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Abstract. Public services in the reform era are encouraged to be free from corruption, 

collusion, and nepotism. One of them is to encourage implementers not to accept gratuities 
from the public related to their work in public service activities. Local regulations on public 

services are thus essential, and public servants are prohibited from receiving gratuities. 

Research on anti-gratification commitments in this local regulation was carried out in five 

local regulation texts in five regencies Banyumas, Banjarnegara, Cilacap, Kebumen, and 
Purbalingga. This study used qualitative research methods based on secondary data and 

data analysis techniques using content analysis. This study indicates Banyumas and 

Cilacap explicitly forbid executors from accepting gratuities or asking for fees from the 

public. This result shows that anti-gratification still needs to campaign mainly to the 
bureaucracy. A weak commitment to fight gratuity will affect the spirit of reform in the 

public sector. 
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1   Introduction 

Public service is an arena for betting the level of government trust in the public. The better 

managed public services will increase public trust in the government [1], [2]. The Reformation 

Era that has come along with technological developments made public service reform even 

stronger. Bureaucratic reform in public services demanded to proceed quickly, as public 

participation increases in providing input to improving public services [3], [4], [5], [6]. 

The issue of public service responded by local governments with various attitudes. One 

positive response from the local government is the issuance of local public services regulations. 

Local regulations on public services are usually structured to be the basis for implementing 

public services in the region. The local government in the Ex-Residency of Banyumas area 

responded to this by issuing regional regulations regarding public services. The regencies of 

Banyumas, Cilacap, Kebumen, Banjarnegara, and Purbalingga in the last three years have tried 

to update local regulations on public services (see table 1). 

The oldest local public service regulations in the Ex Residency of Banyumas that still 

applies is the local regulation on public services in Banjarnegara Regency and Banyumas 

Regency issued in 2016. Local regulations regarding special public services in Cilacap Regency 

are not available, so this research focused on the Cilacap Regency Regional Regulation Number 

16 of 2017 concerning the Implementation of One-Stop Integrated Services Cilacap Regency. 
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Table 1. Local Regulations on Public Services in the Ex Residence of Banyumas 

No. Name of Local Regulation Year 

1.  Purbalingga Regency Regulation Number 3 regarding Public Services 2020 

2.  Kebumen Regency Regulation Number 6 regarding Public Services 2019 

3.  Cilacap Regency Regulation Number 16 regarding the Implementation of 

One-Stop Integrated Services 

2017 

4.  Banyumas Regency Regulation Number 29 regarding Public Services 2016 

5.  Banjarnegara Regency Regulation Number 12 regarding Amendments to 

the Banjarnegara Regency Regulation Number 16 concerning Public 

Services 

2016 

6.  Banjarnegara Regency Regulation Number 16 regarding Public Services 2014 

Source: processed from secondary data 2020. 

 

Local regulations on public services must participate in encourage the birth of quality public 

services and a clean and authoritative government. Therefore, the local public service 

regulations in the Ex-Residency of Banyumas must also include clauses on anti-corruption and 

anti-gratuity. Public services are vulnerable to gratification because of differences in position 

between the giver and recipient of public services. Therefore, it is interesting to study how the 

anti-gratification value in the regional regulations in Banyumas, Cilacap, Kebumen, 

Banjarnegara, and Purbalingga Regencies compiled?. This article will reveal how the 

development of the anti-gratification value in the regional regulation on public services in the 

Ex-Residency of Banyumas. 

2   Methodology 

This research has used qualitative research methods based on secondary data. The research 

locations are five regencies in the former Ex-Residency of Banyumas (Banyumas, Purbalingga, 

Banjarnegara, Cilacap, and Kebumen). Secondary data is reliable data from the official 

government website which contains local regulations on public services in five regencies. Local 

regulations published officially by the respective regency governments are credible and valid. 

Analysis of the data used is content analysis [7] and interactive data analysis [8].  

3   Finding and Discussion 

3.1 The Urgency of Anti-Gratification in Local Regulations on Public Services 

Local regulations on public services regulate the obligations and rights of organizers, 

implementers, and the public in the administration of public services. Local public service 

regulations have a strategic position. This regulation can regulate the roles of actors in the 

implementation and innovation of public services. Public service innovation is essential and 

needed by public organizations to get excellent service [9]. Therefore, the value of anti-

gratification is critical to enter into local regulations on public services. 

Law Number 20 of 2001 concerning Amendments to Law Number 31 of 1999 concerning 

Eradication of Corruption, explaining that gratuities are giving money, goods, discounts, 

commissions, interest-free loans, travel tickets, travel facilities, travel facilities, travel travel, 

free medical treatment, and other facilities. The gift is considered as gratuity if was given to a 



 

 

 

 

civil servant or state administrator. This gift is related to the position of the employee and 

contrary to his obligations or duties [10]. Gratification motives mean any gifts made to public 

servants/state administrators with the hope that the recipient of the gratuity does something or 

does not do something contrary to his duty, and solely to fulfill the wishes of the gratuity 

provider [11], [12]. Bribery can also be called gratification. It happens when a bribe is given to 

influence decisions or policies taken by state officials/administrators [13]. 

Anti-gratification is a movement to fight gratification in government, in policy, and in 

public services. Relationships between service providers and the community are often not 

balanced. The service provider feels more needed and has the right to determine the price of a 

service. On the other hand, the public is in a position that needs help, and its position is inferior, 

and also often does not have a bargaining position before public service providers. These two 

conditions cause service providers to use them often to ask for extortion. The public also often 

wants to show gratitude by giving service providers something, even though what they have 

done is including the seeds of corruption in the bureaucracy. Steps such as periodic review of 

operational procedures, the appointment of leaders who have a healthy morality, anti-corruption 

education programs, administration of a "culture of shocks" can be part of preventing corruption 

[14], [15], [16]. Efforts to include the value of anti-gratification can at least reinforce corruption 

prevention in terms of education and culture shock for the bureaucracy. This is also meaningful 

for institutional strengthening against corruption [17], [18], [19]. 

The role of organizers, implementers, and the public in the anti-gratification movement be 

essential for regulating local public services regulation. This is because incorporating the anti-

gratification clause in the local regulation on public services will be beneficial to first, become 

a legal basis for the public to reject illegal fees; secondly, being the legal basis of giving 

punishment to implementers who receive something from the recipient of the service (public); 

third, shows that public services are truly carried out transparently and fairly; and fourth, 

showing the commitment of local governments in increasing public trust by embodying a clean 

and authoritative government. 

 

3.2 Administrators and Gratuities 

Local regulations on public services are strategic in the regency because they can be used 

as a legal basis for improving public service governance in the regions. Local regulations on 

public services usually regulate the types of services offered by the government, providers, 

implementers, utilization of information technology, and efforts to encourage one-stop 

integrated services. 

Public service and policy at conceptual and empirical level depend on the capacity and 

attitude of the implementer. No matter how good the design of policies and public services will 

not be useful if, at the lowest level, the implementation of policies and public services is held 

by administrators who do not have good competence and attitude. One attitude of public servants 

is committing not to accept gratuities. A gratuity is a form of corruption in developing country 

administrative agencies [20], [21], [22]. Lower-level administrators must participate in building 

public trust [23]. 

The administrator's public services attitude is a strategic matter regulated in local 

regulations. An excellent local regulation is a regulation that encourages the birth of anti-

gratuity administrators. In the local regulation on public services in the Ex-Residency of 

Banyumas, only the regulations on public services in the Regencies of Banyumas and Cilacap 

expressly forbid implementing / administrators to accept gratuities. Local regulations on public 

services in Banyumas Regency forbid implementing agents to accept gifts or gifts from anyone 

related to their position and/or work. In the local regulation regarding PTSP, organizers, and 



 

 

 

 

implementers are prohibited from being prohibited from receiving compensation in any form 

from the applicant for licensing and/or non-licensing which is directly or indirectly related to 

the implementation of One door integrated service (PTSP-Pelayanan Terpadu Satu Pintu)  (see 

table 2). This shows that only two out of five regencies have a high commitment to fight 

gratification. 
Table 2. Prohibition for Implementers 

 Kebumen, Purbalingga, 

Banjarnegara Regencies 

Banyumas Regency Cilacap Regency 

Prohibition 

Clause for 

Administrator/ 

Implementers 

Implementers are 

prohibited from: 

a. concurrently as a 

commissioner or 

management of a 

business organization for 

executors who come from 

the environment of 

government agencies, 

state-owned enterprises, 

and locally-owned 

enterprises; 

b leave their duties and 

obligations, unless they 

have clear, rational, and 

valid reasons following 

the provisions of the 

legislation; 

c. add executors without 

the approval of the 

organizer; 

d. make cooperation 

agreements with other 

parties without the 

organizer's agreement, 

and 

e. violates the principle of 

public service delivery. 

Implementers are 

prohibited from: 

a. concurrently as a 

commissioner or 

management of a 

business organization for 

executors who come from 

the environment of 

government agencies, 

state-owned enterprises, 

and locally-owned 

enterprises; 

b. leave their duties and 

obligations unless they 

have clear, rational, and 

valid reasons following 

the provisions of the 

legislation; 

c. add executors without 

the approval of the 

organizer; 

d. make cooperation 

agreements with other 

parties without the 

organizer's agreement,  

e. violates the principle of 

public service delivery, 

and 

f. accept any gift or gift 

from anyone related to 

his/her position and,or 

occupation. 

The Operator or 

Implementer of PTSP 

Providers is prohibited 

from receiving 

compensation in any 

form from the applicant 

for Licensing and, or 

Non-Licensing, which is 

directly or indirectly 

related to the 

implementation of PTSP. 

Source: processed from secondary data 2020. 

 

Regencies that do not include anti-gratuity may argue that the sign includes anti-

gratification in the local regulation on public services, gratification is still prohibited. This 

statement can be a defense, and accurate. However, local regulations on public services that 

regulate relations between implementers and the public are very strategic to include the spirit of 

building a clean government free from corruption, collusion, and nepotism. When the 

momentum to create local regulations on public services is not fully utilized, local governments 



 

 

 

 

will lose the opportunity to show enthusiasm for the community. The anti-gratification value in 

local regulations on public services can be excellent evidence.  The government can play a role 

in improving the integrity of the public sector. This public sector integrity can strengthen the 

national integrity system to fight corruption [24]. Gratification is the initial door to corruption. 

The pleasure of getting gratification will lead to a desire to commit corruption [25]. Local 

governments must show an intolerant attitude in every act of gratification. 

4   Conclusion 

Awards can be presented to local governments that have committed to making local 

regulations on public services. Local public service regulations useful as the basis for 

bureaucratic reform at the local level. However, the commitment to public services does not 

only lie in having or not having public service regulations. The contents of local regulations on 

public services must also show commitment to making changes to public services. One of them 

is that the local regulation explicitly declares war on gratification. In this study, only two 

regencies out of five regencies clearly stated the prohibition for implementers to accept gifts or 

any gifts from anyone related to their position and/or work. This shows that the executive 

committee to eliminate gratuities  completely is still low. Continuous efforts to encourage the 

bureaucracy to increase its commitment to combat extortion and gratuities will be a serious 

matter in the future. 

 

Acknowledgments. This article only limits the study of the value of anti-gratification in the 

local public services regulation in five districts in the former Banyumas Residency. This 

research has not yet explained the impact resulting from differences in values on these policies. 
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