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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF INDONESIAN AND
KOREAN GOVERNANCE

ABSTRACT

This paper overviews governance issues in Indorasth Korea from a comparative
perspective. To do so, the WGI (World Governanckex) developed by the World Bank
is employed for a more objective and consistentpateon between the two countries.
WGI consists of six dimensions of voice and accabifity, political stability and
absence of violence, government effectiveness, laggy quality, rule of law, and
control of corruption. The two countries are anatyand compared by each dimension
individually. The paper also examines the operatfiaiefinition of governance and the
rationale of WGI before getting into the analysfscomparative governance issues for
the two countries. The point of the paper is nalrw any concluding remarks or policy
suggestions, but rather to examine the differenaed similarities between two
governance systems via a variety of governancerdiioss.

[. INTRODUCTION

This paper examines and compares Indonesia andaKoré¢heir governance paradigms in a
broader bird’s eye view before getting into theailetd discussion of specific policy issue
comparisons in the following sections by the sgiet& of each policy issue. To address the
overall picture of each country’s governance sysiei important to set up a scheme that covers
most, if not all, of the aspects of the governiragaaigm. However both countries share little
commonalities in terms of history, culture, religisesources, and above all governing paradigm.
This thus renders comparison even more difficutibading to a consistent logical baseline or in
one-dimensional individual perspective. The diffigwof this perplexing comparative inquiry can
best be solved through the creation of a brand mexel with sound theoretical and empirical
grounds in sufficient scientific data support. Heee it neither seems to be realistic in terms of
time and energy required to accomplish such anliglieaproject, nor is it possible for an
individual researcher to handle and implement saidizable project. Accordingly, the second
best alternative may be to utilize those indicemodels which have been already developed by
more generally accepted research institute or gofupsearchers recognized worldwide. World
Governance Indicators (WGI) play a part of the 8ofuto this problem in this paper. WGI as it



is employed here is expected to show the wholaigdior comparison of governance for each
country. It is hoped that WGI, as a governancesassent tool developed by the World Bank,
provides a sound rationale for this comparativa\stdrom which future policy directions and
guidelines for any governance concept, if posgijoled governance, will be drawn later. Among
many useful tools for governance assessments, WW&hployed in the paper because it gives the
most comprehensive and applicable coverage for adatipe analysis in overall governance

analysis among countries worldwide.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND ON GOVERNANCE

GOVERNANCE AND GOOD GOVERNANCE

Over the last decade, the term ‘governance’ hasrmecso widely quoted by academicians, and
so quickly accepted by practitioners, that it heguired and enjoyed a leading status in the usage
of terminologies in public administration reseaeatd practice, and even substitutes for the term
‘public administration’ or ‘government’ in many itesices. Why is this the case? Is the term
‘governance’ truly different from the traditionakériminology of ‘public administration’ or
‘government’? Is governance even any better agma e encompassing the genuine and full
aspects of government operation than public adin@tisn? To answer these questions and
distinguish these terms from ‘governance’ operatiigndeserves a seemingly redundant but

timely explanation at this point of introductorymwarks for this study.

Simply put, the definition of governancetige activity of governingrhis governing activity may
consist of a specific part of management or ledulerprocesses of government systems, and
accordingly it may be interpreted to meahatever government does is governaht@wever, it

is sometimes used more abstractly as a synonyngdeernment, in spite of the fact that
governance encompasses a wider scope than mer&ingey to governmental activities. A great
part of management aspects of non-governmentainma#ons may even be included in the
definition of the term governance, i.e., business eivic organization. The term governance can
be applied to any entities or organizations whiduire a set of processes and policies that affect
the way an entity is managed and controlled. It eaen enlarge its scope to corporate,
international, national, local governance or to ititeractions between other sectors of society.
Out of these, corporate governance may be a goamh@e, which includes the relationships
among the many stakeholders involved for corpoeatéy. Followed by the shareholders as the
principle stakeholders, of the board of directa@mployees, customers, creditors, suppliers,
regulators, and the community at large can becoonerging elements in corporate governance.
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As such, bearing such a variety in defining thentgovernance in mind, it is important to make
governance efficient, effective, and most impoftagbod, which is usually regarded as good

governance.

Further exploration of the term governance maydumd from the comparative perspective used
by many international organizations in order toueashat any country’s governance is efficient,
effective, and ultimately good. These internationatitutions have been extensively engaged in
an effort to improve the governance capacity formiber countries or needy non-member
countries. Acknowledging the varying definition gbod governance by cultures, needs, and
demands for reform for each country, the three nmiajernational organizations of IMF, UN, and

World Bank have sought to set the different stasldior good governance in their own

perspectives, but contain many fundamental comnit@slas follows:

Firstly, the IMF declared in 1996 that "promotingog governance in all its aspects,
including by ensuring the rule of law, improvingetkfficiency and accountability of the public
sector, and tackling corruption, as essential etésnef a framework within which economies can
prosper.” It insists that corruption within ecoriemis caused by the ineffective governance of
the economy, either too much regulation or todelitegulation. So in order for any country to
receive loans from the IMF, certain good governgmieies must be put in place, as determined
by the IMF (IMF, 2005).

Secondly, the United Nations emphasizes reformutfiiohuman development and
political institution reform. (Agere, 2000) To beore specific, UN ESCAP proposes good
governance with eight major characteristics. Theg @articipatory, consensus oriented,
accountable, transparent, responsive, effectiveediitient, equitable and inclusive and follow
the rule of law. UN ESCAP assures that corruptioougd be minimized, the views of minorities
should be taken into account and that the voicethefmost vulnerable in society must be
reasonably heard in decision-making. (UN ESCAP 9200

Finally, the World Bank is more concerned with tleform of economic and social
resources control. (Agere, 2000) In 1992, the W&@ank underlined three aspects of society
which chiefly affects the nature of a country's gmance: i) the type of political regime; ii) the
process by which authority is exercised in the rgangent of the economic and social resources,
with a view to development; and iii) the capacifygovernments to formulate policies and have
them effectively implemented. (World Bank, 1992)
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These three international institutions focus onegnance issues for their own goods and reasons
respectively: IMF for economic emphasis, UN for ipichl reason, and WB for investment
purposes. However, it should be noted here that gmvernance may imply many different
things in many different contexts. Nevertheless, tioe last decade, the concept of good
governance has often been regarded as a modehtpace ineffective economies or political
bodies of developing countries with viable econamémnd political bodies in the developed
countries in the western hemisphere. This was lsecthe most successful governments in the
contemporary world are liberal democratic statasceatrated in Europe and the Americas, and
those countries' institutions often set the stasfgléy which to compare other states' institutions
in the developing countries (Kahn, 2004; Poluha Rodendahl, 2002; Agere, 2000). As a result
of this value-laden understanding of good goveraamg those international organizations and
others, there remains a considerable tendencyatottevard western hemispheric practices and
exercises, because the concept of good governaddeesszes the key characteristics of
democracy in political ideology, liberalism in ecowonic ideology, and effectiveness in
administration perspective (Kahn, 2004). AlthouglsWheasures used in this paper are not able
to render it free at a certain degree from the saglgn unfair practice of good governance
standards dominated by the capitalistic westernldyoit is still adopted as criteria for
comparative purposes due to its relative advantafjesmparability than others. Needless to say,
this does not necessarily mean that non-westerntges should not adopt characteristics of
politically democratic, economically liberal, andnainistratively effective governance without

much concern for each country’s unique traditioms kistory.

ASSESSING GOOD GOVERNANCE

In determining what, which, and to what extent ggodernance happens, it is critical to assess
the quality of governance from various perspectiVdgre have been many efforts to assess and
measure governance quality of countries worldwitetlie last decade. Due to the abstract and
obscure nature of the term governance, it is infigrea controversial debate and sensitive
political exercise to measure the genuine natugowérnance. However, a variety of assessment
efforts have been attempted in different ways sastpeer assessments, self-assessments, and

external assessments. Here are some examplessefehdeavors.

Peer Assessment A good example of a peer assessment may be theaAfrPeer Review
Mechanism (APRM) which is a mutually agreed andethaoluntary instrument by the member
states of the African Union (AU) as a self-monibgrimechanism founded in 2003. The mandate
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of the APRM is to encourage conformity in regard political, economic and corporate
governance values, codes and standards, amongafdauntries and the objectives in socio-

economic development within the New PartnershipMoica's Developmertt.

Self Assessment Examples of self-assessments may be country-Egbaments that can be led by
individual government, civil society, researchend ather stakeholders at the national level. One
example is the Governance Assessment Portal (GARthwimplements the democratic

governance assessments. It provides UNDP stafgnadtcounterparts and the wider community
of stakeholders with a variety of country-level essment information. Main features on

democratic governance include those concepts dbisive participation, accountability and

responsiveness of governing institutions, humarhtsig and gender equity and integrity.

(http://gaportal.org/country-initiatives)

Another example of country-led self-assessments Imeathe Indonesia Democracy Index (iDI)

of which contents include those concepts of ciillletties, political rights, and democratic
institutions. After the introduction of numerousavative measures on the quality governance
such as democratic elections in 1999 and 2004 tibatienal amendments, new political parties,
the reform of basic political laws, and decentiiian over 33 provinces and 500 districts and
municipalities, Indonesia adopted IDI to provideiaclusive and consultative framework for the
systemic assessment of democratic governance dipalexpected for Indonesian government to
provide a method for identifying good practicegrféng across regions and further consolidating

democratic reform.

The Mongolia Millennium Development Goal 9 (MDG9) ¢dluman Rights and Democratic
Governance is another example. Mongolia's MDG9 umdn rights and democratic governance
is a unique Mongolian version of the UN MDGs asadanal goal. When signing on to the eight

2 The APRM was established by the 37th Summit ofQhganisation of African Unity (AU) in 2001 and sett a new vision for the
revival and development of Africa. Each countryrésjuired to believe in just, honest, transparectpantable and participatory
government and probity in public life. The main cweristics of it are: the rule of law; the equyabf all citizens before the law;
individual and collective freedoms; the right tortapate in free, credible and democratic politipaocesses; adherence to the
separation of powers; and protection for the indelpace of the judiciary and the effectiveness digraents.

% The Indonesian Democracy Index (IDI) is now anioif target under Indonesia's National Medium-Tebevelopment Plan
(RPJMN) 2010-2014. It has various sub-variablestfoee broader contents of civil liberties, polfidiberties, and democratic
institutes(http://www.gaportal.org/undp-supported/indongsia



UN MDGs', Mongolia added a ninth goal duman rights and democratic governantieys
called MDG9. One may consider the Gross National HappinesgXn(GNHI) in Bhutanas
another unique and interesting example of selfssssent. The Bhutanese government officially
adopted “Gross National Happiness” (GNH) as itsettgyment philosophy in 1972, and the
GNHI as its official statistic to measure developinever time. Refusing to define development
exclusively in material terms, the Bhutanese ra#raphasize the need to secure a harmonious
balance between the physical, social, spiritualyclpslogical and cultural well-being of

individuals.

External Assessment Examples of external assessments may be donorssassets or
comparative indices produced by the internatiorai-governmental organizations. One good
example of an external assessment which createmtamationally comparable measure of
governance is the Worldwide Governance IndicattV&|() project, developed by members of
the World Bank and the World Bank Institute. To gd@ement this macro-level cross-country
WGI, the World Bank Institute developed the Worldr® Governance Surv&ywhich is a
country level governance assessment tool that tgserm@ the micro or sub-national level. It
utilizes information gathered from a country’s owitizens, business people and public sector
workers to diagnose governance vulnerabilities, anggest concrete approaches for fighting
corruption. Although he survey process is tailored to each country foddressing
individual governance context and priorities, thendard survey process is standardized
by seven stages of: preparatory, partnership-progiotdevelopment, fieldwork,

analytical and action planning, dissemination, fatldw-up stage.

Another example of external assessment is the iBabta Governance Indicators (SGI)

published by the Bertelsmann Foundation2009, which systematically measure the need for

4 MDGs were adopted by UN Millennium Summit in 20GD tackle eight world-wide issues of poverty and gem universal
education, gender equality, child health, HIV/AIDS\wironmental sustainability, and global partngrsknd to set out a series of
time-bound targets with a deadline of 20@8tp://www.gaportal.org/undp-supported/mongplia

® The concept of gross national happiness (GNH)oislgfine an indicator that measures quality of lifemore holistic and
psychological terms than GDP developed in BhutarceSits introduction, the GNH Index has captuttegl world’s attention, but the
realistic obstacles remain to solve the problertsabperationalization (http://www.gaportal.org/bhutan-planning-happiness

® The World Bank Governance Surveys are diagnastits tused to assist World Bank partner governmiantseasuring and mapping
governance challenges within the public sectorcttire. Survey questionnaires are applied to houdshprivate enterprises and
public officials within the country to assess bp#rceptions and direct experiences with corrupsiot the state.

" The Bertelsmann Foundation is the largest privatrating non-profit foundation in Germany created 977 by the Bertelsmann
and Mohn families. The foundation developed the EBértelsmann Transformation Index) in 2002 and 8G2009 for assessing
democracy and market economy. Using a similar amireo BTI, the SGI evaluate the extent to whichtODEnember states are in a
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reform and the capacity for reform within the Orgation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) countries. The project examinesghat extent governments can identify,
formulate and implement effective reforms that emd society well-equipped to meet future
challenges, and ensure their future viability. Bl is updated biennially and the next updated
edition is expected to be published in 2011. Statdex scores of SGI are composite measures,
based on numerous quantitative and qualitativesasgents. The democracy category counts for
half of the index score, while socioeconomics drefour policy-specific categories collectively

provide the remainder (Empter & Janning, 2009).

IIl. GOVERNANCE ASSESSMENT TOOL OF THE ANALYSIS

Among various governance assessment tools, thgsimalf this paper borrows WGI as a frame
of reference because it provides with the mostiatisonally comparable measure of governance.
WGI aggregate indices supplied with individual ators for more than 200 countries for six

dimensions of governance, which will be discussetthé later parts of this paper.

Analytic Framework Theoretical framework of the paper is the cruciatkbone conceptually
and analytically with which two countries’ goverimas of Korea and Indonesia are compared
and contrasted. It plays an overarching role ofuhwrella under which six dimensional sub-
groups are divided into so that they can be disisiged from each other for each dimension.
Accordingly, it serves as the underpinning grouindsh which policy implications will be drawn
afterwards. In order to see the differences andlagiities between two countries in a broader
context, it should cover as many factors as passilfi not all, such as geopolitical,
socioeconomic, physical, and cultural aspects. Hewefor the purpose of the issues
concentrated in this analysis, a proposed framevionks its boundary within the selected
governance features along with several key faotgrieh characterize the uniqueness of each
Republic. With these considerations in mind, thpgpaexamines six key aspects of proposed
governance characteristics which were assumed xauhieed in the development of WGI by
World Bank WGI, employed in the paper, is produgedhe World Bank reports on the 2009
update of the Worldwide Governance Indicators (Wi@gearch project. It covers 212 countries

and territories, measuring six dimensions of goaece between 1996 and 2008. Those six

position, given changing domestic and internatiaealditions, to implement the reforms necessarefmuring their future viability.
Since its inception, the foundation spent aroun@5€million on nonprofit projects. The total buddet the 2005 fiscal year has
amounted to €56.7 million, 76.9 % of which is ther® of the Bertelsmann’s compar{ittp://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.jle



dimensions include voice and accountability, poditistability and absence of violence/terrorism,
government effectiveness, regulatory quality, mfiégaw, and control of corruption. World Bank

operationalises those six dimensions as showreiapipendix I.

According to WB, these aggregate indicators aredas hundreds of specific and disaggregated
individual variables measuring various dimensiohgjavernance, taken from 35 data sources
provided by 33 different organizations. It is stidt the data reflect the views on governance of
public sector, private sector and NGO experts, #mlisands of citizen and firm survey
respondents worldwide. While acknowledging the rmar@f error for each country estimte
WGI developers insist that even after taking margif error into account, the WGI permit
meaningful cross-country comparisons as well asitmdng progress over time. (Kaufmann, et
al., 2009)

Rationale of WGI Undertaking the project of governance assessmewoit development
objectively and quantitatively is not an easy rededask, and it is even more difficult when it
comes to implementation of a particular case witelacks a universal applicability due to the
unique characteristics of its environment. Themfimstead of developing an empirically yet to
be tested hypothesis model, this study borrowsattaytic framework that has been developed
by the widely-accepted international organizatioe,, World Bank. The main reason of this
borrowing is the plausibility of the analytic framerk and thus its appealing advantage of this
governance indicator may be utilized more in teafngbjectivity and legitimacy than any others,

particularly in an international context.

Weakness of WGI Although the WGI is widely utilized by internatidneavestors, donors of
official development assistance, development atglgovernment policymakers, and academics,
there are many critics as well. (Arndt and Omar)&®& nack, 2006; Thomas, 2006; Jevons,
2008a; and Jevons, 2008b) One study raises aatmiestion in the sense that the WGI analysis
concludes that the six indexes do not discriminatfully among different aspects of governance.
Rather, it insists that each of the indexes maedflgcts perceptions of the quality of governance
more broadly, therefore, the implication of its findings areduently misused in research and

policy applications, where it is commonly assunieat the indexes provide distinct measures of

8 However, as World Bank study cautions, these aggeeigdicators are useful for broad cross-countd/@ver-time comparisons of
governance, but all such comparisons should talgoppate account of the margins of error assodiatih the governance
estimates. Therefore of a particular note is thatnalysis of this chapter is not an exceptiohiofemploying WGI.

% Note that WGl is a perception index, not a reaistieal figure.
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different aspects of the quality of governance ¢dsy 2008a). Along with the line of the above
logic, most critics on the WGI converge into thekd®f conceptual framework of governance and
the tilt toward western values and norms. For examjevons (2008b) argues that the concept of
WGI does not reflect the genuine aspect of citizequality of life because they almost
completely neglect citizens’ evaluations of govewce outcomes reflecting any impacts on the
quality of life. He also criticizes the use of flagv and biased primary indicators that mostly
capture Western business perspectives on goverraocesses using one-size-fits-all norms
about such processes. As the cases in the mdst gbvernance indicators, WGI also bears those
problems such as the likelihood of correlation exrthe lack of comparability over time, sample
bias, and insufficient transparency. (Arndt and @n29006) There also raises the question of the
estimates for governance for different countriesWiGl which may be based on different
underlying data sources. Another criticism is tbladnges over time in some of the individual
indicators reflect corrections of past errors rattiean actual changes (Knack, 2006). Thomas
(2006) even criticizes that the WGI lacks validifyeach variable’s operational definition, and as

a result, WGI forces policymakers to use them eably.

As such, of cautious and significant note hereh& any governance assessment frameworks
including WGI are typically applied to different watries without regards to the adaptability of
WGI into the specific country’s context and circuarxes. In the pursuit of adhering to
internationally recognized principles and secungss-country comparability, national specifics
may often receive a low priority. The result can disengaged stakeholders and assessment
findings that are too generic to be useful for gleisig reforms. (http://www.gaportal.org)
Accordingly, this study bears the probabilitiestloddse shortfalls in mind so as not to make any

hasty judgments for either country.

IV. COMPARATIVE GOVERNANCE ANALYSIS BETWEEN INDONES |A AND
KOREA VIA WGI

OVERVIEW OF TWO COUNTRIES’ WGils

WGI list is the country's performance for all agble years between 1996 and 2008 in six
governance dimension as displayed in the abowaholivs the country's percentile rank on one of
the six governance indicators. Percentile rankgcétd the percentage of countries worldwide
that rate below the selected country. Higher vathas indicate better governance ratings. It also
provides the graph of 10 years trend for each ecguhbwever, the graphs are not provided here
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due to the nature of this study of cross-secti@mamhparative analysis, rather than longitudinal

individual country analysis. Instead the <TablebEtow provides the aggregate statistics for two

countries of Indonesia and Korea.

Writers of WGI insist that there is roughly a 70#ance that the level of governance is within

the range of plus or minus one standard error efpibint estimate of governance (Kaufmann et.

al., 2009). Assuming that standard errors and nusnb& sources are considered to be valid,

estimate figures are the key figures in discussieigures for 10 year observations in six

dimensions of Indonesia show mostly negative, wiieans for Indonesia occupied in the lower
ends in relation with other countries worldwidettie meantime, Korea's estimate figures appear
in the higher ends than Indonesia for each dimernfsio10 years data. Overall, Indonesia seems

to be in greater need [?] for the improvement ofegnance than Korea in every dimension of

<Table 1> Historical Raw Data of Each Dimension foKorea and Indonesia
2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2000 1998 1996
Country EST. SEE. N EST. S.E. EST. S.E. EST..NE| EST. SE. N EST. S.E. EST. S.E. ESE. N EST. SE. N EST. SE. N
Indonesia
VA -0.140.1216 | -0.150.1215| -0.180.1315| -0.180.1512 | -0.330.1611| -0.410.1510 -0.410.179 -0.400.217 -1.04 0.23 6 -1.170.235
Korea 0.590.13 13 0.650.13 12 0.610.1512 0.750.16 10 0.710.17 9 0.750.17 9 0.740.179 0.610.217 0.620.23 6 0.500.235
Indonesia
PV -1.000.2011 | -1.080.2011| -1.210.2011| -1.250.2110( -1.540.22 10 -1.990.239 -1.610.229 -1.690.237 -1.390.24 -0.850.325
Korea 0.410.2011 0.450.20 11 0.410.2011 0.56 0.21 10 0.490.2210 0.330.239 0.310.229 0.170.237 0.140.246 0.260.325
Indonesia
GE -0.290.1713 | -0.390.1615 | -0.370.1415 | -0.460.1413 | -0.430.1513 | -0.560.1512 | -0.630.1512 | -0.500.159 | -0.850.138 | 0.060.237
Korea 1.26 0.17 12 1.290.17 13 1.180.16 13 1.030.16 11 0.990.16 11 0.940.1511 0.96 0.16 11 0.790.17 8 0.390.138 0.900.26 6
Indonesia -0.270238
RQ -0.270.16 12| -0.300.1713| -0.310.1713| -0480.1712| -0.630.1712| -0.650.1611| -0.710.1911 -0.310.209 ! ' 0.350.237
Korea 0.730.17 11 0.880.18 11 0.700.18 11 0.790.17 10 0.790.18 10 0.67 0.17 10 0.770.19 10 0.580.20 8 0.330.238 0.460.246
Indonesia
RL -0.66 0.1318 | -0.700.1319| -0.740.1319| -0.840.1416| -0.780.1316| -0.950.1415| -1.010.1414| -0.810.1412| -0.720.17 10 -0.310.218
Korea 0.790.14 15 0.900.14 15 0.740.1315 0.850.14 13 0.750.14 13 0.700.14 13 0.840.14 13 0.800.14 11 0.740.17 10 0.780.218
Indonesia
cc -0.640.1317 | -0.690.1218 | -0.770.1218 | -0.870.1315| -0.910.1315| -0.970.1412| -1.130.1411 | -0.9801410| -1.160.179 | -0.510.187
Korea 0.450.13 14 0.460.12 14 0.390.1214 0.630.1312 0.380.13 12 0.400.14 10 0.470.1510 0.270.159 0.210.179 0.430.187

Notes: In the Table 1, “Est.” refers to estima®.E.” refers to standard errors, and “N.” referationber of sources.

COMPARISON OF TWO COUNTRIES BY INDIVIDUAL DIMENSION

Six dimensions of WGI are analyzed and comparedthimm following for two countries

individually. For each dimension, two countries acenpared in the percentile rankings by the

year of 2008 only and historically in overall. <Tal2> shows the percentage size of each
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country. <Table 3> summarizes the original longitati data for each country.Simply for the
purpose of comparison with extreme cases so asddle relative status of two countries in
relation with those extreme countries, <Table> &wsh a clearer picture of each country’s
positioning in the worldwide statistics. Those cwi@s selected are Finland, France, and New

Zealand for higher scored countries, and RwandgoTand Viet Nam for lower onés.

<Table 2> Selected Worldwide Percentile Rankings fadwo countries in 2008

Korea Indonesia
Voice & Accountability 65 45
Political Stability and
Lack of Violence/Terrorism 00 25
Government Effectiveness 86 48
Regulatory Quality 72 45
Rule of Law 75 29
Control of Corruption 70 30

Note: Figures are rounded and adjusted from thatcpdata report for respective countries in quesfor the purpose of comparison.
Percentile rank indicates the percentage of camworldwide that rate below the selected cour@igvernance Matters 2009yorld
Bank Institute

<Table 3> Estimated Historical WGIs of Each Dimensin for Korean and Indonesia

2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2000 1998 1996

VA Indonesia| -0.14 | -0.15 | -0.18 | -0.18 | -0.33 | -0.41 | -041 | -0.40 | -1.04 | -1.17
Korea 0.59 0.65 0.61 0.75 0.71 0.75 0.74 0.61 0.62 0.50

PV Indonesia| -1.00 | -1.08 | -1.21 | -1.25 | -154 | -1.99 | -161 | -1.69 | -1.39 | -0.85
Korea 0.41 0.45 0.41 0.56 0.49 0.33 0.31 0.17 0.14 0.26

GE Indonesia| -0.29 | -0.39 | -046 | -046 | -043 | -056 | -0.63 | -0.50 | -0.85 0.06
Korea 1.26 1.29 1.03 1.03 0.99 0.94 0.96 0.79 0.39 0.90

RQ Indonesia| -0.27 | -0.30 | -0.31 | -048 | 063 | -0.65 | -0.71 | -0.31 | -0.27 0.35
Korea 0.73 0.88 0.70 0.79 0.79 0.67 0.77 0.58 0.33 0.46

RL Indonesia| -0.66 | -0.70 | -0.74 | -0.84 | -0.78 | -095 | -1.01 | -0.81 | -0.72 | -0.31
Korea 0.79 0.90 0.74 0.85 0.75 0.70 0.84 0.80 0.74 0.78

cc Indonesia| -0.64 | -0.69 | -0.77 | -0.87 | -091 | -097 | -1.13 | -098 | -1.16 | -0.51
Korea 0.45 0.46 0.39 0.63 0.38 0.40 0.47 0.27 0.21 0.43

10 These are not the ranking data and ranges frommuosii+2 to Minimum -2. Negative figures means goenformance, while

positive ones are relatively good.

1 The selection of these countries is based sofethe comparison purpose without any prejudicefah country.
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Voice and Accountability (VA)

The dimension of voice and accountability coverssth issues of the degree of citizen
participation in government and in the policy makiprocess. Accountability can be used
synonymously with such concepts as responsibditgwerability, blameworthiness, liability, and
other terms associated with the expectation of @tegiving. It may be divided into various
types such as moral, administrative, political, egerial, market, legal, constituency, and
professional accountability (Jabbra and DwivedB9)9 To enhance the quality of this indicator,
civil liberties in terms of the freedom of speealssembly, demonstration, religion, and equal
opportunity should be not only properly and systéeadly secured, but also significantly
improved. Also the political rights in terms of ér@nd fair elections, representative legislative,
free vote, political parties, no dominant groupspects for minorities should appropriately be
secured, and the military involvement in politiasdathe inclusiveness and patronage practice

should not be exercised.

In order for people’s voices to be heard propeng m a timely fashion into the governing body
and be accountable, news media should be ablelitswor broadcast stories of their choosing
without fear of censorship or retaliation. Peopt®wdd not be imprisoned because of their
ethnicity, race, or their political, religious befs as well. The transparency of public actiorhim t
economic field and governmental policy such asafistaxation, monetary, and exchange-rate
should be systemized in the governance structuveeiss the fare and competition-based award

of public procurement contracts, and delegatiopuliflic service must be in orderly arrangement.

<Table 4> Selected Higher and Lower Scored Countriefor Voice & Accountability

Group Countries | 2008 | 2007 | 2006 | 2005 | 2004 | 2003 | 2002 | 2000 | 1998 | 1996

Countries in Indonesia -0.14 | 0.65 | -0.18 | -0.18 | -0.41 | -0.41 | -0.41 | -0.40 | -1.04 | -1.17
Comparison Korea 059 | -0.15| 061 | 075 | 075 | 0.75 | 0.74 | 0.61 | 0.62 | 0.50

Higher Finland 148 | 148 | 155 | 172 | 181 | 157 | 154 | 174 | 149 | 1.39
Scored France 124 | 125 | 134 | 147 | 143 | 108 | 110 | 112 | 111 | 1.02
Countries | New Zealand| 1.48 1.49 1.52 1.66 1.68 1.60 1.57 1.64 1.61 1.59

Lower Rwanda -1.13 | -1.25| -1.27| -1.30 | -1.37 | -1.26 | -1.49 | -1.50 | -1.34 | -1.33
Scored Togo -162 | -1.22 | -135| -143 | -1.31 | -1.41 | -1.46 | -1.26 | -1.18 | -1.04
Countries Viet Nam -1.24 | -160 | -159 | -143 | -1.39 | -154 | -150 | -1.27 | -1.36 | -1.50
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As shown in <Table 4>, countries with higher scae$VGI have scores of over positive 1.00
less than positive 2, while those in lower scof@gehunder negative 1.00 less than negative 2.00.
In comparison with those samples, Korea stays ldhemn those high scored countries, whereas

Indonesia marks better than the lower scored camsnjuoted here.

In this respect, the voice and accountability iathc for Indonesia WGI indices marks relatively

low at about 45% range in the worldwide rankingesob, whereas Korea marks at 65% range
(Table 2). Therefore it is fair to say that Inddaeshould put more policy emphasis on improving

voice and accountability measures. In fact, thexre een a tremendous effort by Indonesia to
make government more democratic and responsivengsia has been undergoing an important
transition towards democracy over the past decBaenocratic elections in 1999 and 2004,

constitutional amendments, new institutions like fRegional Representative Council and the
reform of basic political laws have introduced dematic practices and good governance
principles. New political parties have been allowedorm and contest general elections, and the
president was directly elected for the first time2D04. In addition, the country is undergoing the
decentralization of its government and servicelegiding power from the centre to 33 provinces
and over 500 districts and municipalities. Variefforts have been made recently and now they

are vigorously under progress in Indonesia.

A more concrete and specific national and localegoment effort may be the Indonesian
Democracy Index (IDI) project which is the collahted endeavour between the National
Development Planning Agency (Bappenas) and UnitaiioNs Development Programme (UNDP)
to improve more democratic governance. The Cer8tatistics Bureau (BPS) and Regional
Development Planning Agencies (Bappeda) are allabowating on the project of governance
improvement in Indonesia. This project has two nfairctions: 1) Bappenas will use the IDI as
its tool for political development planning, whiatill be included in Indonesia’s Mid-Term
Development Plan 2010-2014; 2). The public represerby civil society organizations,
universities and related stake-holders will be ableutilize the IDI as tool to understand the
democratic development in Indonesia and as a wagtehmark the government’'s development
planning. Main components of IDI include civil lithg, political rights, and democratic
institutions, all of which are the basic ingred&of the democratic governance. The content of
civil liberty embraces those issues of the freeddrmssembly, speech, worship, and the freedom
from fear and discrimination. Political rights ceipt covers those of the right to vote and to be

elected, people’s participation in decision makimgpcesses, people’'s participation in, and
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government’s oversight. The concept of democratstitutions includes free and fair elections
and roles of the parliament, political parties, éowhl governments, and independency judiciary.
(http://wvww.undp.or.id) Indonesia will mark mucligher scores in WGI upon the successful
implementation of this project thereafter. Rec&rt tlemocratic elections evidenced in 1999 and
2004 have already changed the whole of Indonesgiditical climate and psychology, in which

the grass-root citizens play the vigilant watchdams the political elites’ undemocratic

wrongdoings. As a result of these efforts, Indomésiexpected to accomplish its score in this

measure near future unlike as it has been so far.

In the meantime, the Korea has a democratic forngaovernment based on the separation of
power and a system of checks and balances. Siecirshadoption of the Constitution in 1948
when the Republic was established, it has beersadwine times as the country struggled to
make democracy work effectively. It guarantees lsic rights and freedoms of the people,
including equality before the law, the freedom frarbitrary arrest, the freedom of residence, the
right to vote and hold public office, the rightgdvacy and freedom of religion, speech, the press
and assembly, and the right to a clean environmaedtto seek happiness. Most of the voice and
accountability characteristics in Korea as suchstietly institutionalized in the Constitution and
implemented accordingly. In addition, the Consiitat even installed the direct presidential
election only for a single five-year term in order assure the spirit of democracy and
accountability in the early 1980s. One other histdr take-off measure in the process of
democratization was the institutionalization of ab&utonomy for the first time in 30 years after
the establishment of the Republic, which broughtuatthe groundbreaking momentum on local
grassroots’ voices into the governmental policymgkprocesses. These two provisions have
played a key role in the strengthening of democnadirticipation through people’s voices to be
heard by the government and hence enhancing ggatlsrnment accountability. With all these
democratic policy measures, Korea is in a statelafively fair status of democratic governance,
however still needs to be further advanced comptardide well advanced western countries such
as Finland, France, and New Zealand.

Palitical Stability and Absence of Violence (PV)

This indicator addresses those factors which unishermolitical stability such as conflicts of
ethnic, religious, and regional nature, violenti@w by underground political organizations,
violent social conflicts, and external public séur Also included are assessments of

fractionalization of the political spectrum and thewer of these factions, fractionalization by
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language, ethnic or religious groups and the poofethese factions and restrictive measures
required to retain power. Societal conflict involgidemonstrations, strikes, and street violence
are also considered in this indicator, as well resntilitary coup risk. Major insurgency and

rebellion, political terrorism, political assasdioa, major urban riots, armed conflict, and state

of emergency or martial law are also major deteamis of this indicator.

Internal conflict like political violence and itefluence on governance is assessed in this measure
and external conflict measure is also employed gsess both the risk to the incumbent
government and to inward investment. Governmertiilgtais measured for the government’s
ability to carry out its declared programs, and atsility to stay in office. Ethnic tensions
component measures the degree of tension withiouatry attributable to racial, national, or

language divisions.

With over 240 million people, Indonesia includesmauous related but distinct cultural and
linguistic groups, many of which are ethnically lsal Constitutional guarantees of religious
freedom apply to the six religions recognized bg #tate, such as the great majority of Islam
constituting roughly 86 percent, Protestantism, h@latism, Hinduism, Buddhism, and
Confucianism. In the extreme case of the resaahdslof Bali, over 90 percent of the population
practices Hinduism, whereas in some rural regioggen animism is still in practice.
(http:www.state.gov/r/pa) A variety of ethnic gpsuin Indonesia as such may lead to low level
of participation from different ethnic groups, $atthe vast majority of Islam can dominate state
politics resulting in other groups left behind thegal and official policy making process

depending upon unlawful and unofficial exploratadttheir interests.

South Korea on the other hand is characterized fagra high level of cultural and linguistic

homogeneity; it has no significant 'ethnic’ minest (Kim, 1997:101). This is contrast to

Indonesia, where literally scores of different asmpeting ethnic groups have been corralled
into arbitrary nation-states delineated by Europealonialism. Because Indonesia is a multi-
ethnic society with ethnic minorities very active the economy, public sector-private sector
relations have often been conflictual (Gary, 1998wes and Lui, 1993). Indonesia has suffered
for a long time from political instability and vimhce, thus showing the indicator of negative
figures throughout the measuring period. In terfrissovorldwide ranking, Indonesia’s positions

in the region are less than the 25 percentile, edgeiKorea stays in the range of 60 percent.
(Table 2) Thus it seems that political stability resgarded as the major national target for

Indonesia, according to WGI.
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However, judging from another worldwide governaimmex such as the IMD Index by the IMD
World Competitiveness Yearbook 2009, Indonesiasdrigher than Korea for political stability.
Indonesia scored 4.93, whereas Korea and Japaedsé@9 and 4.77 respectivéfyThis means
that the different selection of operational deforis on each governance measure could make a
difference, which raises the question of the vglidf WGI measures. Considering the fact that
recent political developments have been immenselgcessful for the last decade in
Indonesia] WGI's operational definition of the pmlal stability and absence of violence

dimension may undermine the accuracy and religtwhtWGI.

Government Effectiveness (GE)

Government effectiveness measures the quality bfigpservices and policy formulation and
implementation, and thus indicates the credibitifythe government's commitment to such
policies. Government effectiveness covers an eviderwange of measures such as government-
citizen relations, quality of the supply of pubfioods and services, and capacity of the political
authorities. The negative aspects of this measwede government instability with significant
personnel turnover rate, government ineffectivensitb low personnel quality, institutional
failure which deteriorates government capacity ¢pec with national problems as a result of
institutional rigidity that reduces the economiowth. It also includes the low level of global e-
government, and low quality of bureaucracy withessive bureaucracy or red tape. Most of all
among others, the quality of bureaucracy plays iéicar role in improving government
effectiveness. It is determined by the measuressiitutional strength and quality of the civil
service, and assessed by how much strength andisggaureaucrats have and how able they are
to manage political alternations without drastitefruptions in policy changes. The better the
bureaucracy the quicker decisions are made andtire easily foreign investors can go about

their business.

As for Indonesia, one recent survethat ranks Indonesia's bureaucracy as among thist wo

points out that it is inefficient, with red tapecanstant blight to citizens and deterrent to faneig

12 IMD’s WCC (World Competitiveness Center) has beenducting worldwide research in the field of conipetness of nations
and enterprises since 1989. WCY (World CompetitagsnYearbook) is the product of ranking researclb&nations based on over
300 criteria.(www.imd.ch. In 2009, WCY index ranges from 1.0 for very highda®.0 for very low in terms of the risk of poliic
instability among 57 countries of participatedhe survey. (IMD, 2009)

This survey was of the expatriate business exexbvthe Political and Economic Risk ConsultandgRE) in Hong Kong in
2010. It ranks 12 key countries and territorieAgma on a scale from one to 10, with 10 as the tymwssible score. India had a score
of 9.41, followed by Indonesia (8.59), the Philipps (8.37), Vietham (8.13) and China (7.93). Matayss in sixth place from the
bottom with a score of 6.97, followed by Taiwar6@®, Japan (6.57), South Korea (6.13) and Thai{&r&B). Singapore was ranked
has having the most efficient bureaucracy, witb@es of 2.53, followed by Hong Kong with 3.49.
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investment, so that bureaucracies may even becpowet centres” in their own right, allowing

them to effectively resist efforts toward reformg fioliticians and appointed officials.(France-

Presse, 2010) Despite President Susilo Bambang ogodio’s strong election mandate and
commitment, it still seems that the President himtcks the power to really shake up

Indonesia’s bureaucracy. In WGI, Indonesian govermrmanks below 48 percent in the world,

whereas Korea ranks at 86 percent range in 20@®I€12) This means that it is more urgent for
Indonesian government to ensure bureaucratic effamss than for Korean government. Of
particular and interesting note is that Indonesiarexd 0.06 in overall estimate figures in 1996,
which led to a dramatic drop down to minus 0.861898. (Table 1) This incident deserves
explanation for two contextual reasons. First, perdfiorcement of environmental law, which has
not been addressed for a long time mainly due touption, resulted in the Indonesian Forest
Fires of 1997. This fire caused serious regionaltheproblems and economic losses, ecological
hazards, and created government inefficiency apffeictiveness. Second, the Asian Financial
Crisis in 1997 struck Indonesian government witbrpmanagement as well, which brought about

the dramatic downfall of government effectivenas$997.

Like Indonesia, Korea experienced similar hardshiphe same period, but to a lesser degree.
The origins of this are that Korea started its eysttic administrative reform in the early 1960s
when the military regime begun its rule. Many pplineasures were implemented to eradicate
bureaucratic corruption which seriously undermimggavernment effectiveness and efficiency.

Since the 1960s, numerous administrative refornka@ges have been adopted by regime after
regime. As a result of these endless efforts ineldpr government effectiveness and efficiency
today has reached the highest point of its hist®articularly rapidly changing information

technology in recent years has made Korean buraeyiewven more effective and efficient due to

the leading role of information technology applicas in governmental administration.

Regulatory Quality (RQ)

The regulatory quality indicator of WGI defines tbapacity for government to formulate and
implement sound policies and regulations that peamil promote private sector development. It
covers the concept of business start-up formaligetsby government, the difference between
government-regulated administrative prices andamitrolled market prices, the ease of market
entry for new firms, and the competition regulatemnangements between or among businesses.
It also includes the issues of export and impagtlations, restrictions on ownership of business
and equity by non-residents, unfair competitivecticas, price controls, discriminatory tariffs,
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excessive protections, government regulations ackstxchange or capital markets, and foreign
investment. A distorted tax system, heavy impontribes, limited local market competition,
ineffective anti-monopoly policy, overly environmahregulations, and complex tax collection
system may also become factors to be consideredbvaloping countries particularly, the rural
region regulations on local financial servicesaloousinesses, and agricultural produce market
may determine the quality of this indicator as weélther factors affecting regulatory quality
indicators also include financial institutions'risparency, public sector contracts open to foreign
bidders, anti-protectionism measures to other c@msitand reduction of subsidies to specific
industries.

After taking all these factors into consideratidndonesia stands below 45 percent in the
percentage ranking scale of WGI, while Korea wathat72 percent mark in 2008 (Table 2). In
terms of the absolute estimate for each year awsrsho Table 1, Indonesia shows a relatively
poor performance although continuously gradual oupments each year since 2003. These two
indicators imply that Indonesia still needs chanigegovernment regulation policies to compete
with other countries in the global market enviromteOne good example is insufficient
deregulation is shown in the analysis of the ddegigun policy of inter-regional agricultural trade
(Montgomery, 2002). Indonesia puts efforts intomatiating distorted local monopolies,
monopsonies, trade restrictions, inter-island maximshipment quotas and other barriers for
effective farming business in 1998. Montgomery 2608-113) points out that much has been
accomplished with the introduction of deregulatpmlicy measures in agriculture; however, there
still remain policy issues to be solved such asdregulation on the market allocation and non-

tax price distortion.

In the meantime, Korea has improved steadily ygaydar, although there still requires much
more space to advance in comparison with other rambdh countries. Still, Korea's efforts to
improve the regulatory quality have not been snidle Korean government has recognised the
urgent necessity of deregulation guidelines forinmsses, private citizens, and even amongst
government agencies in the 1980s. After three decaof intensive government-driven
unbalanced economic growth policy implementatitie government has realised that it faced
problems of excessive intervention into the busirgserations and everyday lives of its citizens.
The first policy endeavour was through the esthhisnt of The Administrative Reform
Commission under the President in 1993 which seweaverly regulated policies and
recommended deregulation policy alternatives. Falb by this was the enactment of the Basic

Law of Administrative Regulation in 1997, from whithe Regulatory Reform Committee (RRC)
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in the Prime Minister's office derived. Co-chairpens of the RRC are the Prime Minister and
Civic Expert who leads overall deregulation policy the country. RRC has been an active
standing government organization under PM leaderéhi the last 10 years. Owing to the
aggressive exploration of RRC among different gorent agencies in not only seeking over-
regulation to be abolished but also in prohibitireyv regulations to be enacted, the current status

of regulatory qualities in WGI may be in the prace§improvement.

Rule of Law (RL)

Different people may have different interpretatiaf®ut the exact meaning of rule of law due to
the philosophical nature of the term. For exampiethe legal profession, rule of law is an
independent, impartial judiciary; the presumptidrinmocence; the right to a fair and public trial
without undue delay; a rational and proportionaggraach to punishment; a strong and
independent legal profession; strict protectioncofifidential communications between lawyer
and client; equality of all before the law; these all fundamental principles of the Rule of Law
(IBA, 2009)

Nevertheless, in Asian traditional and cultural teats, the rule of law is a governmental
principle that many Asians hesitate to embraceesjmeople seem to view good governance as
rule by leaders who are benevolent and virtuoug €udy indicates that throughout East Asia,
only South Korea, Japan, and Hong Kong have sesigtiat are robustly committed to a law-
bound state (Chu, et al., 2008: 31-32), whereasuleeof law in Thailand, Cambodia, and most
of Asia is weak or nonexistent (Thi, 2008).

The term ‘rule of law’ in WGI defines the extentwtich agents have confidence in and abide by
the rules of society, and in particular the quabifycontract enforcement, property rights, the
police, and the courts, as well as the likelihodadtrime and violence. To be more specific, it
covers such topics as the respect for law in mlatbetween citizens and the administration, the
security of persons and goods, organised crimimélity, the importance of the informal
economy, the importance of tax evasion in the foregator, and the importance of customs
evasion. Also the running of the justice systene, slecurity of traditional property rights and
contracts between private agents, the degree @rgmental respect for contracts, the settlement
of economic disputes, and arrangements for theegtion of intellectual property. Not only the
arrangement of system, but also the enforceabditygovernment or private contracts is
considered as well. Also included are direct finah&raud, money laundering and organized
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crime, losses and costs of crime, kidnapping oéifprers, the fairness and speediness of the
judicial process, confiscation/expropriation, nagitisation/expropriation, common and organized
crime imposes costs on business, quality of polibe, independence of the judiciary from
political influences of members of government,zetis or firms, the insufficient legal framework
to challenge the legality of government actiong] tre degree of the threat that businesses face
from crime such as kidnapping, extortion, streeterice, burglary, etc.

The operational definition of the rule of law in W&hows that Indonesia ranks 29 percent, while
Korea ranks 75 percent in ranking order. (Tabl&&2)shown in <Table 1>, the estimate figures
for Indonesia are improving in terms of the degrethe rule of law, while Korea stays relatively
steady at around 0.80. It may be interpreted tmatlikelihood of crime and violence is highly
possible in Indonesia, thereby the rule of law fseibstitutes the rule of human-beings. The
dignity and safety of persons and goods are nbt $glcured by official law enforcement systems,
often overridden by criminal organisations. The tystem is sometimes undermined by tax
evasion and erosion. Government or private corstrag not properly enforced, and as a result
financial fraud and money laundering are involvaedhe official contract process. The courts,
like all other Indonesian state bureaucracies, waldng patrimonial lines. The entire court
system lacks integrity, frequently leading to sioin$ to legal problems being sought outside of
that system, with occasionally deadly results. gorenvestors seeking redress from the legal
system to enforce contracts are systematicallyridistated against should their case ever be
actually heard. These chronic law enforcement shorings of a coherent legal system in
Indonesia stem as much from a pervasive patrimayistem which owes much to the cultural
and political legacy of the sultans. Therefore oimekia may be considered a country in where to
have a contract dispute puts a serious questiok ovar the safety of foreign investment (Dean,
2002).

Korea, in the meantime, is a culturally Confuciaarmtry. Confucianism gives a revered place to
public officials within the state. Partly as a cegsence of the strong bureaucratic traditions
provided by Confucianism, the government of Kores feen relatively effective, coherent,
competent, centralized, and has a high calibre duaracy capable of implementing policy,
whereas Indonesia, quite simply, has never had aubbreaucracy (Doner, 1991). However,
there still exist some ‘express queues’ in law sr@ment which are treated as exceptional cases
to be processed without regard to the strict apptia of required law when violated. Such law
avoidance and evasion could undermine the fundahéatiric of the ‘rule of law’ principle in

Korea. It will easily lead to bureaucratic and poél corruption and nepotism. Especially in a
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Confucian society like Korea, there may be moresibilty toward ‘rule of human’ than ‘rule of

law’, where affection and friendship tends to cdméore contract and law.

Control of Corruption (CC)

The word ‘corruption’ has many different meaningibe most frequently used concept among
others is the concept of political corruption whicteans the abuse of public power, office, or
resources by government officials or employeeg@sonal gain, e.g. by extortion, soliciting or
offering bribes (Chinhamo and Shumba, 2007). Marply put, Transparency International (TI)
defines corruption as "the abuse of entrusted péovegrivate gain". (Transparency International,
2007)

WGI defines corruption as the extent to which pulpiower is exercised for private gain,
including both petty and grand forms of corruptias, well as capture of the state by elites and
private interests. The control of corruption indizais decided by the frequency of corruption,
cronyism, government efforts to tackle corruptiand the internal causes of political risk and
mentality including xenophobia, nationalism, cotiap, nepotism, and willingness to
compromise. It covers indirect diversion of fundsl 0sses and costs of corruption. Government
efforts to tackle corruption and public trust indincial honesty of politicians are another source
of the indicator. The frequencies for firms to makera payments connected to import/export
permits, public utilities, awarding of public coatts, and getting favourable judicial decisions
are measures of WGI as well. It also measures ptioru within the political system, which
distorts the economic and financial environmentuoes the efficiency of government and
business by enabling people to assume positiopeweér through patronage rather than ability,
and introduces an inherent instability in the pcdit system. The corruption involvement of
elected leaders such as parliamentarians or latalaillors, judges and magistrates, government

officials, border and tax officials, and other gabiigures are included in this indicator as well.

Control of Corruption Index for Indonesia in WGhges below 30 percent in percentage ranking
scale, while Korea ranks 70 percent. (Table 2)ehms of absolute estimate figures, Indonesia
scored steadily low ranging negative figures fr@d1 in 1996 to -1.13 in 2002, whereas Korea
scored better in positive figures between 0.21@da. The Control of Corruption index in WGI

shows that Indonesia has been struggling with ption for the last decade.
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Another indicator of corruption is CPI (CorruptiBerception Index) which ranks the countries of
the world according to the degree to which coraupts perceived to exist among public officials
and politicians* According to CPI in 2009, Korea ranks"™®ith Brunei and Oman out of 180
countries, while Indonesia ranks 1"Mith seven other countries such as Djibouti, Egigaibati,
Mali, Sdo Tomé and Principe, Solomon Islands, asgbTIn relation with the®iranked country

of New Zealand, both Korea and Indonesia must wakiercomprehensive and specific policy

measures to fight corruption.

<Table 5> Selected Worldwide Corruption Perceptionndex (CPI) for Selected Countries

el 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 2002
In 2009
Korea 39 55 5.6 51 51 5.0 4.5 4.3 4.5
Indonesia 111 2.8 2.6 2.3 2.4 2.2 2.0 1.9 1.9
New Zealand 1 9.4 9.3 9.4 9.6 9.6 9.5 9.5 9.4
Uzbekistan 174 1.7 1.8 1.7 2.7 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.9

The policy issue of corruption has been locatethénheart of government administration for both
Indonesia and Korea since their independence, becaarruption eradication is the critical
component of administrative reform. An enactment cofruption prevention related acts
highlights any governments or political regimesamy time, and both countries are not exceptions.
In Korea, the military-rooted regimes for a quadén century have prioritized their policy focus
on the eradication and prevention of corruptionoider for people to trust in the regime’s
legitimacy towards transparent and clean governtwerhe people. Succeeding civilian regimes
have followed similar footsteps of preceding reginreanti-corruption policies, and accordingly
this has resulted in relatively transparent govemimioday in Korea. This was highlighted when
the comprehensive Corruption Prevention Act waatein 2001, in which any misconduct by
civil servants and politicians concerning corruptigas to be strongly proscribed, with protection
for whistle-blowers as well. In this regard, it seethat Indonesia has started later than Korea in

its corruption prevention movement thus scoringdoim WGI.

14 . . . . .

Transparency International (T1) has been publishingnnual CPI ordering the countries since 199%ighAer score means less
(perceived) corruption. The results show 7 outvefrg 10 countries (and 9 out of every 10 develogiogntries) with an index of less
than 5 points out of 10. The 2003 poll covered d@3ntries; the 2009 survey, 180 countries.
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The promotion of good governance has become thermajicy agenda around the world for the
last decade, and Indonesia and Korea are no egneptmong other issues in good governance
lies the best quality of the public sector operatils the government efficient and accountable
enough to deliver public goods and services sopghaple will be able to be satisfied with what
they receive from it? Is the government managedthgy strict policy measures to control
corruption and regulation by which people are hiedein their everyday activities and
businesses? Does the government secure the patigipdemocracy in order for government to
assure the views of minorities and the voices efrtiost vulnerable in society in policy making
process? These are the core questions that shew@ddressed in the pursuit of good governance

study like this, and this paper is one of thoser&ffmainly focusing in two countries concerned.

To accomplish such a purpose, the paper has santayzed the overall governance of the
Indonesia and Korea in comparison with the WGI asference indicator. Needless to say, WGI
does not necessarily cover all the aspects of ganee issues, but at least it represents the most
comprehensive characteristics of it among manyrothigeria utilized so far. Most indicators
employed to measure the capacity of each governmegotve around the tasks of government
administration in participation, accountability, atisparency, responsiveness, efficiency,
effectiveness, equity, deregulation, etc. WGI ligner indicators employs six categories to

measure and compare countries around world.

The overall results of the study imply that Koreares better than the Indonesia does in the six
dimensions that have been dealt with. In Indondkia,freedom of expression, association, and
media needs to be greatly improved since the vaickaccountability indicator shows relatively
low not only in comparison with Korea but with otheuntries as well. In spite of active and
assertive drives toward the political stability fdonesian government, there found some
potentialities of politically motivated violence d@rterrorism via unconstitutional and violent
means which should be rooted out. The quality efcdtvil service and policy formulation and
implementation in Indonesia needs to be more quieklhanced to acquire a full credibility of
government. The quality of regulatory policy anteraf law need to be further enhanced, and the
corruption must be more strictly controlled in Imésia in comparison with Korea and other
developed countries. However, this does not nedbssaean that Korea is in a far better
position than Indonesia. The purpose of this p&peot to check which sides are better or worse.

Rather it is to scan whole picture of two countrgts/ernance for six dimensions so as for each
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side to explore their own policy guidelines. Theref in order for both countries to enhance their
quality of governance in the near future, they dutgh improve equally the performances
mentioned so far. One final note is that WGI wilver be one and the only perfect governance
measure and its utilization in this analysis is arenprovision of reference frame for each

government’s policymaking.

APPENDIX |: OPERATIONALISATION OF WGls

1. Voice and Accountability (VA)capturing perceptions of the extent to whictoantry's citizens are able
to participate in selecting their government, ali a&freedom of expression, freedom of associatod a
free media.

2. Political Stability and Absence of Violence (R\apturing perceptions of the likelihood that the
government will be destabilized or overthrown byamstitutional or violent means, including politiga
motivated violence and terrorism.

3. Government Effectiveness (GEgapturing perceptions of the quality of publensces, the quality of
the civil service and the degree of its independefrom political pressures, the quality of policy
formulation and implementation, and the credibitifythe government's commitment to such policies.

4. Regulatory Quality (RQ} capturing perceptions of the ability of the goweent to formulate and
implement sound policies and regulations that peamil promote private sector development.

5. Rule of Law (RL} capturing perceptions of the extent to whichragidave confidence in and abide by
the rules of society, and in particular the quadtyontract enforcement, property rights, the galiand the
courts, as well as the likelihood of crime and erate.

6. Control of Corruption (CC) capturing perceptions of the extent to whichlupower is exercised for
private gain, including both petty and grand formficorruption, as well as "capture” of the stateehites
and private interests.
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