly uphold and adhere to good cultural values. This
condition certainly greatly supports the implementation of better good governance principles. The
worst implementation of good governance was achieved by Bangka Belitung Islands Province with a
score of 43.83, this is because North Maluku Province is a relatively new province so that the existing
facilities, infrastructure and human resources are still not supportive. The lack of facilities,
infrastructure and human resources can certainly hinder the development of good governance
principles. On average, the value of good governance implementation in provincial governments in
Indonesia is 61.98 with the criteria of "tending to be good". The still less than optimal implementation
of good governance in Indonesia is due to the multidimensional crisis that includes moral crisis, legal
crisis, trust crisis, and political crisis (Wardhani et al., 2017). This multidimensional crisis certainly
hampers the development of good governance in Indonesia, because the development of better good
governance principles greatly requires political support, economic support, and social support from
stakeholders.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Variables N Minimum Maximum Mean Stdr Deviasi
Welfare 102 60.62 83.55 72.36 3.96
Good governance 102 43.83 76.72 61.98 6.75
Corruption 102 0.00 511.42 25.61 66.29
Size of Local Government 102 3.01 203.84 27.42 36.06
Valid N (listwise) 102

Source: BPS-RI and BPK-RI Data Processed, 2025

The highest level of welfare was achieved by DKI Jakarta Province with a value of 83.55, which is
because DKI Jakarta Province is the capital city of the country which in terms of quality and quantity
has supporting facilities and infrastructure and resources. Papua Province is the province with the
lowest level of welfare with a value of 60.62, this is due to the political and security conditions which
are still not fully conducive which are triggered by inter-tribal conflicts and locations that are very
difficult to reach which of course hinder development. On average, the level of public welfare in
Indonesia is 72.36 with the criteria of “moderate”. This condition is caused by the still poor governance
of governance (Davis, 2017) and also the still high level of corruption practices carried out by certain
Indonesian government officials (Komisi Pemberantasan Korupsi-Republik Indonesia, 2019). The
highest corruption value was achieved by DKI Jakarta Province with a corruption value of IDR 511.42
trillion, this high corruption value is due to the weakening of social values and the high lifestyle in DKI
Jakarta Province as the capital city as well as a metropolitan city. The lowest corruption value was
achieved by Bali Province with a corruption value of IDR 0.00 billion, this low corruption value is due to

20



EKO-REGIONAL, Vol 21, No. 1, March 2026. pp.16 —27

the still high social and spiritual values in the Bali community. In general, the average value of
corruption in Indonesia is IDR 25.61 billion. The ongoing corruption practices in provincial governments
in Indonesia so far are due to the still poor implementation of the Internal Control System of local
governments and the still less than optimal sanctions for violations of existing laws and regulations
(Badan Pemeriksa Keuangan-Republik Indonesia, 2019). The largest amount of State Civil Apparatus in
Indonesia is owned by the DKI Jakarta Government with 203,842 employees. This is because the DKI
Jakarta Government is the capital city of the country which of course must be able to provide the best
service back-up for the central government. The best service back-up for the central government will
not be realized if it is not supported by an adequate number of State Civil Apparatus. In addition, the
DKI Jakarta Government is the center of various national strategic facilities, such as national referral
hospitals, leading schools, high courts, and others, all of which require a large number of ASN
personnel. Meanwhile, the North Kalimantan Government has the fewest State Civil Apparatus with
3,007 employees because it is a new autonomous government that was just inaugurated on April 22,
2013 so that it does not yet have a strong Regional Original Income and the budget allocation for
additional employees is still limited and very careful. Apart from that, it is also because public facilities
and infrastructure are not yet adequate, so it does not require many employees.

This study has conducted the Chow test, Hausman test and Lagrange multiplier test with the
results that the fixed effect model is the most appropriate regression model to use in this study, so that
the results of the statistical tests are presented as in the table below:

Table 2. Hypothesis Testing

Variabel Coefficient t-Statistic Sig
C 66.879 20.489 0.000
GG 0.067 1.270 0.027
SLG 0.046 3.048 0.003
GG*CORP 3.351 3.878 0.043
Adjusted R-squared 0.205
Prob F-statistic 0.000

Source: BPS-RI and BPK-RI Data Processed, 2025

Discussions
Good Governance and Welfare

The results of the hypothesis test show that good governance has a positive and significant effect
on welfare, which means that the better the quality of good governance in provincial government
organizations, the more it can have an impact on increasing public welfare. The implementation of the
principles of good governance including: the principle of democracy, the principle of transparency, the
principle of accountability, the principle of legal culture, and the principle of fairness and equality in
provincial government organizations can certainly produce quality government apparatus and
provincial government organizations. Quality government apparatus is an apparatus that is more
honest, has more integrity, is more professional, and is more responsible in carrying out its duties to
serve the community, while a quality provincial government organization is an organization that is more
efficient, effective, and productive in executing development programs. With quality government
apparatus and government organizations, it is believed that the planned government work programs
can be realized effectively and efficiently without committing fraud, resulting in quality development
and increasing public welfare.

The results of this research support the Agency Theory of Jensen & Meckling (1976) which states
that supervisory actions by the principal to the agent are very necessary as an effort to ensure that the
agent's behavior is in accordance with the principal's interests and does not deviate. Deviant agent
behavior can have an impact on declining community welfare due to poor development results.
Supervisory actions by the principal to the agent can be carried out by issuing laws or regulations that
require local government organizations to implement the principles of good governance seriously and
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sustainably. These findings have supported research (Asongu & Odhiambo, 2021; Gerged & Elheddad,
2020; Fraj et al., 2018; Huang & Ho, 2017; Liu et al., 2018; Lokuwaduge & Amstrong, 2015; Makuta &
O’Hare, 2015; Mitchell & Bossert, 2010; Nguyen et al., 2021; Rindermann et al., 2015) stating that good
governance has a positive and significant effect on welfare in various countries. In addition, these
findings have also supported the formation of the National Committee for Governance Policy of the
Republic of Indonesia as an official institution that formulates and evaluates the implementation of
good governance in Indonesia. However, these findings do not support research (Klomp & De Haan,
2008; Maiti & Mukherjee, 2013; Tsai, 2006) which confirms that good governance has no effect on
welfare.

This finding shows that the existence and sustainability of good governance for government
organizations must continue to be a concern for all stakeholders, considering that good governance has
been empirically proven to improve welfare for the community which of course will also benefit all
stakeholders. To motivate improving the quality of good governance in government organizations, the
government, legislature and other stakeholders must synergize and be highly committed to revising
laws or regulations related to good governance and implementing them seriously and professionally,
including by providing rewards in the form of incentive funds for government organizations that
succeed in obtaining a governance index with a predicate of "good" and providing strict sanctions in
the form of cutting/postponing certain financial assistance for government organizations with poor
governance indexes.

Corruption: Good Governance and Welfare

The results of the hypothesis test inform that corruption weakens the influence of good
governance on welfare. This means that the influence of good governance on welfare will be more
positive if corrupt practices in government organizations decrease, and vice versa. This happens
because corruption is an illegal act by irresponsible government officials by outsmarting policies and
laws, outsmarting the budgeting process and budget implementation to enrich themselves or others
or corporations, so that the budget funds used to carry out good governance development are smaller
than they actually are because some of the budget funds have been taken illegally by corruptors. This
smaller budget fund certainly cannot produce quality good governance implementation.
Implementation of poor quality good governance can have a negative impact on welfare because
development programs run with low supervision triggered by low compliance with the rule of law, low
quality of democracy, low transparency and accountability. Therefore, all parties (government,
legislature, and society) must work together to combat corruption by improving the integrity of state
administrators as well as improving the quality of government organizational management, imposing
strict sanctions on perpetrators of corruption, strict supervision involving legislative institutions and
society, providing rewards for government organizations that can reduce corruption to the lowest
point, increasing social values and spiritual values in society through formal/informal activities in
collaboration with religious leaders and community leaders as agents of change.

The findings of this research confirm the Agency Theory of Jensen & Meckling (1976) which states
that the delegation of authority by the principal to the agent can give rise to information asymmetry,
thus triggering differences in decisions between the principal and the agent. Differences in decisions
between the principal and the agent can give rise to acts of corruption by the agent by abusing the
power they have to gain personal or group benefits, because of the inherent human nature of every
human being (including agents) who always prioritize themselves in order to improve their welfare
(Eisenhardt, 1989). The results of this research also support the campaign of the government and the
world community to continue to fight corruption. This campaign is important to continue to be carried
out sustainably, so that the public is aware of the dangers posed by corrupt practices. The dangers that
can arise include the failure to optimally implement the principles of good governance including:
democracy, transparency, accountability, legal culture, fairness and equality in government
organizations, thus hindering the realization of public welfare. Furthermore, these findings strengthen
the research results (Ghura et al., 2019; Huynh & Tran, 2021; Jameel et al., 2019; Vendrell-Herrero et
al., 2022; Wang et al., 2018; Yamanoi & Asaba, 2018) which state that the effect of corruption is to
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weaken or inhibit, but these findings contradict the research results of Kim & An (2022) which found
that corruption can strengthen the positive relationship between e-government and foreign direct
investment in OECD countries.

The increasing level of welfare of a region will certainly attract domestic and foreign investors to
invest, because investors believe that people in the region are able to buy the products or services
produced, considering that people have very good purchasing power. The increasing value of this
investment can have a positive impact on reducing the unemployment rate (Hawariyuni & Andrasari,
2022; Kukaj et al., 2022; Schmerer, 2014) because more and more workers are needed by companies
to produce products, so that more and more people have jobs and a steady and decent income. The
decline in unemployment rates can further reduce poverty (Handayani, 2023; Muthalib et al., 2018;
Ngubane et al., 2023) and ultimately ensure the sustainability of regional development (Sun, 2022;
Tjahjanto et al., 2023), this happens because more and more people have permanent jobs and get
decent income from growing investment, so that tax revenues as a source of regional income are
increasing to ensure the ongoing development of a region in the future.

CONCLUSIONS

The focus of this study examines good governance and welfare moderated by corruption. The findings
produced in this study are (1) good governance has a positive and significant effect on welfare; (2)
corruption weakens the influence of good governance on welfare. These findings inform that the
existence and sustainability of the implementation of good governance in government organizations
and other organizations must continue to improve the quality and sustainability and the eradication
of corruption in government organizations must continue to be maximized in order to realize welfare
for the community.

The recommendations from these findings are (1) all parties (government, legislative and
community) must synergize and be highly committed to realizing improvements in the quality of good
governance and eradication of corruption in government organizations through revisions to laws or
government regulations related to the implementation of good governance and eradication of
corruption; (2) providing rewards for government organizations that achieve and strict sanctions for
government organizations that violate with strict supervision by legislative institutions and the
community; (3) increasing the integrity of government organization organizers; and (4) increasing social
values and spiritual values in the community. This study has limitations, namely that court decisions
for corruption perpetrators require a fairly long time, which is around 2 to 3 years, so that data on the
number of corruption crime sentences for 2021 to 2023 cannot be obtained because they are still in
the trial process. It is hoped that further research can use the measurement of the length of corruption
crime sentences to measure corruption.
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