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Abstract 

Corruption in Indonesia is not only a problem of law, institutions, or individual morality; it is also a problem 
of leadership. Leaders shape the incentives, norms, appointments, resource allocations, information flows, 
and enforcement expectations that determine whether corruption is costly or profitable. This article develops 
a comprehensive leadership-centred analysis of Indonesia's anti-corruption challenge. It distinguishes ethical 
leadership from merely rhetorical integrity, examines political leadership, bureaucratic leadership, law-
enforcement leadership, local-government leadership, state-owned enterprise governance, digital 
leadership, and private-sector responsibility, and connects these domains to the broader political economy 
of patronage, political finance, procurement, natural-resource rents, and institutional capture. Contemporary 
evidence reinforces the urgency of the issue. Transparency International's 2025 Corruption Perceptions Index 
gave Indonesia a score of 34 out of 100 and a rank of 109 among 182 countries; KPK's 2025 Integrity 
Assessment Survey reported a national integrity index of 72.32, still in the vulnerable category; and the OECD's 
2026 integrity outlook described a mixed picture in which parts of Indonesia's strategic framework are 
comparatively developed but implementation remains uneven, particularly in areas such as lobbying, 
prosecutorial integrity, and civil-service discipline. The article argues that leadership becomes anti-corrupt 
when it is institutionalized: leaders model integrity, refuse selective protection, professionalize appointments, 
redesign vulnerable processes, protect whistleblowers, use data responsibly, preserve enforcement 
independence, and accept transparent measurement of their own performance. A ten-year roadmap is 
proposed in which political commitment is converted into durable institutional capability. The central 
conclusion is conditional but constructive: leadership cannot abolish corruption by command, yet consistent, 
distributed, accountable leadership can change the equilibrium in which corruption operates and make 
integrity the safer, more rational, and more legitimate choice. 
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Contemporary Evidence at a Glance 

• Transparency International, Corruption Perceptions Index 2025: Indonesia scored 34/100 and ranked 
109th of 182 countries. 

• KPK, Integrity Assessment Survey (SPI) 2025: the national integrity index was 72.32, classified as 
vulnerable; among 657 participating institutions, 353 were in the vulnerable category, 199 in warning, 
and 105 in maintained/guarded integrity status. 

• OECD Anti-Corruption and Integrity Outlook 2026: Indonesia fulfilled 60% of criteria on the strength of its 
strategic framework and 57% on practice, but only 34% of criteria on prosecutorial-integrity regulations 
and 21% on practice; civil-service disciplinary implementation also remained weak. 

• These indicators are not interchangeable: CPI reflects perceived public-sector corruption; SPI measures 
integrity risks and experiences across participating institutions; OECD indicators examine formal rules 
and implementation. Taken together, they show why leadership must be assessed across several layers 
rather than through one headline score. 

Leadership Framework Used in This Article 

The article uses leadership in a broad institutional sense. Ethical leadership concerns normatively 
appropriate conduct and the active management of ethics through communication, reinforcement, and 
decision making. Transformational leadership contributes a second lens by asking whether leaders can 
mobilize followers around a purpose larger than private advantage. Public-service leadership adds the 
requirement that authority be exercised for citizens rather than for patrons. Adaptive leadership is relevant 
because corruption is a complex problem that cannot be solved through technical rules alone; actors must 
change expectations, relationships, and habits. Finally, systems leadership recognizes that corruption 
networks cross organizational boundaries, so integrity requires coordinated action by political executives, the 
legislature, KPK, police, prosecutors, courts, auditors, ministries, local governments, state-owned 
enterprises, business, universities, media, and citizens. 

These approaches should not be romanticized. Charismatic leadership can support reform, but charisma 
without constraint can also weaken institutions. Strong leadership can accelerate enforcement, but power 
without accountability can become selective or coercive. The most durable model is therefore institution-
building leadership: leaders use their temporary authority to create rules, data systems, professional norms, 
independent checks, succession arrangements, and public expectations that continue after they leave office. 
In anti-corruption policy, the highest test of leadership is not whether a leader can personally control the 
system, but whether the system becomes less dependent on personal control. 

A useful analytical distinction is between tone at the top, tone in the middle, and conduct at the front line. 
Senior leaders create strategic priorities and symbolic signals; middle managers translate them into 
workloads, approvals, performance reviews, procurement decisions, and disciplinary practice; frontline 
officials determine how citizens and firms actually experience the state. Anti-corruption leadership fails when 
these layers contradict one another—for example, when national speeches praise integrity but middle 
managers reward revenue or project completion regardless of procedural violations. Alignment across levels 
is therefore a central theme of this article. 

1. Introduction: Why Leadership Is the Decisive Variable 

Leadership matters in the national anti-corruption agenda because formal rules do not implement 
themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, 
what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is symbolic 
commitment without sustained institutional follow-through. An integrity-oriented leader therefore has to 
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translate public commitments into durable rules, budgets, appointments, enforcement priorities, and 
transparent performance review. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional 
design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and 
tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe 
whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through 
which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is the consistency 
between stated policy, institutional behavior, and measurable integrity outcomes. If that pattern improves 
across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than merely changing the language used 
to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is the temptation to equate strong rhetoric with systemic 
reform. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive discretion 
in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution becomes an 
excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision processes. 
Consider a president, minister, governor, rector, hospital director, or SOE chief who refuses to protect allies 
when credible evidence of misconduct emerges. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the 
immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that 
employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these 
signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition 
matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates 
expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to 
adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

For leaders, the question whether corruption in Indonesia can be stopped is deceptively simple. 
Corruption is not a single behavior but a family of practices that includes bribery, embezzlement, extortion, 
kickbacks, favoritism, nepotism, vote buying, illicit campaign finance, trading in influence, procurement 
manipulation, regulatory capture, and state capture. These practices differ in scale, actors, incentives, 
visibility, and institutional location. Consequently, a serious answer must replace the binary language of 
'eradication' versus 'failure' with a more operational question: can Indonesia reduce the frequency, 
profitability, social acceptability, and political protection of corrupt transactions to a point at which integrity 
becomes the dominant equilibrium? 

Corruption persists when monopoly power, discretion, opacity, weak accountability, costly political 
competition, and social networks reinforce one another. It becomes systemic when actors reasonably expect 
that rules can be negotiated, that enforcement is selective, and that personal loyalty or political sponsorship 
can override formal procedures. In such a setting, an honest individual may face pressure from a corrupt 
system, while a corrupt individual may flourish inside an institution with weak controls. The appropriate unit 
of analysis is therefore not only the person but also the institution, network, transaction, and political 
economy surrounding the person. 



Prof Ir Rudy C Tarumingkeng, PhD  |  Peran Kepemimpinan dalam Pemberantasan Korupsi di Indonesia 
 
 
 

Page 5 

Indonesia's reform era produced major institutional innovations, especially the creation of the Corruption 
Eradication Commission (KPK), specialized anti-corruption courts, greater fiscal transparency, 
decentralization accompanied by new accountability mechanisms, e-procurement, public-service 
digitalization, asset declarations, and stronger civil-society scrutiny. Yet recent indicators show that the 
problem remains serious. Transparency International's Corruption Perceptions Index for 2025 gave Indonesia 
a score of 34 out of 100. KPK's 2025 Integrity Assessment Survey continued to identify significant 
vulnerabilities in public-sector integrity, while the OECD's 2026 integrity outlook described a mixed 
landscape: several formal frameworks are comparatively developed, but implementation remains uneven in 
crucial areas. 

A central implication for leadership is that corruption can be reduced dramatically, but not by relying on 
arrests alone, moral exhortation alone, digitalization alone, or institutional engineering alone. Sustainable 
progress requires mutually reinforcing reforms: credible law enforcement; political-finance reform; merit-
based public administration; transparent procurement and budgeting; beneficial-ownership transparency; 
protection for whistleblowers and witnesses; judicial and prosecutorial integrity; citizen oversight; data 
analytics; ethical leadership; and social norms that withdraw legitimacy from corrupt patronage. The objective 
is not utopia. It is to make corruption difficult to organize, expensive to conceal, risky to protect, and socially 
costly to defend. 

From a management perspective, anti-corruption policy is a problem of governance architecture. 
Institutions need clear objectives, measurable risk indicators, accountable process owners, interoperable 
data, independent assurance, and feedback loops that convert detected failures into redesigned controls. 
Corruption prevention should therefore be treated in the same disciplined way that organizations treat safety, 
cybersecurity, financial risk, or quality management: identify risk points, reduce discretionary bottlenecks, 
segregate duties, log decisions, audit anomalies, protect reporters, investigate failures, and learn 
systematically. 

2. Understanding Corruption as a Leadership and Governance Problem 

Leadership matters in public authority and administrative discretion because formal rules do not 
implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who 
is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk 
is leaders treating corruption as the moral failure of a few individuals while leaving incentive structures 
unchanged. An integrity-oriented leader therefore has to redesign decision rights, conflicts-of-interest 
controls, segregation of duties, disclosure requirements, and accountability pathways. This is not simply a 
question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political 
incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether 
access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional 
treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible 
practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is the reduction of unexplained exceptions, discretionary 
overrides, and concentrated benefits. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the 
operating environment rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is punishing offenders while also repairing the system that 
enabled them. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive 
discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution 
becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a licensing leader who removes undocumented exception powers and publishes 
objective service standards. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in 
the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the 
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conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether 
officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary 
decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations 
change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the 
costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Corruption in Indonesia is often discussed through the language of criminal offences, but its governance 
meaning is wider. The legal category is indispensable because prosecution requires clearly defined offences 
and standards of proof. Yet public management must also confront conduct that may fall into grey zones: 
conflicts of interest that are inadequately disclosed, patronage appointments, policy favors exchanged for 
political support, revolving-door relationships, opaque lobbying, procurement specifications tailored to 
preferred suppliers, and informal pressures that alter supposedly neutral administrative decisions. These 
practices can hollow out integrity even before a prosecutable bribe is identified. 

It is useful to distinguish petty from grand corruption. Petty corruption occurs in routine interactions 
between citizens or firms and frontline officials: facilitation payments, illegal fees, extortion, or preferential 
access. Grand corruption involves senior officials, large budgets, natural resources, infrastructure, strategic 
licenses, major procurement, taxation, customs, or state-owned enterprises. Political corruption concerns 
the acquisition and maintenance of power: illicit campaign finance, vote buying, abuse of public resources for 
electoral advantage, and transactional coalition building. State capture is more severe: private or political 
actors shape the rules themselves so that formally legal decisions produce private gains. 

These distinctions matter because each form demands a different response. A digital permit system may 
reduce face-to-face bribery, but it will not necessarily prevent a politically connected company from 
influencing the design of licensing rules. Strong criminal sanctions can deter embezzlement, but they may be 
less effective when political financing creates recurring demand for off-budget resources. Asset declarations 
can reveal suspicious wealth, but only if declarations are verified, linked to tax and ownership data, and 
followed by credible consequences. Anti-corruption strategy therefore requires diagnostic precision rather 
than a universal remedy. 

Indonesia's administrative complexity magnifies this challenge. A vast archipelago, large population, 
multilevel government, extensive public procurement, significant natural-resource sectors, and thousands of 
state and local entities create many transaction points. Decentralization brought government closer to 
citizens and enabled local innovation, but it also dispersed licensing, budgeting, and procurement authority. 
The institutional design must therefore combine local autonomy with national standards for transparency, 
auditability, conflict-of-interest management, and enforcement. 

For managers, the practical lesson is to map corruption risks by process rather than by moral stereotype. 
A hospital, university, ministry, district government, port, state-owned enterprise, and licensing office will 
have different corruption opportunity structures. Effective integrity management starts with process mapping: 
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where is discretion concentrated, which decisions create rents, who can override controls, what data trail 
exists, how are exceptions approved, and what relationships can compromise independence? 

3. Historical Legacies: Leadership, Patronage, and Reformasi 

Leadership matters in historically embedded patronage systems because formal rules do not implement 
themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, 
what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is informal 
loyalty networks overpowering formal institutions. An integrity-oriented leader therefore has to separate 
public office from personal obligation, reward merit, and build impersonal procedures that survive leadership 
turnover. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, organizational 
culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors 
observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people 
receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes 
either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is appointments, promotions, contracts, and 
sanctions that increasingly follow transparent rules rather than personal proximity. If that pattern improves 
across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than merely changing the language used 
to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is respecting social relationships without converting them into 
privileged access to state resources. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, 
because excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural 
caution if caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and 
proportionate decision processes. Consider a regional leader who rejects pressure to distribute offices and 
projects as political rewards. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in 
the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the 
conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether 
officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary 
decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations 
change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the 
costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Modern corruption in Indonesia cannot be understood solely as a post-independence phenomenon or as 
a defect of a particular administration. Colonial governance, patrimonial practices, scarcity of professional 
bureaucracy, political centralization, and the use of economic privileges to secure loyalty all contributed to 
long-run institutional patterns. During the New Order, economic growth and administrative capacity coexisted 
with extensive patronage networks. Access to concessions, licenses, credit, contracts, and regulatory 
protection often depended on relationships with political and military elites. The system was not simply a 
collection of isolated bribes; it was embedded in the political organization of power. 
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The Asian financial crisis and the fall of President Suharto in 1998 created a window for institutional 
restructuring. Reformasi weakened centralized authoritarian control, expanded press freedom, strengthened 
civil society, decentralized substantial authority, amended the constitution, created new oversight 
institutions, and eventually produced the KPK in 2002. These changes were historically significant because 
they increased the probability that senior officials could be investigated and prosecuted. The visible 
prosecution of ministers, parliamentarians, governors, regents, mayors, judges, prosecutors, 
businesspeople, and other powerful actors altered public expectations about impunity. 

Yet democratization also transformed rather than eliminated patronage. Competitive elections require 
resources. Political parties need financing. Candidates cultivate coalitions, campaign organizations, local 
brokers, donors, and networks. Where transparent and lawful political finance is inadequate, the demand for 
informal resources can migrate into procurement, licensing, appointments, regulatory favors, and access to 
state-owned enterprises. Decentralization can improve accountability when local citizens monitor leaders, 
but it can also create multiple centers of rent extraction when local institutions are weak. 

This historical perspective explains why anti-corruption progress is rarely linear. A country may strengthen 
one institution while corruption adapts elsewhere. Arrest risks can shift transactions from cash to 
intermediaries, relatives, shell companies, favors, post-office rewards, or more sophisticated collusion. 
Digital systems can close a traditional channel but create new forms of data manipulation or collusive bidding. 
Reforms therefore need continuous adaptation and institutional memory. 

In management terms, history functions as organizational path dependence. Existing networks, routines, 
incentive structures, and informal norms constrain what formal reform can achieve. Leaders who ignore these 
inherited systems may issue new rules that are ceremonially adopted but operationally bypassed. Sustainable 
transformation requires changing both the formal architecture and the informal operating system of 
organizations. 

4. Political Leadership and the Political Economy of Corruption 

Leadership matters in political economy and coalition management because formal rules do not 
implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who 
is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk 
is leaders financing and maintaining power through rent distribution and privileged access. An integrity-
oriented leader therefore has to reduce the political demand for illicit resources through finance reform, 
disclosure, conflict-of-interest rules, and credible oversight. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It 
is a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what 
senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and 
enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, 
leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. 
A useful test is lower dependence on opaque funding and fewer policy benefits traceable to undisclosed 
political patrons. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather 
than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is governing effectively in a competitive political system while 
refusing transactional corruption. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, 
because excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural 
caution if caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and 
proportionate decision processes. Consider a party leader who publishes funding sources and accepts 
independent audit of campaign finances. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate 
decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees 
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learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape 
whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single 
exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once 
expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own 
calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Corruption is fundamentally linked to the distribution of power and economic rents. Whenever public 
authority can create or allocate scarce advantages—licenses, land rights, mining permits, import quotas, 
infrastructure concessions, tax treatment, subsidies, public jobs, credit guarantees, procurement awards, or 
regulatory exemptions—actors have incentives to influence decision makers. The larger the economic rent 
and the weaker the transparency surrounding allocation, the stronger the temptation to exchange public 
authority for private gain. 

Political competition can intensify these pressures. Campaigns are expensive, parties require 
organizational resources, and candidates often depend on financiers. If the official system of campaign 
finance does not adequately disclose and constrain the sources and uses of political money, an implicit 
exchange can arise: private support today for policy access tomorrow. Such exchanges do not always take the 
form of a direct bribe. They can be mediated through contracts, appointments, favorable regulations, 
privileged information, or selective enforcement. This is why political-finance reform is not peripheral to anti-
corruption; it is central. 

The concept of state capture is particularly important. Ordinary bribery violates the rules. Capture shapes 
the rules. A firm that pays an official to ignore a regulation engages in corruption at the implementation stage. 
A coalition that influences the drafting of a regulation so that competitors are excluded may obtain 
comparable benefits while operating behind a façade of legality. The anti-corruption lens must therefore 
extend from transactions to policy formation, legislative processes, lobbying, conflicts of interest, and 
beneficial ownership. 

OECD's 2026 assessment is relevant here because it notes important gaps in Indonesia's lobbying 
framework and implementation. The problem is not that all lobbying is corrupt. In a democracy, stakeholders 
have legitimate rights to communicate with policymakers. The governance challenge is unequal and hidden 
influence. Transparency about who seeks to influence whom, on what issue, with what resources, and with 
what conflicts can reduce the risk that public policy becomes a private bargain. 

For executives and public managers, the political-economy perspective implies that compliance controls 
must be matched by governance of external relationships. Procurement vendors, consultants, intermediaries, 
politically exposed persons, family connections, former officials, and beneficial owners should be 
incorporated into risk assessment. The most dangerous corruption frequently occurs not inside one 
organizational silo but across networks that connect government, business, and politics. 
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5. Leadership of the KPK: Independence, Credibility, and Institutional 

Resilience 

Leadership matters in the Corruption Eradication Commission (KPK) because formal rules do not 
implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who 
is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk 
is institutional credibility being weakened by politicization, internal ethical failures, selective enforcement, or 
leadership dependence. An integrity-oriented leader therefore has to protect professional autonomy, uphold 
due process, strengthen internal ethics, and communicate case priorities transparently. This is not simply a 
question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political 
incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether 
access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional 
treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible 
practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is public trust, case quality, recovery outcomes, internal integrity, 
and demonstrable independence from partisan pressure. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is 
changing the operating environment rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is maintaining strong investigative capacity while ensuring 
accountability and procedural fairness. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal 
punishment, because excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced 
to procedural caution if caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, 
and proportionate decision processes. Consider KPK leaders who apply the same evidentiary and ethical 
standards to politically connected and unconnected suspects. The importance of such behavior lies not only 
in the immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research 
shows that employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public 
institutions, these signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-
threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent 
decisions creates expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political 
actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

The KPK became one of the most consequential institutional innovations of Indonesia's post-1998 
democratic transition. Its significance lay not merely in the number of cases handled but in the institutional 
message that high office would no longer guarantee immunity. Through investigation, prosecution, 
coordination, supervision, prevention, monitoring, and anti-corruption education, KPK helped establish 
corruption as a central issue of public accountability and contributed to a new vocabulary of integrity in 
Indonesian political life. 

The Commission's effectiveness has always depended on a delicate combination of legal authority, 
operational independence, professional capacity, public legitimacy, interagency cooperation, and political 
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support. Anti-corruption agencies are structurally vulnerable because successful enforcement can threaten 
powerful interests. An institution that investigates ordinary officials but cannot pursue politically connected 
actors will rapidly lose deterrent power. Conversely, an agency perceived as unaccountable can also lose 
legitimacy. Independence and accountability must therefore be designed as complements, not opposites. 

The 2019 revision of the KPK law remains an important turning point in debates about institutional 
autonomy. The OECD Economic Survey of Indonesia 2024 explicitly observed that the Commission's 
autonomy had been hindered by the reform and recommended safeguarding KPK's independence, autonomy, 
and authority. Whatever one's political interpretation, this institutional question can be analyzed in functional 
terms: does the framework maximize the probability that investigations and prevention work can proceed 
based on evidence and risk, insulated from improper interference while subject to lawful oversight? 

KPK's 2025 annual reporting illustrates the continuing relevance of network-based corruption. The 
Commission described cases involving family, political circles, procurement arrangements, and newly 
installed regional leaders, emphasizing that corruption can be sustained by relational infrastructures rather 
than a lone offender. This diagnosis is important. Removing one individual without dismantling the enabling 
network may produce temporary disruption rather than durable reform. 

A future-oriented KPK should therefore combine high-quality enforcement with advanced prevention 
analytics. It can function as a national integrity knowledge hub: integrate asset-declaration data, procurement 
anomalies, corporate ownership, political exposure, regional budgeting, audit findings, and citizen reports; 
identify systemic patterns; publish risk alerts; and coordinate corrective action across ministries and local 
governments. The strongest anti-corruption agency is not only the one that catches offenders but the one that 
helps redesign systems so that fewer offences can be committed. 

6. Leadership in Law Enforcement: Deterrence, Fairness, and Equal Application 

Leadership matters in police, prosecutors, courts, and enforcement agencies because formal rules do not 
implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who 
is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk 
is selective justice and inconsistent consequences undermining deterrence. An integrity-oriented leader 
therefore has to establish case allocation rules, supervisory independence, transparent performance 
standards, and protection against improper interference. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is 
a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what 
senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and 
enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, 
leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. 
A useful test is case timeliness, consistency of charging, asset recovery, appellate sustainability, and absence 
of unexplained disparities. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating 
environment rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is speed versus due process and institutional autonomy 
versus democratic accountability. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, 
because excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural 
caution if caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and 
proportionate decision processes. Consider a chief prosecutor who documents recusals, publishes case-
management standards, and protects investigators from political retaliation. The importance of such behavior 
lies not only in the immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership 
research shows that employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public 
institutions, these signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-
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threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent 
decisions creates expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political 
actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Deterrence depends less on spectacular punishment than on the perceived certainty and impartiality of 
detection and sanction. If potential offenders believe that only politically unprotected actors are prosecuted, 
harsh penalties may coexist with widespread corruption. If, by contrast, enforcement is predictable, evidence-
based, timely, and independent of status, even moderate sanctions can significantly alter behavior. The 
central variable is credibility. 

Corruption cases are technically difficult. They involve financial records, procurement documents, 
company structures, encrypted communications, intermediaries, offshore assets, nominee ownership, and 
complex chains of authorization. Investigators, prosecutors, auditors, tax authorities, financial-intelligence 
units, and regulators therefore need interoperable capabilities. The capacity to follow money is increasingly 
as important as the capacity to obtain testimony. Asset recovery should be integrated from the beginning of 
investigations rather than treated as a final administrative step. 

Judicial integrity is equally critical. An anti-corruption system cannot be stronger than the courts that 
ultimately determine guilt, interpret law, and impose sanctions. Integrity safeguards should cover case 
assignment, conflicts of interest, judicial assets, disciplinary procedures, publication of decisions, and 
transparent reasoning. Prosecutorial integrity also matters because prosecutors decide which cases proceed 
and how charges are framed. OECD's 2026 country note indicates that Indonesia has substantial room for 
improvement in both the regulatory architecture and practical implementation of prosecutorial integrity. 

Equal application of law is not merely a constitutional ideal; it is a behavioral signal. Selective prosecution 
creates a perverse market in political protection. Actors rationally invest in connections rather than 
compliance. This transforms corruption from an illicit act into an insurance strategy. By contrast, impartial 
enforcement changes the return on political sponsorship and encourages firms and officials to invest in lawful 
performance. 

Management systems should support enforcement through robust records, segregation of duties, audit 
trails, data retention, and escalation protocols. An investigation that begins years later is only as good as the 
data preserved at the time of the decision. Public-sector digital transformation should therefore be designed 
with evidentiary integrity: authenticated logs, immutable transaction histories where appropriate, clear 
responsibility for approvals, and safeguards against retrospective alteration. 

7. Electoral and Party Leadership: Political Finance and the Cost of Power 

Leadership matters in political parties, campaigns, and elections because formal rules do not implement 
themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, 



Prof Ir Rudy C Tarumingkeng, PhD  |  Peran Kepemimpinan dalam Pemberantasan Korupsi di Indonesia 
 
 
 

Page 13 

what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is high 
political costs creating recurring demand for illicit funds and post-election repayment. An integrity-oriented 
leader therefore has to strengthen disclosure, auditability, donation limits, public financing safeguards, and 
enforcement against vote buying and hidden sponsorship. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is 
a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what 
senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and 
enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, 
leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. 
A useful test is the traceability of campaign resources and the decline of unexplained political expenditures. 
If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than merely 
changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is competitive politics versus the commercialization of 
political access. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive 
discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution 
becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a candidate who refuses hidden donor arrangements even when competitors use them. 
The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout 
the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, 
reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-
enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence 
of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, 
and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Political finance is one of the most difficult anti-corruption frontiers because it connects democratic 
competition with economic resources. Elections require legitimate financing for communication, 
organization, travel, volunteers, research, technology, and voter outreach. The problem arises when the true 
cost of political competition significantly exceeds transparent legal funding. The resulting gap creates 
incentives for hidden donations, business sponsorship, misuse of public resources, or informal commitments 
to repay supporters after taking office. 

The downstream effects can contaminate public administration. A victorious candidate who owes 
financiers may face pressure to influence procurement, licensing, appointments, local enterprises, or budget 
priorities. Even without explicit agreements, reciprocal expectations can shape behavior. Political debt 
becomes administrative risk. This helps explain why anti-corruption enforcement that focuses only on the final 
bribe may miss the financial chain that produced the demand for illicit funds. 

Effective reform requires realistic campaign-finance rules, timely disclosure, independent audit, 
meaningful sanctions, beneficial-ownership transparency for donors, and public access to machine-readable 
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data. Political parties need stronger internal governance and reliable lawful financing so that they are less 
dependent on opaque patrons. State support for parties can be justified if accompanied by high standards of 
disclosure, internal democracy, auditing, and penalties for misuse. 

Vote buying is another dimension. Where voters expect material distribution and candidates expect to 
recover campaign spending through office, corruption becomes part of a self-reinforcing political market. 
Breaking this equilibrium requires both enforcement and changes in voter expectations. Citizens need 
credible information about performance, budgets, service outcomes, and candidate integrity. Civil society 
and media can help shift electoral competition from short-term transactions toward programmatic 
accountability. 

For public managers, the practical firewall is to professionalize decisions after elections. Merit-based 
appointments, open procurement, transparent budgeting, conflict-of-interest declarations, and independent 
audit can reduce the ability to convert political victory into distributable rents. The objective is not to separate 
politics from administration completely—democratic leaders must set policy—but to prevent policy authority 
from becoming personal control over transactions. 

8. Governors, Mayors, Regents, and the Integrity Challenge of Decentralization 

Leadership matters in provincial, city, and regency government because formal rules do not implement 
themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, 
what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is 
decentralized discretion being captured by local patronage networks. An integrity-oriented leader therefore 
has to combine local autonomy with transparent budgeting, procurement, licensing, merit systems, and 
citizen oversight. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, 
organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; 
external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether 
powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which 
abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is local SPI scores, 
procurement competition, service standards, audit follow-up, and complaint resolution. If that pattern 
improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than merely changing the 
language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is innovation and discretion versus uniform minimum integrity 
safeguards. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive 
discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution 
becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a mayor who publishes project pipelines, beneficial ownership information, and conflict-
of-interest declarations before procurement begins. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the 
immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that 
employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these 
signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition 
matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates 
expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to 
adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
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senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Indonesia's decentralization is one of the most ambitious transfers of authority in the developing world. It 
created opportunities for responsive government, local experimentation, and citizen participation. However, 
it also multiplied the number of officials controlling budgets, licenses, procurement, personnel, and local 
enterprises. Where oversight capacity, local media, civil society, and professional bureaucracy are weak, 
decentralization can relocate corruption rather than eliminate it. 

Local corruption often involves a combination of budget politics, procurement, permits, personnel 
appointments, and political financing. The same small network of political leaders, contractors, brokers, 
bureaucrats, and family members may interact repeatedly. Repetition enables trust among conspirators and 
reduces the need for explicit corrupt contracts. Network-based corruption can therefore be resilient even 
when individual officials are replaced. 

KPK's 2025 reporting highlighted the speed with which some newly inaugurated regional leaders became 
entangled in corruption cases. The important analytical point is not the identity of particular officials but the 
institutional vulnerability of transition periods. New administrations control appointments, projects, budget 
adjustments, and relationships with local businesses. Integrity safeguards should therefore intensify during 
the first year of office, including conflict-of-interest reviews, procurement monitoring, asset verification, and 
transparent appointment procedures. 

Digital systems can help standardize processes across jurisdictions. E-planning, e-budgeting, e-
procurement, digital licensing, and integrated financial management reduce undocumented discretion when 
properly designed. Yet technology does not eliminate collusion. Vendors can coordinate bids; specifications 
can be manipulated before tender; insiders can leak information; and approvals can be politically directed. 
Digitalization must be paired with anomaly detection, market analysis, independent review, and public 
transparency. 

A differentiated strategy is essential. High-risk local governments should receive more intensive 
supervision, technical assistance, and data-based monitoring rather than identical treatment. KPK's Integrity 
Assessment Survey can be combined with audit findings, procurement concentration, budget volatility, 
staffing anomalies, and complaint data to create risk profiles. Prevention becomes more effective when 
scarce oversight resources are allocated according to measurable risk. 

9. Leadership in Public Procurement and Infrastructure 

Leadership matters in procurement and infrastructure governance because formal rules do not implement 
themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, 
what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is 
specification tailoring, bid coordination, kickbacks, change-order abuse, and politically directed contracting. 
An integrity-oriented leader therefore has to make procurement planning transparent, professionalize 
procurement units, use open contracting data, and subject exceptions to independent review. This is not 
simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political 
incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether 
access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional 
treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible 
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practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is competition levels, single-bid rates, cost overruns, contract 
modifications, and supplier concentration. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the 
operating environment rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is rapid project delivery versus the discipline of competition 
and auditability. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive 
discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution 
becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider an infrastructure leader who refuses artificial urgency as a justification for bypassing 
competitive procurement. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in the 
signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the 
conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether 
officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary 
decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations 
change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the 
costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Public procurement is globally recognized as a high-risk area because it combines large financial flows 
with technical complexity and administrative discretion. In Indonesia, procurement spans infrastructure, 
health, education, defense, information technology, social programs, public works, and state-owned 
enterprises. Corruption can occur at every stage: needs assessment, budgeting, technical specification, 
tender qualification, bid evaluation, contract award, variation orders, inspection, payment, and dispute 
settlement. 

Focusing only on competitive bidding is insufficient. A tender can be formally competitive but substantively 
rigged if specifications are designed for one supplier, competitors are discouraged, information is leaked, 
bidders collude, or contract variations later inflate value. The corruption risk begins before the tender and 
continues after award. Integrity controls must therefore cover the entire procurement lifecycle. 

Open contracting is a powerful tool because it transforms procurement from a closed administrative file 
into analyzable public data. Publishing planning information, tender documents, beneficial ownership, bid 
prices, contract amendments, delivery milestones, and payments enables auditors, journalists, competitors, 
and citizens to detect anomalies. Data standards are particularly important because thousands of contracts 
cannot be monitored manually. 

Artificial intelligence and statistical analytics can flag red indicators: single-bid tenders, repeated awards 
to connected firms, unusual price deviations, identical bid documents, last-minute changes, excessive 
contract amendments, fragmented purchases below approval thresholds, unusual geographic concentration, 
or recurring relationships between officials and vendors. These tools should not automatically declare guilt. 
They should prioritize human review and audit. 
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Management responsibility is crucial. Procurement integrity cannot be delegated entirely to procurement 
units. Program managers define needs, engineers certify delivery, finance units release payments, and 
executives approve exceptions. A mature system assigns ownership for each corruption risk, requires 
documented justification for deviations, rotates sensitive roles, and tracks whether corrective 
recommendations are implemented. 

10. Leadership in Natural Resources, Land, and Rent Governance 

Leadership matters in natural resources, land, mining, forestry, fisheries, and permits because formal 
rules do not implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are 
investigated, who is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted 
upon. The central risk is high rents and concentrated discretion creating opportunities for capture. An 
integrity-oriented leader therefore has to integrate licensing data, beneficial ownership, spatial information, 
tax records, environmental obligations, and public consultation. This is not simply a question of personal 
virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe 
what senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and 
enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, 
leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. 
A useful test is permit transparency, conflict-of-interest disclosure, compliance, revenue reconciliation, and 
reduced discretionary exceptions. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating 
environment rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is investment speed versus environmental, fiscal, and integrity 
safeguards. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive 
discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution 
becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a sector minister who requires traceable ownership and publishes the rationale for 
strategic license decisions. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in the 
signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the 
conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether 
officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary 
decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations 
change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the 
costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Indonesia's natural wealth creates extraordinary development opportunities but also concentrated rents. 
Mining, forestry, plantations, fisheries, energy, and land development involve licenses that can generate very 
large private value. Whenever the state controls access to a high-value resource, corruption risk rises if 
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licensing is opaque, maps are inconsistent, beneficial ownership is hidden, environmental obligations are 
weakly enforced, or local communities lack information and voice. 

Resource corruption is particularly damaging because its costs extend beyond fiscal loss. It can cause 
deforestation, pollution, social conflict, unsafe working conditions, displacement, tax leakage, and long-term 
ecological liabilities. A corrupt permit may therefore transfer wealth from future citizens to a small present 
network. The relevant accounting must include environmental and social externalities, not merely lost 
revenue. 

Hilirisasi, or downstream industrialization, illustrates the governance challenge. Strategic industrial policy 
can create domestic value added, jobs, technology transfer, and export capability. At the same time, large 
investments, permits, infrastructure support, tax incentives, and access to mineral resources create 
opportunities for influence and capture. The appropriate response is not to reject industrial policy but to 
increase transparency around incentives, ownership, environmental compliance, procurement, land 
acquisition, and public-private agreements. 

Beneficial-ownership transparency is indispensable. Authorities and the public need to know the natural 
persons who ultimately control companies receiving licenses or contracts, especially when politically 
exposed persons or relatives are involved. Corporate registries, tax data, procurement systems, asset 
declarations, and licensing databases should be interoperable under lawful safeguards. The objective is to 
make hidden conflicts harder to maintain. 

Managers in resource agencies should treat corruption risk as part of environmental, social, and 
governance risk. Decisions with exceptionally high rent value should receive enhanced review, multi-person 
approval, public disclosure, and post-decision audit. The larger the private economic value created by an 
administrative decision, the stronger the integrity controls should be. 

11. Leadership and Integrity in State-Owned Enterprises 

Leadership matters in state-owned enterprises and state capital because formal rules do not implement 
themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, 
what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is political 
appointments, opaque subsidiaries, procurement vulnerabilities, and weak board independence. An integrity-
oriented leader therefore has to strengthen board professionalism, nomination transparency, internal 
controls, audit committees, and related-party disclosure. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is 
a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what 
senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and 
enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, 
leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. 
A useful test is board independence, procurement competition, audit closure, whistleblower confidence, and 
related-party transparency. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating 
environment rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is commercial agility versus public accountability. Anti-
corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive discretion in 
enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution becomes an 
excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision processes. 
Consider an SOE chief executive who rejects politically sponsored vendors and records all exceptions for 
board review. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in the signal it sends 
throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the conduct that 
leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether officials perceive 
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integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary decision is 
inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations change, 
employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the costs 
and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

State-owned enterprises occupy a strategic position in Indonesia's economy. They operate in 
infrastructure, energy, finance, transport, telecommunications, construction, and other sectors. Their hybrid 
character creates a distinctive governance challenge: they must pursue commercial performance while also 
implementing public policy, and they are exposed to both market pressures and political influence. 

Corruption risks arise when appointments are politicized, procurement is opaque, subsidiaries multiply 
without clear accountability, public-service obligations are poorly costed, or strategic decisions serve 
networks rather than enterprise value. Complex corporate groups can make transactions difficult for 
outsiders to understand. Large capital projects and partnerships increase exposure to intermediaries, 
consultants, joint ventures, and related-party dealings. 

The OECD Economic Survey of Indonesia 2024 noted the relatively large role of SOEs and recommended a 
clearer state ownership strategy. A clear ownership policy is also an anti-corruption tool because it 
distinguishes the government's role as regulator, policymaker, and owner. Blurred roles allow informal 
instructions to substitute for accountable governance. 

Boards must have real fiduciary responsibility, relevant competence, and sufficient independence. 
Nomination processes should emphasize professional criteria; conflicts should be disclosed; audit 
committees should have strong access to information; internal audit should report to appropriate governing 
bodies; and procurement rules should be proportionate to commercial needs while protecting integrity. 
Whistleblower channels must allow employees and suppliers to report without retaliation. 

Corporate integrity systems should extend to third parties. Many corruption schemes operate through 
agents, distributors, consultants, subcontractors, or joint-venture partners. Risk-based due diligence, 
beneficial-ownership checks, anti-bribery clauses, audit rights, payment controls, and monitoring of 
politically exposed relationships should be standard. The public ultimately bears losses when governance 
fails in a state enterprise, so corporate compliance is a form of public accountability. 

12. Bureaucratic Leadership, Meritocracy, and Everyday Integrity 

Leadership matters in the civil service and daily public administration because formal rules do not 
implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who 
is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk 
is leaders tolerating favoritism, informal fees, absentee accountability, and arbitrary personnel decisions. An 
integrity-oriented leader therefore has to model integrity, use merit-based HR systems, rotate high-risk 
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functions, and protect staff who refuse improper orders. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a 
problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior 
figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement 
personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a 
mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test 
is promotion fairness, disciplinary consistency, service complaints, rotation quality, and staff perceptions of 
ethical climate. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather 
than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is hierarchical obedience versus professional responsibility 
to law and public interest. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because 
excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if 
caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a director-general who makes it safe for subordinates to question irregular instructions. 
The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout 
the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, 
reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-
enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence 
of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, 
and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

A clean bureaucracy depends on professional identity as much as on criminal law. Civil servants make 
thousands of daily decisions that never reach prosecutors: permits, inspections, procurement 
recommendations, tax assessments, personnel decisions, service priorities, grants, and administrative 
exceptions. If merit and professional standards are weak, informal relationships can become the real 
operating system of government. 

KPK's 2025 Integrity Assessment Survey reported that one-third of internal respondents perceived 
promotion and transfer decisions as influenced by proximity to officials, kinship, common alumni background, 
group identity, or organizational affiliation. This finding is important because nepotism in human-resource 
management can seed later corruption. Employees who owe careers to patrons may feel obligations that 
compete with formal duties. 

Meritocracy reduces corruption through several channels. It increases professional competence, reduces 
dependence on personal sponsors, strengthens career expectations, and gives officials a reason to protect 
long-term reputation. Fair compensation matters, but salary increases alone do not eliminate corruption. Pay 
must be combined with credible evaluation, rotation in high-risk positions, conflict-of-interest controls, 
lifestyle and asset checks where appropriate, and predictable discipline. 
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OECD's 2026 integrity indicators show that Indonesia has a regulatory framework for civil-service 
discipline but weaker implementation. This gap between formal rules and operational practice is a recurring 
governance problem. Rules that are rarely enforced can be worse than no rules because they create the 
appearance of control while teaching employees that violations are negotiable. 

Managers shape integrity through everyday signals. Whom do they promote? Which violations do they 
overlook? Do they protect employees who refuse improper orders? Are exceptions documented? Is 
performance measured only by output, or also by process integrity? Organizational culture is produced by 
repeated managerial decisions. Ethical leadership becomes credible when employees observe that integrity 
has career value and misconduct has predictable consequences. 

13. Digital Leadership, Data Integration, and AI for Integrity 

Leadership matters in digital government, integrated data, and AI because formal rules do not implement 
themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, 
what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is digitizing 
corrupt processes without redesigning discretion or creating new opaque algorithmic risks. An integrity-
oriented leader therefore has to use interoperable data, audit trails, anomaly detection, access controls, 
privacy safeguards, and human review. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of 
institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures 
reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel 
observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism 
through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is traceability 
of decisions, exception rates, anomaly closure, data quality, and independently tested algorithmic 
performance. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather 
than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is automation and efficiency versus fairness, explainability, 
and due process. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive 
discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution 
becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a digital-government leader who uses AI to flag procurement anomalies but never treats 
an algorithmic score as proof of guilt. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision 
but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn 
from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape 
whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single 
exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once 
expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own 
calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 
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Digitalization has already reduced many forms of face-to-face discretion in Indonesia. Online tax filing, 
electronic procurement, digital licensing, cashless payments, integrated social-assistance databases, and 
electronic budgeting can make transactions faster and more traceable. The anti-corruption benefit comes not 
from technology itself but from standardization, auditability, reduced informal contact, and the creation of 
data trails. 

However, digital government can create a dangerous illusion of automatic cleanliness. A corrupt decision 
can be entered into a digital system as easily as an honest one if upstream manipulation remains possible. 
Algorithms can reproduce biased rules. Administrators can misuse privileged access. Data can be fragmented 
across institutions. Vendors can collude outside the platform and submit coordinated bids inside it. 
Therefore, digitization must be combined with governance of data, access rights, cybersecurity, and human 
accountability. 

The next frontier is cross-dataset analytics. Corruption networks often leave weak signals in multiple 
databases that become meaningful when connected: an official's asset declaration, a relative's company 
ownership, repeated procurement awards, unusual budget changes, licensing patterns, tax discrepancies, 
travel records, and complaints. Lawful data integration can turn fragmented information into risk intelligence. 
Privacy and due-process safeguards remain essential because anomaly detection identifies risk, not guilt. 

AI can support prioritization by identifying statistically unusual transactions, network centrality, 
suspicious clusters, or text similarities among bids. Natural-language processing can screen large volumes of 
contracts and audit reports. Machine learning can improve risk models over time. Yet models must be 
explainable enough for oversight, tested for bias, secured against manipulation, and insulated from political 
targeting. An opaque anti-corruption algorithm can itself become an accountability problem. 

For management, digital integrity requires an architecture with clear data ownership, quality standards, 
identity management, logs, interoperability protocols, retention rules, and independent access review. The 
strongest system makes lawful conduct easy, deviations visible, and retrospective reconstruction reliable. 
Technology is most effective when it changes the economics of corruption by increasing the probability of 
detection and reducing the space for undocumented discretion. 

14. Leadership that Protects Whistleblowers, Media, and Citizen Oversight 

Leadership matters in whistleblowing, journalism, civil society, and public participation because formal 
rules do not implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are 
investigated, who is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted 
upon. The central risk is retaliation and intimidation silencing information essential to accountability. An 
integrity-oriented leader therefore has to provide secure reporting, anti-retaliation guarantees, independent 
investigation, feedback to reporters, and meaningful access to public information. This is not simply a 
question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political 
incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether 
access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional 
treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible 
practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is reporting confidence, retaliation incidents, response time, 
substantiation quality, and civic access to data. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing 
the operating environment rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is confidentiality and reputational fairness versus the public 
interest in disclosure. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because 
excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if 
caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
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processes. Consider an agency head who protects an employee who reports a superior rather than treating 
loyalty to the boss as loyalty to the institution. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate 
decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees 
learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape 
whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single 
exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once 
expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own 
calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Many corruption cases begin with information held by insiders. Employees, contractors, citizens, 
journalists, and competitors often see irregularities before auditors or law-enforcement agencies do. Yet 
reporting is risky. Whistleblowers may face dismissal, stalled careers, lawsuits, intimidation, social 
ostracism, or physical danger. A country cannot rely on citizen courage while leaving reporters exposed. 

Effective whistleblower protection requires confidential channels, anti-retaliation rules, independent 
investigation, remedies for retaliation, secure evidence handling, and clarity about when identity may be 
disclosed. OECD's 2026 analysis points to significant room for strengthening whistleblower protection in 
Indonesia, including within prosecutorial integrity arrangements. Protection must be practical, not merely 
formal: a reporter who wins a legal case years after losing a career has not been adequately protected. 

Civil society organizations and investigative media have played major roles in Indonesia's anti-corruption 
movement. Press freedom expands the number of actors capable of discovering and publicizing misconduct. 
Open data makes this oversight more powerful. Budget, procurement, court, ownership, and asset 
information should be provided in formats that permit analysis rather than only scanned documents that are 
technically public but practically inaccessible. 

Citizen participation should also be institutionalized at the local level. Community monitoring of 
infrastructure, school budgets, health services, village funds, and environmental permits can detect failures 
that central agencies cannot see. Participatory oversight is especially valuable where the quality of delivery is 
observable by users. The challenge is to protect participation from capture by the same local elites being 
monitored. 

Managers should treat complaints as governance data, not reputational threats. A mature organization 
classifies complaints, detects recurring patterns, tracks response time, protects complainants, and reports 
corrective action. Leaders who suppress bad news increase corruption risk because they blind the institution. 
Integrity grows when organizations reward early detection rather than concealment. 
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15. Ethical Leadership, Education, Religion, and Social Norms 

Leadership matters in ethical culture, education, professional formation, and religious or civic values 
because formal rules do not implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which 
violations are investigated, who is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient 
evidence is acted upon. The central risk is integrity language becoming ceremonial while daily incentives 
reward compromise. An integrity-oriented leader therefore has to connect values with concrete dilemmas, 
leadership modeling, consequence systems, and professional standards. This is not simply a question of 
personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. 
Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be 
purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In 
this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty 
symbolism. A useful test is ethical climate, willingness to speak up, conflict-of-interest behavior, and 
consistency between values and decisions. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the 
operating environment rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is moral education versus moralism that ignores institutional 
incentives. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive 
discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution 
becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a university leader who applies academic integrity rules to senior professors and 
students alike. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in the signal it 
sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the conduct 
that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether officials 
perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary decision 
is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations change, 
employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the costs 
and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Anti-corruption education is frequently criticized as symbolic, yet norms matter. People do not make 
decisions solely through calculations of legal risk. They are influenced by professional identity, peer behavior, 
organizational expectations, family pressure, religious values, and beliefs about what others normally do. If 
corruption is perceived as universal and necessary, individuals may participate defensively even when they 
personally disapprove. 

The goal of integrity education should therefore go beyond slogans. Students and public employees need 
practical ethical reasoning: how to recognize conflicts of interest, gifts, favoritism, manipulation of 
procurement, misuse of confidential information, and pressure from superiors. Case-based learning is more 
effective than abstract moralization because it rehearses decisions under realistic ambiguity. 
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Universities have a special responsibility. They educate future civil servants, business leaders, auditors, 
judges, politicians, engineers, doctors, and teachers. Academic corruption—plagiarism, bribery, falsified 
research, purchased credentials, favoritism—undermines the legitimacy of universities as institutions of 
integrity. Anti-corruption education is credible only if academic governance itself is transparent and merit-
based. 

Religious organizations and moral communities can reinforce integrity when they connect ethical teaching 
to institutional practice. The risk is moral dualism: condemning corruption in sermons while tolerating 
patronage, opaque finances, or favoritism inside one's own organization. Ethical authority requires 
consistency. Social norms change when respected communities withdraw status from illicit enrichment 
rather than admiring wealth without asking how it was acquired. 

For management education, corruption should be taught as both an ethical and strategic issue. Firms that 
win through bribery become dependent on political protection; public institutions that tolerate favoritism lose 
talent; societies with low trust pay higher transaction costs. Integrity is not only virtue. It is institutional capital 
that supports investment, innovation, service quality, and long-term organizational resilience. 

16. Developmental Leadership: Corruption as an Economic and Social Cost 

Leadership matters in development policy and social welfare because formal rules do not implement 
themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, 
what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is leaders 
viewing corruption as only a legal problem rather than a tax on growth, equality, and public trust. An integrity-
oriented leader therefore has to embed integrity risk analysis into budgeting, infrastructure, health, education, 
poverty programs, and investment policy. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of 
institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures 
reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel 
observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism 
through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is service 
outcomes, leakage, project quality, distributional fairness, and citizen trust. If that pattern improves across 
time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than merely changing the language used to 
describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is short-term spending targets versus long-term value for 
money and institutional legitimacy. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, 
because excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural 
caution if caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and 
proportionate decision processes. Consider a cabinet minister who delays a politically attractive project when 
integrity controls are demonstrably inadequate. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the 
immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that 
employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these 
signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition 
matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates 
expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to 
adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
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senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Corruption is sometimes mischaracterized as a moral problem detached from growth and welfare. In 
reality it operates like a distortionary tax whose burden is unpredictable and unequally distributed. Firms 
devote resources to connections rather than productivity, investors demand higher risk premiums, public 
procurement pays more for less, and citizens receive lower-quality services. The cost includes both money 
stolen and value never created. 

Infrastructure corruption can produce roads, bridges, buildings, or water systems that are overpriced, 
delayed, or structurally weak. Health-sector corruption can affect procurement of medicines and equipment, 
staffing, insurance claims, and licensing. Education corruption can distort teacher appointments, 
admissions, certification, and school procurement. These effects fall disproportionately on citizens who 
cannot buy private alternatives. 

Corruption also increases inequality. Wealthy and connected actors can purchase access, accelerate 
permits, influence rules, or avoid sanctions. Poorer citizens face slower services and weaker bargaining 
power. When public office becomes a route to private enrichment, social mobility depends less on talent and 
more on networks. This damages trust in both markets and democracy. 

The World Bank's Worldwide Governance Indicators continue to show Indonesia facing challenges in 
control of corruption. Such indicators are imperfect and should not be interpreted as precise measurements 
of hidden behavior, but their value lies in tracking broad institutional perceptions and outcomes. Combined 
with national survey data, case evidence, and sector-specific audits, they suggest that corruption remains a 
material constraint on governance quality. 

From a strategic-management perspective, corruption reduces national competitiveness. It increases 
uncertainty, encourages short-termism, discourages rule-abiding entrants, and rewards firms skilled at 
influence rather than innovation. An anti-corruption agenda is therefore part of industrial policy, investment 
policy, social policy, and human-capital policy. Clean governance is productive infrastructure. 

17. Why Anti-Corruption Leadership and Reform Programs Fail 

Leadership matters in anti-corruption reform programs because formal rules do not implement 
themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, 
what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is reforms 
becoming episodic, personality-dependent, fragmented, or easy to reverse. An integrity-oriented leader 
therefore has to build coalitions, sequence reforms, protect institutions, allocate resources, monitor 
implementation, and institutionalize learning. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem 
of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures 
reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel 
observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism 
through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is 
implementation completion, durability across leadership transitions, enforcement credibility, and reduction 
of known risk patterns. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment 
rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 
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The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is visible quick wins versus deeper reforms whose benefits 
take longer to appear. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because 
excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if 
caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a reform leader who treats a corruption scandal as a trigger for process redesign rather 
than merely replacing personnel. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but 
in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from 
the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether 
officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary 
decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations 
change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the 
costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Anti-corruption reforms commonly fail for predictable reasons. One is institutional isomorphism: 
organizations adopt laws, committees, codes, and digital systems because they are expected to do so, while 
underlying incentives remain unchanged. The result is ceremonial compliance. Documents multiply, but 
discretion, patronage, and selective enforcement continue beneath the formal surface. 

A second failure is fragmentation. Different agencies hold pieces of the integrity system—procurement, 
audit, taxation, company registration, financial intelligence, civil-service management, police, prosecution, 
courts, election supervision, and local government—but data and incentives are not aligned. Corruption 
networks exploit organizational boundaries. A firm may look legitimate in one database, suspicious in another, 
and politically connected in a third. Without interoperability, no institution sees the full pattern. 

A third failure is overreliance on enforcement after loss has occurred. Arrests are necessary for 
accountability, but they are expensive and retrospective. A mature system learns from each case: which 
control failed, which warning signs were ignored, why supervision did not work, which data could have 
detected the pattern, and what process redesign would prevent recurrence. Without this learning loop, 
enforcement becomes repetitive firefighting. 

A fourth failure is reform without political coalition. Institutions cannot defend themselves indefinitely if 
powerful actors benefit from their weakness. Sustainable reform requires support from citizens, businesses 
that prefer fair competition, professional associations, universities, media, reformist politicians, religious 
communities, and civil servants. Anti-corruption must become a broad social bargain rather than the project 
of one agency. 

Finally, reforms fail when expectations are unrealistic. Promising to 'eradicate corruption' within a short 
period creates inevitable disappointment and politicizes measurement. Better management uses 
intermediate indicators: procurement concentration, share of competitive tenders, time to resolve conflicts 
of interest, verified asset declarations, disciplinary consistency, recovery of stolen assets, whistleblower 
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retaliation rates, beneficial-ownership coverage, and citizen service experience. What gets measured should 
reflect institutional mechanisms, not slogans. 

18. Building a National Integrity Architecture: Leadership Across Institutions 

Leadership matters in the national integrity system because formal rules do not implement themselves. 
Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, what 
information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is agencies 
working in silos while corruption networks operate across institutional boundaries. An integrity-oriented 
leader therefore has to align KPK, police, prosecutors, courts, auditors, ministries, local governments, 
procurement bodies, tax authorities, and civil society around shared integrity standards and interoperable 
information. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, 
organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; 
external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether 
powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which 
abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is cross-agency referral 
quality, data interoperability, closure of audit findings, and coordinated prevention outcomes. If that pattern 
improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than merely changing the 
language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is institutional autonomy versus the need for system-wide 
coherence. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive 
discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution 
becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a national integrity council that tracks risk ownership without becoming a political 
command center for investigations. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision 
but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn 
from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape 
whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single 
exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once 
expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own 
calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Indonesia needs an integrity architecture rather than a collection of disconnected anti-corruption 
programs. The architecture should link prevention, detection, enforcement, asset recovery, political 
accountability, administrative reform, and public participation. Its guiding principle should be that every high-
value public decision leaves a transparent and auditable trail, while every actor with decision authority is 
subject to conflict-of-interest, asset, and accountability rules proportionate to risk. 
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At the political level, priorities include more transparent and realistic campaign finance, stronger party 
governance, donor disclosure, lobbying transparency, and enforceable conflict-of-interest rules. At the 
administrative level, merit-based appointments, rotation of sensitive positions, verified asset declarations, 
procurement transparency, and professional internal control are essential. At the corporate level, beneficial 
ownership and anti-bribery compliance should apply to firms seeking public contracts, licenses, concessions, 
or investment incentives. 

At the enforcement level, KPK, police, prosecutors, courts, auditors, tax authorities, and financial-
intelligence bodies need clear roles, operational independence, secure information exchange, and 
specialized financial-investigation capability. Asset recovery should target the economic gains of corruption. 
International cooperation is increasingly important because assets, companies, and transactions can cross 
borders rapidly. 

At the digital level, Indonesia should build a national integrity data layer that connects, under lawful access 
controls, procurement, company ownership, asset declarations, political exposure, licensing, budgeting, and 
sanctions. Risk models can then prioritize audits and inspections. Public-facing dashboards should allow 
citizens to see contracts, projects, ownership, and delivery performance without exposing protected personal 
data. 

Governance architecture also needs evaluation. Every major reform should specify its theory of change, 
responsible owner, baseline, target, data source, review cycle, and independent evaluation mechanism. Anti-
corruption becomes more credible when government can show not merely that a program exists, but that 
measurable risk declined because of it. 

19. A Ten-Year Leadership Roadmap for Integrity, 2027-2036 

Leadership matters in long-term reform leadership from 2027 to 2036 because formal rules do not 
implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who 
is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk 
is policy discontinuity after elections, cabinet changes, or leadership turnover. An integrity-oriented leader 
therefore has to define staged goals, legal anchors, public scorecards, independent evaluation, and 
succession mechanisms. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, 
organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; 
external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether 
powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which 
abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is milestone completion, 
institutional capability, public integrity indicators, enforcement outcomes, and reform continuity. If that 
pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than merely changing 
the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is ambitious transformation versus realistic sequencing and 
administrative capacity. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because 
excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if 
caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a ten-year program whose annual targets remain public and measurable regardless of 
who holds office. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in the signal it 
sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the conduct 
that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether officials 
perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary decision 
is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations change, 
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employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the costs 
and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

A ten-year horizon is long enough to build institutions yet short enough to impose accountability. The first 
phase should concentrate on restoring and strengthening institutional credibility: safeguard the operational 
independence of anti-corruption enforcement, adopt comprehensive whistleblower protection, improve 
prosecutorial and judicial integrity safeguards, strengthen beneficial-ownership verification, and close major 
gaps in lobbying and conflict-of-interest regulation. 

The second phase should integrate data and professionalize high-risk administration. Procurement, 
budgeting, licensing, asset declarations, corporate ownership, tax data, and political-exposure information 
should become interoperable for authorized integrity purposes. High-risk jobs should have competency 
standards, rotation policies, and enhanced asset and lifestyle review. Local governments should receive risk-
based supervision tied to KPK's integrity survey and objective transaction data. 

The third phase should deepen political-finance reform. Disclosure should become near-real-time and 
machine-readable. Donations from legal persons and individuals should be linked to beneficial ownership and 
public-contract databases so that conflicts can be detected. Political parties should receive incentives for 
transparent internal governance, audited accounts, and meritocratic recruitment. The objective is to reduce 
the hidden financial debts that later shape public decisions. 

The fourth phase should institutionalize learning. Each major corruption case should produce a public, 
appropriately redacted 'control failure review' that identifies how the scheme worked and what system 
changes follow. Similar to accident investigation in aviation, the purpose is not to replace criminal 
responsibility but to ensure that institutions learn from failure. A national repository of typologies would help 
agencies and companies recognize evolving schemes. 

By 2036, success should be judged through multiple indicators rather than one international index. 
Indonesia should seek sustained improvement in public integrity surveys, control-of-corruption measures, 
procurement competitiveness, asset recovery, case duration, citizen trust, business experience, political-
finance transparency, and quality of public services. The target is an ecosystem in which corruption is less 
profitable, less protected, and less normal. 

20. Comparative Leadership Lessons: Learning Without Copying Blindly 

Leadership matters in comparative learning because formal rules do not implement themselves. Leaders 
decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who is promoted, what information is 
disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk is copying institutions from high-
performing countries without adapting them to Indonesia's political, administrative, and social context. An 
integrity-oriented leader therefore has to identify mechanisms rather than symbols and test them against local 
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incentive structures. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, 
organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; 
external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether 
powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which 
abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is whether imported 
practices actually alter behavior, reduce discretion, improve detection, or raise accountability. If that pattern 
improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than merely changing the 
language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is learning from international experience while preserving 
contextual fit and democratic legitimacy. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal 
punishment, because excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced 
to procedural caution if caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, 
and proportionate decision processes. Consider adapting open-contracting or conflict-of-interest systems to 
Indonesia rather than merely reproducing foreign legal text. The importance of such behavior lies not only in 
the immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows 
that employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these 
signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition 
matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates 
expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to 
adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Comparative experience shows that there is no single anti-corruption model that can simply be imported. 
Singapore, Hong Kong, the Nordic countries, Georgia, Estonia, South Korea, and other jurisdictions reached 
stronger integrity outcomes through different historical pathways. Some relied on highly professional 
bureaucracies and strong enforcement; others used radical administrative simplification, digitalization, 
political competition, judicial reform, or sustained norm change. Indonesia should study mechanisms rather 
than imitate institutional forms. The relevant question is not 'Which country should Indonesia copy?' but 
'Which combination of incentives, capacities, and accountability mechanisms can work under Indonesia's 
democratic, decentralized, archipelagic, and socially diverse conditions?' 

A recurring comparative lesson is that anti-corruption breakthroughs occur when reform coalitions can 
align political incentives with administrative capacity. Enforcement agencies need enough autonomy to 
pursue powerful actors, but they also need courts, prosecutors, auditors, and financial systems capable of 
converting investigations into lawful outcomes. Civil-service reform matters because honest enforcement 
cannot compensate indefinitely for a patronage-based bureaucracy. Political-finance transparency matters 
because illicit demand for funds can continuously regenerate corruption even after many prosecutions. 
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Another lesson is that simplification can be as powerful as criminalization. When citizens must obtain 
many approvals from many officials, each interface can create an opportunity for delay, extortion, or 
discretionary favoritism. Streamlining permits, standardizing service requirements, publishing fees and 
timelines, and using digital self-service systems reduce the number of transactions in which illicit bargaining 
can occur. Yet simplification must not become deregulation without accountability, especially in 
environmental, safety, labor, and financial domains where public safeguards are essential. 

Countries with stronger integrity also tend to make public information usable. Budgets, contracts, 
company ownership, political donations, administrative decisions, and court judgments are increasingly 
searchable and analyzable. Transparency becomes preventive when it changes behavior before wrongdoing 
occurs. Officials know that decisions may be examined; firms know that bidding patterns can be compared; 
journalists can connect ownership networks; and citizens can verify whether promised projects are delivered. 

Indonesia's scale means that reform should be modular. National rules can establish minimum integrity 
standards, but implementation can be adapted to sector and region. Pilot programs should be independently 
evaluated and scaled only when evidence shows that they change behavior. The comparative lesson is 
therefore methodological: reform by learning, measure mechanisms, publish results, correct failures, and 
avoid treating any single institutional model as a permanent solution. 

21. Sectoral Leadership in Health, Education, Social Protection, and Public 

Services 

Leadership matters in health, education, social protection, and frontline public services because formal 
rules do not implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are 
investigated, who is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted 
upon. The central risk is petty and grand corruption directly degrading service quality for vulnerable citizens. 
An integrity-oriented leader therefore has to set transparent entitlements, reduce opaque discretion, audit 
high-risk transactions, engage users, and protect professional standards. This is not simply a question of 
personal virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. 
Followers observe what senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be 
purchased; and enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In 
this sense, leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty 
symbolism. A useful test is waiting times, informal payment complaints, benefit accuracy, procurement 
quality, and user trust. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment 
rather than merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is managerial flexibility versus equal treatment and 
transparent eligibility. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because 
excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if 
caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision 
processes. Consider a hospital director who publishes service standards and investigates procurement 
anomalies without compromising clinical operations. The importance of such behavior lies not only in the 
immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that 
employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these 
signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition 
matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent decisions creates 
expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political actors begin to 
adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 
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Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Corruption becomes most tangible when it affects essential services. In health, integrity risks can arise in 
medicine procurement, medical equipment purchasing, hospital construction, licensing, insurance claims, 
staffing, referral systems, and the allocation of scarce services. In education, risks include procurement, 
admissions, teacher recruitment, certification, research funding, scholarships, school construction, and 
credentialing. In social protection, manipulation can enter beneficiary lists, distribution channels, vendor 
selection, and local verification. These sectors require specialized controls because the harm from corruption 
is measured not only in money but in health, learning, dignity, and life chances. 

Health procurement illustrates why technical expertise and integrity must be integrated. A procurement 
officer may not be able to judge whether specifications are clinically justified, while clinicians may not 
understand procurement law or market structure. Corruption can hide behind technical complexity. 
Multidisciplinary committees, conflict-of-interest declarations, transparent price benchmarking, 
standardized product catalogs where appropriate, and post-purchase utilization review can reduce this 
vulnerability. Data should be used to identify hospitals or regions with unusual prices, supplier concentration, 
or consumption patterns. 

Education requires similar attention to personnel integrity. Teacher and university appointments shape 
institutional quality for decades. If recruitment, promotion, or leadership selection is influenced by patronage, 
the damage extends beyond the immediate unfairness: it weakens professional norms and teaches students 
that networks matter more than merit. Universities should publish selection criteria, disclose conflicts, 
document committee decisions, and maintain independent appeal mechanisms. Research integrity should 
be linked to financial integrity because grant manipulation, ghost authorship, and procurement fraud can 
reinforce one another. 

Social-assistance programs create a different challenge: the state must move resources quickly to large 
populations while ensuring accurate targeting. Digital identity and integrated registries can reduce duplication 
and ghost beneficiaries, but exclusion errors and data abuse remain risks. Community verification, 
transparent eligibility rules, grievance systems, and periodic data reconciliation are essential. Where local 
officials can arbitrarily add or remove beneficiaries, social assistance can become a tool of political 
patronage. 

The managerial principle is service-centered integrity. Citizens should not need personal connections to 
obtain what rules already entitle them to receive. Service standards, queue transparency, cashless 
transactions, published fees, electronic tracking, complaint analytics, and independent patient or student 
feedback can make integrity visible in everyday experience. Anti-corruption succeeds when citizens notice not 
only fewer scandals but also fairer access to ordinary public services. 
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22. Business Leadership and the Private Sector's Anti-Corruption 

Responsibility 

Leadership matters in private companies, associations, professional services, and supply chains because 
formal rules do not implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are 
investigated, who is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted 
upon. The central risk is firms treating bribery as an unavoidable cost of doing business and transferring 
corruption risk through intermediaries. An integrity-oriented leader therefore has to adopt board-level anti-
bribery oversight, third-party due diligence, beneficial-ownership checks, controls on gifts and facilitation 
payments, and protected reporting. This is not simply a question of personal virtue. It is a problem of 
institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe what senior figures 
reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and enforcement personnel 
observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, leadership is a mechanism 
through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. A useful test is third-party 
risk closure, investigation quality, disciplinary consistency, and contract transparency. If that pattern 
improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than merely changing the 
language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is commercial pressure versus legal and ethical responsibility. 
Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, because excessive discretion in 
enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural caution if caution becomes an 
excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and proportionate decision processes. 
Consider a chief executive who walks away from a profitable contract that requires an illicit payment. The 
importance of such behavior lies not only in the immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout the 
hierarchy. Ethical leadership research shows that employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, 
reward, and discipline. In public institutions, these signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-
enhancing or career-threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence 
of consistent decisions creates expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, 
and political actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

Corruption is often described as something public officials do, but many schemes require private-sector 
participation. Bribes have payers as well as recipients; rigged tenders involve suppliers; hidden ownership 
relies on corporate structures; and regulatory capture requires organized economic interests. A national 
integrity strategy therefore cannot treat business merely as a victim of public corruption. Firms must be 
governed as active participants in prevention. 

Large companies should implement risk-based anti-bribery systems aligned with international standards: 
board oversight, clear prohibitions, third-party due diligence, gifts and hospitality rules, political-contribution 
controls, conflict-of-interest disclosure, training for high-risk employees, secure reporting channels, internal 
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investigations, and disciplinary consistency. Small and medium enterprises need proportionate tools rather 
than bureaucratic compliance burdens. Sector associations can provide shared guidance and collective 
commitments so that firms are not commercially punished for refusing to pay bribes. 

Collective-action initiatives are particularly important in industries where corruption is perceived as 
necessary to compete. If one honest firm refuses to pay while rivals continue, the honest firm may lose 
contracts and eventually abandon the market. Integrity pacts, transparent tender rules, independent 
monitoring, debarment of serious offenders, and credible enforcement can change the competitive 
equilibrium. The objective is to make fair competition commercially rational. 

Banks, accountants, lawyers, notaries, consultants, and other professional intermediaries also have 
gatekeeping roles. Complex corruption schemes frequently require the movement, concealment, valuation, 
or legitimization of assets. Professional ethics and anti-money-laundering obligations should therefore be 
integrated with anti-corruption objectives. Suspicious ownership changes, unexplained payments, nominee 
arrangements, and transactions involving politically exposed persons deserve enhanced scrutiny under lawful 
standards. 

Business leaders should recognize that bribery is strategically corrosive even when it appears profitable in 
the short run. It makes firms dependent on political relationships, creates blackmail risk, distorts investment 
decisions, discourages internal dissent, and undermines succession when personal connections substitute 
for capability. A company that competes through corruption may grow while a patron is powerful but become 
fragile when political conditions change. Integrity is therefore a component of corporate resilience and long-
term value. 

23. Measuring Anti-Corruption Leadership: From Rhetoric to an Integrity 

Scorecard 

Leadership matters in performance measurement and public accountability because formal rules do not 
implement themselves. Leaders decide which rules are emphasized, which violations are investigated, who 
is promoted, what information is disclosed, and whether inconvenient evidence is acted upon. The central risk 
is leaders celebrating activity counts while corruption opportunities and public distrust remain unchanged. 
An integrity-oriented leader therefore has to use balanced indicators combining prevention, enforcement, 
institutional integrity, public experience, and outcome measures. This is not simply a question of personal 
virtue. It is a problem of institutional design, organizational culture, and political incentives. Followers observe 
what senior figures reward and tolerate; external actors observe whether access can be purchased; and 
enforcement personnel observe whether powerful people receive exceptional treatment. In this sense, 
leadership is a mechanism through which abstract law becomes either credible practice or empty symbolism. 
A useful test is a transparent scorecard that links leadership commitments to observable changes in risk and 
behavior. If that pattern improves across time, leadership is changing the operating environment rather than 
merely changing the language used to describe it. 

The difficult leadership dilemma in this field is simple rankings versus nuanced measures that can guide 
management without being gamed. Anti-corruption leadership cannot be reduced to maximal punishment, 
because excessive discretion in enforcement can itself become abusive; nor can it be reduced to procedural 
caution if caution becomes an excuse for inaction. The task is to create credible, reviewable, and 
proportionate decision processes. Consider a minister who accepts an independent integrity dashboard that 
exposes weaknesses rather than selecting only flattering statistics. The importance of such behavior lies not 
only in the immediate decision but in the signal it sends throughout the hierarchy. Ethical leadership research 
shows that employees learn from the conduct that leaders model, reward, and discipline. In public 
institutions, these signals shape whether officials perceive integrity as career-enhancing or career-
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threatening. Repetition matters: a single exemplary decision is inspiring, but a sequence of consistent 
decisions creates expectations. Once expectations change, employees, contractors, citizens, and political 
actors begin to adjust their own calculations about the costs and benefits of corrupt conduct. 

Leadership should also be understood as a distributed capability rather than a characteristic of one heroic 
figure. Indonesia's scale and decentralization make it impossible for any president, minister, anti-corruption 
commissioner, governor, or chief executive to supervise every transaction. The practical objective is therefore 
to construct layers of leadership: political leaders establish direction and protect institutional independence; 
senior administrators translate direction into systems; middle managers control processes and exceptions; 
professional leaders defend standards; and frontline supervisors make integrity visible in daily work. This 
distributed approach is essential because many corruption opportunities arise in routine administrative 
choices long before senior officials become aware of them. Leadership succeeds when people at multiple 
levels possess both the authority and the obligation to stop irregular transactions, document exceptions, 
escalate risks, and learn from failure. 

A credible anti-corruption strategy needs a measurement system that distinguishes inputs, processes, 
outputs, outcomes, and long-term impacts. Inputs include budget, staffing, technology, and training. 
Processes include verification of asset declarations, procurement review, complaint handling, and conflict-
of-interest management. Outputs include audits completed, sanctions imposed, assets recovered, and 
datasets published. Outcomes concern changed behavior: fewer single-bid contracts, lower procurement 
concentration, reduced informal payments, faster service delivery, higher reporting confidence, and more 
competitive markets. Impacts include stronger trust, investment quality, fiscal efficiency, and social equity. 

No single indicator can capture corruption. CPI is useful for international comparison of perceived public-
sector corruption but is not a direct measurement of offences. KPK's SPI provides institution-level integrity 
information from internal, external, and expert perspectives. Enforcement statistics reveal investigative 
activity but are influenced by agency capacity and priorities. Procurement analytics reveal patterns but cannot 
by themselves establish criminal intent. A national scorecard should therefore triangulate indicators and 
clearly state what each one can and cannot show. 

Leading indicators are especially valuable because they provide warning before a scandal occurs. 
Examples include rapid growth in noncompetitive procurement, repeated use of emergency exceptions, high 
staff turnover in control functions, large numbers of unverified asset declarations, unusual concentration of 
vendors, unresolved audit findings, complaints about retaliation, or abrupt changes in licensing patterns. 
Boards, ministers, governors, regents, mayors, and agency heads should receive periodic risk dashboards 
rather than learn about integrity failures from criminal cases years later. 

Targets should be designed carefully to avoid gaming. If investigators are rewarded only for the number of 
cases, they may prioritize easy cases over systemic ones. If procurement officers are rewarded only for speed, 
they may weaken diligence. If agencies seek only a higher survey score, they may pressure respondents rather 
than fix problems. Balanced indicators should combine quantity, quality, timeliness, fairness, and 
independent validation. 

Public reporting completes the accountability loop. Government should explain which reforms were 
implemented, what data changed, where risk remains high, and what corrective actions follow. Independent 
researchers should be able to evaluate outcomes. A transparent scorecard changes anti-corruption from a 
rhetorical contest into a management discipline. The central question becomes measurable: are institutions 
reducing opportunities, increasing detection, protecting integrity, and improving citizens' experience over 
time? 
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24. A Leadership Compact for Indonesia: Ten Commitments 

1. No selective protection 

Leaders must commit that political loyalty, kinship, institutional prestige, or economic importance will not 
be accepted as reasons to obstruct lawful inquiry. This principle is foundational because a single visible 
exception can teach thousands of officials that integrity rules are negotiable. 

2. Merit before patronage 

Appointments, promotion, rotation, and succession should be based on competence, integrity, and 
transparent criteria. High-risk positions require enhanced screening, conflict-of-interest declarations, and 
periodic rotation. Meritocracy is anti-corruption infrastructure because personnel decisions determine who 
controls discretion. 

3. Transparency by default 

Budgets, procurement plans, contract awards, beneficial ownership, licensing criteria, performance data, 
and justified exceptions should be proactively disclosed unless a clear legal reason requires confidentiality. 
Leaders should treat opacity as a risk requiring justification, not as the administrative default. 

4. Protect those who speak up 

A reporting channel without anti-retaliation protection is an invitation to silence. Leaders should make 
retaliation itself a serious integrity offence, ensure independent review, preserve confidentiality, and 
communicate outcomes so employees know that reporting can produce corrective action. 

5. Data before anecdote 

Leadership decisions should use integrated risk data: procurement concentration, single bids, contract 
modifications, unusual payment patterns, asset declarations, complaints, licensing exceptions, tax and 
ownership links, audit findings, and disciplinary history. Data should guide inquiry but never replace evidence 
or due process. 

6. Equal rules for allies and opponents 

The credibility of anti-corruption leadership depends on symmetry. Enforcement that appears to target 
opponents while protecting allies may increase fear but not integrity. Leaders should support procedures that 
minimize discretionary case selection and publish standards wherever operationally possible. 

7. Design out opportunity 

After every significant case, leaders should ask which process allowed the conduct to occur. Controls 
should be redesigned, duties segregated, exception powers narrowed, logs improved, and responsible owners 
assigned. Prosecution is retrospective; leadership must also be prospective. 

8. Make integrity measurable 

Each ministry, local government, SOE, and public body should maintain a small set of integrity indicators 
connected to real risks. Leaders should be evaluated not only on spending absorption and output delivery but 
also on competition, audit closure, complaint handling, ethical climate, and control quality. 

9. Build institutions that outlive leaders 

Reform should be anchored in law, professional standards, interoperable systems, budgets, independent 
oversight, and succession planning. A reform that disappears when a minister or governor changes is a 
campaign, not an institution. 
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10. Treat citizens as integrity partners 

Citizens, journalists, universities, professional associations, and civil society should have meaningful 
access to information and channels to test government claims. Participation is not a public-relations exercise; 
it is an external control that can reveal patterns invisible to the bureaucracy itself. 

25. Final Discussion: Can Leadership Change Indonesia's Corruption 

Equilibrium? 

Leadership can neither abolish temptation nor guarantee that every public official will act ethically. It can, 
however, transform the environment in which choices are made. When leaders make rules predictable, 
reduce opaque discretion, protect investigators and reporters, professionalize appointments, disclose 
relevant information, and sanction misconduct consistently, the expected payoff from corruption falls. At the 
same time, the expected payoff from integrity rises because honest officials no longer carry the same career 
disadvantage and firms no longer assume that bribery is the only way to compete. This change in expectations 
is crucial. Systemic corruption is sustained not only by greedy individuals but by beliefs about what everyone 
else will do and what institutions will tolerate. 

Indonesia's challenge is therefore not to search for a single incorruptible leader. The country needs a 
leadership system that makes integrity reproducible. Presidents and cabinet ministers matter because they 
allocate political attention and protect or weaken institutions. Parliament matters because political finance, 
oversight, and legislation shape incentives. KPK, police, prosecutors, judges, and auditors matter because 
deterrence depends on credible and fair enforcement. Governors, mayors, regents, and local bureaucracies 
matter because decentralization places enormous authority near citizens. SOE leaders and private-sector 
executives matter because corrupt exchange requires both supply and demand. University, religious, 
professional, and civil-society leaders matter because norms are learned and defended outside government 
as well as within it. 

The leadership perspective also clarifies why anti-corruption success is compatible with institutional 
humility. Leaders should be ambitious about standards but modest about personal indispensability. A 
genuinely successful anti-corruption leader should leave behind an organization that requires less heroic 
intervention because procedures are clearer, data are better, staff are more professional, oversight is 
stronger, and citizens can see more of what government does. This is the opposite of personalized power. It is 
leadership expressed through self-limiting institutions. 

Contemporary indicators show that Indonesia still faces significant integrity risks. The CPI 2025 score of 
34/100, the SPI 2025 national index of 72.32 in the vulnerable category, and OECD findings on implementation 
gaps should be read as signals that reform cannot rely on complacency. Yet they do not imply inevitability. 
Indonesia has demonstrated the capacity to create major institutional innovations, digitize services, expand 
public scrutiny, and build professional communities committed to integrity. The strategic question is whether 
leadership can connect these capabilities into a coherent system and maintain commitment across political 
cycles. 

The answer proposed by this article is therefore conditional. Leadership can become a decisive force in 
eradicating—or more realistically, continuously suppressing and preventing—corruption when it is ethical, 
distributed, evidence-based, institution-building, and accountable. Leadership fails when it becomes 
personalistic, selective, opaque, or dependent on slogans. Indonesia does not need leaders who merely 
promise to fight corruption; it needs leaders who are willing to redesign the institutions from which they 
themselves exercise power. That is the deeper test of integrity, and it is also the path by which anti-corruption 
can become a durable feature of governance rather than a recurring campaign. 
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Glossary 

Accountability: The obligation of public or organizational actors to explain decisions, accept review, and 
face consequences for misconduct or poor performance. 

Adaptive leadership: Leadership that mobilizes people to confront complex problems requiring changes 
in values, habits, relationships, and expectations rather than only technical fixes. 

Anti-corruption leadership: Leadership that combines personal integrity with institutional actions that 
prevent, detect, sanction, and learn from corruption risks. 

Beneficial ownership: The natural person or persons who ultimately own, control, or benefit from a legal 
entity or arrangement. 

Collective-action problem: A situation in which individuals may prefer an honest system but still 
participate in corruption because they expect others to do so and fear being disadvantaged if they act alone. 

Conflict of interest: A situation in which private interests could improperly influence the performance of 
public or professional duties. 

Corruption: The abuse of entrusted power for private or particularistic gain, including bribery, 
embezzlement, favoritism, trading in influence, procurement manipulation, and other forms. 

Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI): Transparency International's annual index of perceived public-
sector corruption, scored from 0 (highly corrupt) to 100 (very clean). 

Ethical climate: Shared perceptions within an organization about what constitutes appropriate conduct 
and how ethical issues are expected to be handled. 

Ethical leadership: Normatively appropriate conduct by leaders combined with communication, 
reinforcement, and decision processes that encourage ethical behavior among followers. 

Grand corruption: High-level corruption involving major public decisions, large resources, senior officials, 
or systemic political and economic consequences. 

Integrity: Consistent alignment of authority and conduct with legal duties, ethical standards, and the 
public interest. 

Integrity Assessment Survey (SPI): KPK's survey-based assessment of corruption risks and integrity 
conditions across participating Indonesian public institutions. 

Institutionalization: The process by which practices and standards become embedded in rules, routines, 
professional norms, budgets, and organizational structures rather than depending on individuals. 

KPK: Komisi Pemberantasan Korupsi, Indonesia's Corruption Eradication Commission. 

Meritocracy: A system in which recruitment, promotion, and assignment are based primarily on 
competence, performance, and relevant qualifications rather than patronage. 

Patronage: Allocation of jobs, contracts, resources, or privileges based on personal or political loyalty. 

Petty corruption: Lower-level corruption typically involving routine public services, informal payments, 
extortion, or small-scale favoritism. 

Political corruption: Abuse of political power or political processes for private, partisan, or network 
benefit, including illicit political finance and vote buying. 

Political finance: The funding of parties, campaigns, candidates, and political activities, including rules 
on sources, limits, disclosure, and audit. 
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Public integrity: Consistent adherence to shared ethical values, principles, and norms for prioritizing the 
public interest over private interests in the public sector. 

Regulatory capture: A condition in which regulation or regulatory agencies are influenced to serve the 
interests of regulated actors or political patrons rather than the public interest. 

Rent: An economic gain above normal competitive returns, often created by scarcity, regulation, 
monopoly, licenses, concessions, or privileged access. 

State capture: Systemic influence by private or political actors over the formation of laws, policies, and 
institutions so that formally legal decisions produce particularistic gains. 

Tone at the top: Signals communicated by senior leadership through words, decisions, appointments, 
rewards, and sanctions about the importance of integrity. 

Trading in influence: Using real or perceived influence over public decision makers in exchange for an 
improper advantage. 

Transformational leadership: Leadership that motivates followers to transcend narrow self-interest and 
commit to a wider mission or shared purpose. 

Whistleblower: A person who reports suspected wrongdoing, corruption, fraud, or serious misconduct 
within or connected to an organization. 
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