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the AHP Method

Jong-Seol Yun*

the Korea Institute of Public Administration, Korea

The purpose of this research is to review the characteristics,
contributions, and limitations of the existing corruption index
measurement models by comparison and analysis. Based upon such
review, 1 intend to provide a more logical and systematic alternative
model utilizing AHP method. First, I suggest the corruption index
calculation method as a procedural process. Second, I applied the AHP
method and put weighted values to the items, elements, and index of
measurement and, thereby, enable the prioritization of items, elements,
and index of measurement. Third, I suggest a desirable model for
measuring administrative corruption index for the future by overcoming
the limitations of the existing models. Finally, I present five expected
effects and utilities of the new model which can overcome the existing
limitations.
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1. Introduction

The Corruption Perception Index (CPI) that TI(Transparency
Institution) started to publish in the middle of 1990s has spread
over the world and gained the status of a new measurement
indicating the level of corruption of a country as a whole.
Especially, launching of the Corruption Round in 1999 and the
OECD's adoption of the agreement of the Convention on
Combating Bribery of Foreign Public Officials in International
Business Transactions have been the turning points. Since then,
many countries in the world have recognized corruption as a new
yardstick to measure national competitiveness that used to be
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yardstick to measure national competitiveness that used to be
considered to be only domestic ethical affairs. Therefore, the
Anti-Corruption Act was established in 1999 and, then, the Korea
Independent Commission Against Corruption was established in
February 2002 to pursue anti-corruption policies systematically and
in an organized way. Under such circumstances, the development
of a corruption measurement index has been an urgent matter to
solve the corruption problem. Thus, various corruption
measurement models for administrative areas have appeared since
1999 in Korea.

However, these measurement models and results have invited
many criticisms because they not only lacked universality and logics
in their application, clear comprehension of methodologies and test
models but also of the selfishness of competing relevant government
agencies which have been concemned with the result only.

Hence this research intends to review the characteristics,
contributions, and limitations of the existing corruption index
measurement models. Comparing and analyzing previous reviews,
it tries to provide a more logical and systematic alternative model
utilizing the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) method which
looks at the administrative process and procedures carefully. To
be more specific, first, I suggest a corruption index calculation
method as a procedural process by comparing and analyzing the
existing models and, then, systematizing and simplifying the
items, elements, and index of measurement. Second, differently
from the existing models, I apply the AHP method and put
weighted values to the items, elements, and index of measurement
and thereby enable the prioritization of items, elements, and index
of measurement. It could prevent confusion from the lack of
understanding in the corruption index. Third, I present a desirable
model for measuring administrative corruption index for the future
by overcoming limitations of the existing models.

II. Theoretical Background
1. Concept and Recognition of Administrative Corruption
1) Concept of Administrative Corruption

Administrative corruption is defined in various ways according
to its type and to diserse scholars.! According to Mr. Chon, the
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definition of corruption is classified into the definition focused on
public positions, on market theory, and public interest.2 In
addition, the conceptual approach to the corruption analysis can
be a useful tool for defining, explaining, predicting, and
controlling the corruption activities as complex social pathological
phenomena. Examples of approach methods are moral approach,
systematic approach, market and exchange relation approach,
power relation approach, functional approach, and socio-cultural
approach.> Among them, the definition focused on public
positions is most widely accepted. The meaning is that public
officials pursue private interest in the process of administering
public duties by abusing their public position.

2) Recognition of Administrative Corruption

The recognition of corruption in Korea can be examined in
international society and in the domestic scope. The recognition
from the international society is based on the Corruption
Perception Index (CPI) by Transparency International (TI).
According to the CPI, Korea is classified into the corrupted
countries group. Looking at the CPI rank for the past three years,
in 1999 Korea was rated 3.8 (CPI) and ranked at 50 out 99
countries, in 2000 its CPI was 4.0 and ranked 48 out of 90, and
in 2001 its CPI was 4.2 and ranked 42 out of 125.4

Domestically speaking, according to Sang Jin Hans survey
Korean Citizens’ Perception of Corruption' done in 1997 and
1999 and Joong Hun Parks survey 'Government Employees and
Publics Perception of Corruption’, Korean peoples perception of
corruption has not improved noticeably.5 At the same time, the
public still consider that the corruption in public sector is higher
than that in private sector.

Also, ‘the Corruption Index’ Measurement Result (2000) by
Citizens' Coalition for Economic Justice (CCEJ) showed that a
majority of citizens still feel that government employees are not
fair in the treatment of their services, the disclosure of contents

! Young Jong Kim, “Corruption and Audit Bodies," Korea Administration Research, vol.
7, no. 4, 1996 (In Korean), p.73.

2 Su Il Jeon, Corruption of Bureaucracy, Seoul, Sun-Hak Publication, 1999 (In Korean),

.14

3 I%id. p.26.

4 http://www.transparency.de/document/cpi.html.

5 Sang Jin Han, Research on the Improvement of Government Employee's Ethical
Standards and People's Recognition, The Academy of Korean Studies, 1999 (In Korean).
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of their work are significantly low, and the amount of bribe and
the frequency of asking for bribe by government employee has
not been reduced. In addition, many citizens felt the need of
offering bribes to get public services more conveniently.6

2. Administrative Corruption Measurement Model

1) Meaning and the measurement model

The administrative corruption measurement model is constructed
as a tool to measure and understand the level of administrative
corruption in a certain organization or locality. Hence, the answers
to the question on why we need such a model and what the
purpose of constructing on is not uniform. However, the
construction and operation of an administrative corruption
measurement model is to consider the trends of administrative
corruption in a time series, and diagnose the causes and problems
of corruption in a target sector, and thus develop preventive
measures. As a result, it enhances the perception by the citizens
on corruption and induces the convergence of government officials
discretionary acts in reasonable and legal ways, and thus
contributes to the improvement of credibility, transparency and
efficiency of administration. Also, the construction of this model,
by improving transparency, credibility, and integrity of a nation,
makes the nation recognized as a  Clean Nation or Clean
Government, and thus increasing the national competitiveness and
credibility and acts as an anti-corruption mechanism.

Administrative corruption may show not little differences
according to the object, area, method, and purpose of
measurement, standardization of data, interpretation of perception
and reality. The reason is that in a complicated and disputable
field like corruption there does not exist a perfect sample frame
for comparison, sufficient number of countries or areas, or a
single data or survey method that has acquired enough
persuasiveness.

2) Weight Computation
In administrative corruption measurement methods, the method
of giving weight to each property becomes an important standard

& (Citizens' Coalition for Economic Justice, CCEJ Corruption Index, Seoul: CCEJ
Anti-Corruption Activities Center, 2000 (In Korean), p.8.

Downloaded from ias.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://ias.sagepub.com/

Jong-Seol Yun : Model for Measuring Korean Administrative Corruption

225

in perceiving the degree of administrative corruption. The methods
of weight computation vary widely from a very simple one to a

complicated one that takes long time. Generally speaking,

the

methods for measuring weights are classified into on isolated
requirement rate method, relative requirement rate method, and
forced comparison method. Details of each method are shown in

Table 1 below.

<Table 1> Methods

for measuring weight for a property

Methods

Process

Characteristics

Linear Rating

Allocate weight on 1~5
or 1~10 scale

Fast computation. Even when using 10
scale, the scope is not wide enough.

Scale Isolated rating, not comparative rating.
Rate of each Excellent in weight value determination and
requirement Asking 2 exclusive makes clear the Exciters, Satisfiers, Expected
in isolation Kano Surve questions starting with and the rate of weight is expressed in %.
Y |what if and  what if - [However, since the question is asked twice,
not questionnaire is boring and the analysis of
response is complicated.
s : : Easy to make. Possible to make relative
Priority Ranking from the highest | ;
Ranking  |to the lowest rating. Not appropriate when the number

of requirements are 12 or more

Multi-voting

Suggest property list and
select the most important
ones in the number of
1/3 of the list

Fast in making. Superior to the priority
ranking when the number of requirements
is high. Relative rating is possible.
However, response is not forced.

Constant sum
Rate relative

Allocate 100 points to
each property

Though it forces somewhat relative rating,
it is less so than Anchored Scale. But,

when scores are not allocated to items, the
response rate has a broad range of change.

are forced rated and the
optimum property
combination is sought.

to other
requirement Though it may force somewhat relative
a $100/$1000 lec:ca;: dslgoam property rating, it must show to the customers
‘Allocation  |compensation allocat methods of purchasing property item, and
pensation atocate suggest a supplier that reflects the
$1000 to the suppliers 88 Supp
requested item.
Even though a little exchange is forced, it
Give 10 to the most is not as complicated as conjoint analysis
Anchored  |important item and other [and it maintains linear rating or constant
Scale items are scaled in terms |scale, or optimum balance in the conjoint
of the item analysis. However, it is not as precise as
conjoint analysis.
o Though a number of forced specific
ismhg:)v rtz:rr:c? oltpiach decisions are made from the customers
AHP property item by forced requests, and relative rating is possible, the
rating, price of S/W is high and it is hard to
Forced learn and design.
Comparison At the individualized Each item can be forced to be exchanged
intensity level, the at an individualized intensity as well as
Conjoint combination of properties request, and the request can be made in

such a way as in real purchase decision.
However, it can deal with actual and
limited customer requests.
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3) Examples of Prior Research

First, the Corruption Perceptions Index by Transparency
International is an index developed from an cooperative work
between the TI and Goettingen University in Germany. It is a
corruption model wused for measuring corruption level of
government employees and politicians of each country by
reviewing data from about 10 research organizations in the worl
d.7 However, no public survey method has come into existence
that has a complete sample frame for comparing, evaluating and
accurately measuring corruption areas, sufficient scale for national
level of validity, and completely reliable methodology. However,
the CPI does not evaluate the level of corruption that are
committed by countries, which is dealt with in the Bribe Payers
Propensity Index.

Second, the Integrity Index Model for Anti-Corruption Special
Committee measures the integrity index of central administrative
organizations, local governments, and public companies, reduces the
limitations shown in the existing models and set as dependent
variable the wvariable indicating the status of corruption, as
independent variables the factors composing the possibility of
corruption for the purpose of more desirable measurement of
corruption, and tries a multi-variable regression analysis.8 The model
intended to develop a survey model incorporating the two aspects
for the determination of transparency index and to suggest a survey
method and result analysis method applying the survey models.

Third,  ‘Seoul Anti-Corruption Index Model’  was developed
by Byung Dae Choi and Jong Won Lee (1999) and Byung Dae
Choi (2000), and the measurement was done for five corruption
vulnerable areas, including sanitization, taxation, house and
architecture, constructions, and fire protection. The model suggests
five steps?: first, recognition and analysis of the elements of problem
(the recognition is done at the level of demands and results), second,
perceiving and analyzing the elements of the problem, third,
publicizing the result of perception, fourth, developing measures by
organizations (inducing measures at the level of organization or
individual self-controlled change, fifth, identifying, distributing, and
propagating good examples to similar organization.

7 http://www kfs.univie.ac.at.

8 Joong Hun Park, Development of Corruption Index Measurement Model, Xorea
Administration Research Institute, 1999 (In Korean) pp.6-8.

9 Byung Dae Choi, Development of Model for Measuring City Government's Integrity, vol. 2,
Seoul City Government Development Research Institute, 2000 (In Korean), pp.27-28.
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<Table 2> Comparison and Analysis of Corruption Models

Models

Contents

Contribution

Limitation

Integrity
Index of
Anti-Corrupt
ion Special
Committee

-Composition of questionnaire
that respondents can suggest

the level of maturity of

corruption that measures the
likelihood of corruption and
the 'experience and recognition
of corruption that are actually

happening’

‘Establishing the concept of

corruption and the factors

causing corruption based on
the existing corruption studies

‘Comprehensive study
measuring transparency
index encompassing the
possibility of corruption
as well as the level of
corruption of an
organization

‘Inducing corruption to a
more positive direction
by developing the
transparency index.

‘Conceptual limitation that
the corruption index or
integrity index cannot
include the status of
corruption causing
clements and the
possibility of corruption.

Seoul
ACI

‘Analyzed the task status and
environment centered on the
five private sectors that have
high propensity to corruption

in Seoul

-Concrete contents, methods,

cautions, and development

direction for the measurement

of integrity are described.

‘Enhancing the credibility
of administration by
developing systematic
and objective evaluation
index for city
government's integrity.

‘Made it possible to
figure out the level of
integrity by surveying
citizens' feeling of
actual corruptions in the
five administrative
departments.

‘Going further from
measuring corruption
phenomenon to the
measurement of
anti-corruption efforts
for preventing and
rooting out corruption

‘Difficult to standardize
the differences between
organizations that have
different systematic
circumstances in their
effort against corruption.

‘Though this research was
carried out exclusively
for five sectors, it has
the danger that the
result be considered the
level of integrity of the
overall city government.

‘Danger of causing
objection or side effect
from object organization
depending on the results

CCEJ model

‘For systematic analysis, the

model analyzed data from
government organizations

including the Audit Board of

Korea.

-Classified the corruption index

into the level of corruption,
cause of corruption, and

prevention of corruption, and
appointed an evaluation index
for each item and conducted
one to one interview survey
on applicant for public service.

-Since a private
organization calculated
the index, more
credibility can be given
than that of government
institution

The amount of data used
for statistical sample
was not big enough

Not all the various
spotting statistics mean
extraction of corruption
related punishment.

‘Not all the five levels of
punishment currently in
use in Korea can be
connected to corruption.

‘The weights for year and
type of punishment are
not clear.

CPI(TI)
Model

‘BPI measures the offeror side
in the country where bribe is

offered.

‘The degree of bribes by
foreign companies in various

fields.

‘Level of recognition of OECD

Corruption Prevention
Convention

-Since countries are
ranked in terms of their
corruption level, it can
be used as a measure
for the degree of
corruption of a country

‘It can catch large scale
corruption and bribery
transaction by
government officials in

developing countries.

-Since it deal with the
level of feeling
corruption by foreign
companies, different
standards may be used
in different countries

‘Cultural circumstances
may not be taken into
account.
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Finally, the Corruption Index model by CCEJ is developed
independently by CCEJ Anti-Corruption Activities Center, and it
performed perception surveys on the level of corruption on
government employee and citizens. The model is meaningful in
that objective data related to corruption were collected through
the information disclosure procedure and the model was
independently developed by CCEJ. However, this model is similar
to the Seoul Anti-Corruption Index or the Integrity Index of the
Anti-Corruption Special Committeel0, and classifies the evaluation
area into (1) level of corruption (2) cause of corruption (3)
prevention of corruption, and suggests detailed evaluation elements
and index for each area for 16 wide area local governments and
25 independent areas in Seoul as subjects.!!  However, the
analysis was stopped after one survey so it is not easy to discuss
the models effectiveness or achievement.

III. Establishment of Administrative Corruption Measurement
Model

1. Measurement Areas, Items, Index

Since administrative corruption occurs for various reasons, the
contents and scope are various and wide. Also, it is hard to
measure accurately because it is not easily disclosed. Hence, to
search for the systematic and clear reasons for the occurrence of
administrative corruption, 1 intend to derive common parameters
from the pre-existing administrative corruption models evaluation
items and data, and to search for the causes by dividing the
evaluation area into the legitimacy of laws and regulations,
propriety of the execution, and the control mechanism of
corruption from the perspective of administrative process.

1) Legitimacy of Laws and Regulations

Even though the concept of legitimacy is very vague, for the
purpose of this article, it is operationally defined with the
necessity, clarity, and simplicity of various regulatory laws that

10 But, this model suggests that its results with evaluation area, region and institution are
different with ‘Anti-Corruption Index of Seoul'.

11 Jae Wan Park & Won Young Park, "Corruption Index Measurement Model: MIMIC
and DYMIMIC," Korean Corruption Study Society (In Korean), vol. 6, 2001, p.22.

Downloaded from ias.sagepub.com at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 15, 2016


http://ias.sagepub.com/

Jong-Seol Yun : Model for Measuring Korean Administrative Corruption 229

directly affect the general citizens as its central concept.

(1) Necessity of Law: Defined as whether various laws and
regulations are perceived to be necessary and the existence of
unnecessary regulations and the efforts to correct them.

(2) Clarity of Law: Defined as whether the laws are easy for
the general citizens to understand and recognize, and whether
there are any ambiguities.

(3) Simplicity of Law: Defined as whether the regulatory
system defining the laws have complexity or duplication, and
whether it is practical and feasible to be applied to the reality.

2) Appropriateness of Execution

Appropriateness of execution is the concept whether the
execution process of administration is performed fairly and legally
under an open and transparent environment.

(1) Transparency of execution: The transparency in the
execution of administrative task can be understood as the process
of enabling the disclosure of various public activities like
government decision making and its execution process or making
information on the preexisting conditions, decision making and
actions accessible, visible, and understandable.l2 Hence, the
transparency is defined in terms of the appropriateness of the
scope of information disclosure, clarity in the administrative
procedure, and publicity.

(2) Openness of Execution: This is defined as whether the
administration forms a competitive system with other private or
public organizations in performing its task, and whether it has
various participation system and procedures.

(3) Fairness in Execution: It will be measured in terms of
whether the procedure and process of administrative execution is
considered to be fairly carried out, whether the current task
evaluation and various feedback system is objectively and fairly
evaluated and operated internally and externally, and whether
there can be unfair intervention or request by a superior
employee or if there is such possibility.

(4) Legitimacy: It is defined as the perception of whether a
government employee abides by legal procedures in applying laws
and regulations and whether discretionary treatment exists of can

12 Jung Hwa Han & Jong Suk Bae, Investigative Research on the Concept of Venture
Company Transparency and Determinative Factors, Korea International Business
Society, 1999 (In Korean), p.185.
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3) Control Mechanism

Control in general means the process of putting in line a
purpose and activities pursuing the purpose.

(1) internal control: this is defined as whether a procedure by
which a government employee inside an administration can
internally raise objection to the corruptions and absurdities,
whether government employees think an internal audit is
efficiently carried out, whether the organization's perception on
whistle-blowers is negative or positive, whether the protection
system for the whistle-blowers are practically well operated, and
whether the leadership of an organization has the active will to
abolish corruption.

(2) external control: this is defined as whether the conduit for
complaint, report, and objection is considered to be various and
readily available, whether corruption and absurdity are properly
controlled by way of external audit, whether news reporting of
corruption by media is accurate and appropriate, whether civil
organizations participation is actively done in the process of
corruption control, and whether judiciary decision is fairly
administered and the punishment is effective.

4) Other General Matters

These are items that the public employee generally experience
or perceive in regard to the overall degree, lever, effectiveness,
frequency, amount, and prime mover of corruption.

“Whether or not a bribe is offered and its frequency.

‘Whether the corruption level of govemment employee is
considered to be high or low

‘Whether the current level of corruption is considered to be
higher or lower than the past(or one year ago).

‘Whether the level of present corruption is worrisome or
allowable.

‘Who offers bribery transaction first? Government employee or
related citizens?

‘Whether government employees have a relatively high degree
of ethical awareness.

13 Young Jin Yoon and Jong Su Lee, op. cit. pp.207-208.
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‘Integrity of participant citizens.

“Whether the acts of offering bribes is considered to be
effective.

‘Whether the atmosphere or attitude toward a member
opposing corruption within the organization would be negative.

2. Administrative Corruption Control Structure and
Measurement Index System

1) Administrative Corruption Control Structure

The settings for the incorrupt administration by front line
government employees is shown in Figure 1 below. The
performance of administrative services are constructed on the
basis of a series of legal system ranging from law, regulation,
order, and administrative regulation. If the legitimacy of such a
legal system is secured and the appropriateness of its execution
and the internal and external control mechanism controlling it are
perceived to be well operated, the corruption in the administration
can be said to be appropriately controlled. On the other hand,
when the control mechanism of the administrative process is not
perceived to be well operated, it means that there is ample room
for corruption and there needs to be more effort for refining the
corruption control system for administrative execution.

(Figure 1> Corruption Control Structure of Administrative

Execution
Legitimacy
} of Legal ———’
System
External Control Internal Control

\ Sat 4—
* of Execution

Control Structure
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2) Evaluation Index System
The new model for measuring administrative corruption based
on the discussion so far is shown in Table 3.

<Table 3> Administrative Corruption Measurement Model

Evaluation |Evaluation
Area Item

Evaluation Index

-Legitimacy of regulation

Necessity -Efforts for improving unnecessary regulation

-Easiness of understanding legal system (ambiguity)

Legitimacy of Clarity -Accuracy in applying legal system

Legal System

-Simplicity of related procedures
Simplicity (complexity and duplication)
-Ease of observance

- Appropriateness of the scope of information disclosure
Transparency| -Openness in conducting service
-Clarity in the process of conducting service

-Competitiveness in conducting service
Openness | -Degree of establishment of participatory system and its

easiness
Appropriateness -Faimess in conducting service
of Execution Fairness -Evaluation of the execution result and the degree of
feedback

-Unfair order from superior and the degree of intervention

-Observance of legitimate procedure in applying laws and
regulations

-Degree of discretionary execution by government
employee (degree of abuse of discretionary power)

-Diversity of objection process and easiness of raising
objections

‘Frequency and effectiveness of internal audit

-Organization's perception on whistle-blowers and response

-Positiveness and faimess in the treatment of corruption
report

- Appropriateness and effectiveness of the education for
Control government employee

Mechanism -Positiveness and will of leadership

-Ease of report, claim, and objection from outside
-Frequency of effectiveness of external audit
-Frequency, positiveness, and fairness of media report
-Diversity and positiveness of participatory conduit for
civil organization

-Frequency, positiveness of judicial review and
effectiveness of punishment

-Recognition of the concept of corruption
-Organization's recognition of corruption (organization's
atmosphere)

-Overall degree of corruption and recognition on its
change

-Task performer's recognition of integrity

-Participant citizens' perception on the integrity
Degree of routinization of bribery

-whether or not bribe is offered, its frequency, amount,
effectiveness, and first mover

Legitimacy

Intenal
Control

External
Control

General Questionaire
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IV. Weight Setting by Utilizing the AHP Method

1. Limitations of Existing Models and Necessity of Applying
the AHP Method

As shown in chapter III, most of the preexisting models were
developed to reduce administrative corruption and enhance the
integrity and transparency of administration. However, the
limitations of these models can be listed as the general limitations
of survey research, opacity of weight application, and complexity
and disorganization of the questionnaire due to the lack of
simplicity and organization in the items and index.

As an alternative model to overcome such limitations in
measuring weights, an administrative corruption measurement
model applying the AHP method is suggested. In other words, a
new administrative corruption measurement model is requested
with the application of the AHP method that enables more
scientific and reasonable approach to the weight setting method
among these items and index. It could be achieved by dropping
items that are considered to lower the credibility in the
measurement of administrative comruption among  previous
problematic models and by complementing simplicity and
organization among index.

2. AHP Method

1) Meaning

The AHP method was developed by Saaty in early 1970s and
it acts as a reasonable decision making tool by sorting
complicated multi-criteria decision making problem into a
hierarchical system and simplifying and systematizing it. To
determine priority within each altermative through the AHP
method, it is necessary to measure the relative importance of each
standard or lower level standard on cach level and the degree by
which each alternative (or each lower level standard) is
contributing to the upper level standard. This can be consistently
induced by a pairwise comparison matrix.!4 Also, the AHP

14 Man Ki Kim, et al., Development and Application of City and Province Educational
Board's Evaluation Index Using the AHP Method, Ministry of Education and Human
Resources, 1998 (In Koean), p.52.
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method hierarchically connects the purpose and means of
evaluation and enables clear and easy determination on the
relative importance between elements that are to be compared by
pairwise comparison instead of considering weight for multiple
elements at the same time. Furthermore, in determining relative
importance, it notifies the consistency ration of determination and
when the consistency is lacking and thereby enabling corrections.
Weight setting by this technique was comparatively new in Korea
as early as middle 1990s, and especially this article first
introduces and adopts the method for evaluating administrative
corruption index model.

2) Procedure of AHP Method

In solving decision making problems using the AHP method,
four steps are taken as shown in Figure 2. (Saaty, 1980). The
first step of the AHP method is to make a hierarchical structure
out of decision making problems by decomposing problems to be
solved into lower level components and represent them in
hierarchy. Second step is to get the input date (matrix) for the
AHP by pairwise comparison of decision elements on the same
level.!15 Third step is to get weight, relative significance of
pairwise compared elements, by using the eigen vector. That is,
let the decision to make pair components on each level and
compare them by pairwise comparison and estimate the weight
between components by using the result. Saaty suggested a index
for the credibility of professional knowledge used for the design
of the AHP model, which is called the Consistency Ratio (CR).
When a professional's decision making maintains perfect
consistency, the CR value approaches 0 but if consistency is not
maintained the CR value goes over 0.1, in which case the ordinal
rank is not reliable and thus the result is not reliable. Last step
is to calculate weight for the whole by summarizing weight for
each level for the purpose of getting the optimum alternative.

15 Comparing coupled factors can give reliable weight and it is easier.
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<Figure 2> Steps for Solving Decision Making Problem

ist step Hierarchically
structuring of the problems Step Content
' v ‘ i Separate given decision making
- problems into hierarchical structure
2nd step Preparing AHP
-—-} input data by pairwise L .
P compaﬁsgn Conduct pairwise comparison of
’ ’ elements on the same level. The
— result becomes input data for
3rd step Estimation of luati
relative weight evaluation.
v ' Estimate relative importance or
3 | weight or pairwise compared
No elements using eigen value
Summarize the weight of evaluation
Yes 4 elements on each level to calculate
4th step Selecting an | the priority of the elements on the
optimum alternative lowest level.

3) Structure of Weight Setting Model Using the AHP
Method

The structure of evaluation area, evaluation item, and
evaluation index discussed in chapter III are suggested as a
weight setting model using the AHP method in Figure 3. This
model is composed of evaluation purpose of evaluating the level
of administrative corruption, three areas for evaluating this
(legitimacy of legal system, appropriateness of execution, control
mechanism), evaluation items that branch out of each area, and
finally the evaluation index for measuring each evaluation item.
The setting of weight is done for the evaluation area, evaluation
item, and evaluation index.
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<Figure 3> Structure of Administrative Corruption

Corruption Perception |

Measurement Model

International Area Review 2004, Vol. 7(1)

Index

[

[
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area sysiem Appropriateness of execution Control mechanism
I
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Evaluation | Neces Clari Simpli | {Transp| |Open Faime | [Legiti | |Internal External
item sity ty city arency | |ess 5§ macy | [control control
Evaluation
index 1J2 (131415167 |8 |{10]11 12|13 ] |15116] |17 {18 23 |24
9 14 19 |20 25 |26
21 |22 27
. . 15 : Observance of law
1 : Legitimacy of regulation . : . .
2 : Efforts for improving unnecessary 16 lzg%?:‘rggn?l::;t‘g’;:gy execution by
regulations : 17 : Ease of raising objections
3 : Ease of understanding legal system 18 Degree of allogwanz:e for whistle-
4 (Zmblgmty). lying legal syst blowers
: Accuracy in applying legal system . Tl .
5 : Simplicity of related procedures 19 c](:)?rg})et?csmm the report and treatment of
-6, Ew;’gs:ia(gngg:e&a?}f: scope of 20 : Appropriateness and effectiveness of
’ ir?frc))ml:ation disclosure P education for corruption prevention
8 : Openness in conducting service 21 : ‘ggguggggadershlp for preventing
9 CS]e?:lit(}:,e in the process of conducting 22 : Effectiveness of internal audit
10 : Competitiveness in conducting service 23 : ?&gﬁﬂz and ease of objection
11 : Degree of establishment of pro . .
articipatory system and its Ease 24 : Fairness in media report
12 % rucipatory Sy - . 25 : Diversity and positiveness of
: Faimness in conducting service articivatory conduit for civil
13 : Unfair order from superior and the gr ganigatig
degree of intervention . - A
14 : Evaluation of the execution result and 26 : I;zi?:;:vncy, positiveness of judicial
the degree of feedback 27 : Effectiveness of external audit

significance

among

3. Calculation of Weight Using the AHP Method

1) Composition of Samples and Calculation
To measure

administrative  corruption

elements, we conducted a survey on 100 general public, 100
professionals including Ph.D's in Administration and government
employee, totalling 200. The Professional group is composed of
professors in Administration and government employee for Seoul
City Hall and various Gu Halls, and a general public group is
composed of people over 20 who have experience with getting
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public service for the last three months. Data gathering took three
weeks from June 26, 2002 to July 28, 2002.

<Table 4> Weight for Evaluation Index (Professional Group)

Evaluation
Evaluation Item Evaluation Index
Area
Legitimacy of regulation 0.06657 1(0.53983)
i X . 4 H i
Necessity |0.12332| (0.36254) Efforts for improving unnecessary 0.05675 | (0.46017)
.. regulation
Legitimacy of’ 5  understanding logal
Legal System ase of understanding legal system | 04c59 | (0.48150
Clarity |0.09677 | (0.28448) |(ambiguity) ( )
0.34016 Accuracy in applying legal system 0.05017 {(0.51800)
L Simplicity of related procedures 0.06978 | (0.58117)
licity {0.12007 } (0.35298
Simplicity ¢ ) [Ease of observance 0.05029 | (0.41883)
Appropriateness of the scope of
information disclosure 0.03386 | (0.40556)
Transparency | 0.08350 | (0.23848) |Openness in conducting service 0.02449 |(0.29336)
Clarity in the process of conducting
VoA 0.02514 | (0.30108)
Competitiveness in conducting service | 0.05374 | (0.60117)
Appropriatene | Qpenness |0.08939 | (0.25532) |pe £ i
gree of establishment of
Exsesclﬂ'fon participatory system and its easiness 0.03565 | (0.39883)
i
Faimess in conducting service 0.02209 | (0.25165)
0.35014 Unfair order from superior and the
Fairness | 0.08777| (0.25068) {degree of intervention 0.02737 | (0.31186)
Evaluation of the execution result
and the degree of feedback 0.03831 | (0.43649)
Observance of law 0.03499 | (0.39550)
Legitimacy |0.08847((0.25552) {Degree of discretionary execution by
government employee 0.05348 | (0.60450)
Ease of raising objections 0.02949 { (0.18881)
Degree of allowance for
whide-tlovers 0.03519 [ (0.22535)
Control Faimess in the report and treatment
Mechanism Intemal |} 15619 (0.50433) of corruption 002357 (0.15092)
Control ' ' AIpropriateness and effectiveness of 0.02516 | (0.16107)
0.30970 education of corruption prevention : :
Will of leadership for preventing
cormuption 0.02078 | (0.13306)
effectiveness of internal audit 0.02199 | (0.14080)
Diversity and easiness of objection
procedure 0.03605 | (0.23481)
Fairness in media report 0.03118 | (0.20312)
Control Diversity and positiveness of
Mechanism | Extemal 1535, 10 49567) |participatory conduit for civil 0.02817 | (0.18352)
Control organization
0.30970
Frequency, positiveness of judicial
reviow 0.02967 | (0.19330)
effectiveness of external audit 0.02844 | (0.18525)
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<Table 5> Weight for Evaluation Index (General Public Group)

Evaluation
Area Evaluation Item Evaluation Index
Legitimacy of regulation 0.06586 | (0.50983)
Necessity | 0.12917 |(0.36471)|Efforts for improving unnecessary
Legitimacy regulation 0.06332 (0.49017)
of Legal Ease of understanding legal
o gal system 14 05994 (0.52
System | epaiey [ 0.41321 |(0.31963)| (ambiguity) 105994 (052950
035418 Accuracy in applying legal system 0.05327(0.47050)
. Simplicity of related procedures 0.05663 | (0.50650)
licity | 0.11180 {(0.
Simplicity (O31566) e of observance 0.05517] (0.49350)
Appropriateness of the scope of
information disclosure 0.031951(0.37709)
Transparency | 0.08473 1(0.25993)|Openness in conducting service 0.02849(0.33620)
Clarity in the process of conducting
service 0.02429|(0.28671)

Competitiveness in conducting service [0.04351](0.59000)
Appropriaten | Openness | 0.07374 |(0.22619) Degree of establishment of 0.03023 | (0.41000)

ess m participatory system and its easiness
Execution s - T T
Faimess in conducting service 0.02552(0.30835)
0.32599 Unfair order from superior and the 0.02669| (0.32248)

Faimess | 0.08275 |(0.25383)|degree of intervention

Evaluation of the execution result and
the degree of feedback 0.03055(0.36916)

Observance 0.03815] (0.45000)

Legitimacy | 0.08477 |(0.26005) Degree of discretionary execution by (o 0,cc) 0.55000)
government employee i i

Ease of raising objections 0.02488 1 (0.16947)
Degree of allowance for
whistle-blowers 0.03084(0.21006)
Control Faimess in the report and treatment
Mechanism Internal of corruption 0.02297] (0.15645)
c 0.14680 ((0.45900) ; -
ontrol Appropriateness and effectiveness of 0.02261/ 0.15399)
031983 corruption prevention : '
Will of leadership for preventing
corruption 0.02088 { (0.14223)
effectiveness of internal audit 0.024631(0.16778)
Diversity and easiness of objection
procedure 0.04163 | (0.24061)
Faimess in media report 0.03399(0.19644)
External Diversity and positiveness of
Xtemat 14 17303 |(0.54100)|participatory conduit for civil 0.03216 (0.18585)
Control
organization
Frequency, positiveness of judicial
review 0.03380 (0.19534)
effectiveness of external audit 0.031451(0.18176)

The first step for calculating weight among the evaluation
index is to measure the weight for an evaluation area, an
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evaluation item, and the evaluation index for the general public
group and the professional group. Then, the weights for the
evaluation items and the evaluation index of administrative
corruption are calculated by arithmetically averaging the weights
for the general public group and the professional group.

2) Summary of Evaluation

The result of weight calculation among the evaluation index
from professional group is shown in Table 4 and index for the
general public group is shown in Table 5.

There is a little difference in the first level result. Most of all
the order is different. In the professional group, appropriateness of
execution is placed first and legitimacy and control mechanism
follow. In the general public group, legitimacy of legal system is
placed first, appropriateness is placed second and control
mechanism is placed last. It represents that the general public
lacks information and understanding of the legal system related to
the administrative corruption, and has a stronger disbelief in its
legitimacy, and we can infer that there are differences in
perception about administrative corruption between the general
public and the professional group.

Reviewing the significances of elements for the second level
evaluation items, the result of significance measurement for
necessity, simplicity, and clarity, which are evaluation items in
the legitimacy of the legal system area, are shown as numbers in
parentheses and denotes the significance of items within the
evaluation area, which sum up to 1. While in the professional
group, necessity and clarity were evaluated equally significant, the
general public group turned out to evaluate necessity as most
important. Items within the area of appropriateness of execution
do not show a relative difference in their significance. The
Professional group evaluates transparency relatively low and the
general public group evaluates openness relatively low, but both
groups do not show a difference in the evaluation of each item.
This signifies that the items in the appropriateness area are
composed of measures that divide and evaluate the area more
equally.

Within the control mechanism area of the professional group,
the significance of internal control was rated at 0.504 and that of
external control was rated at 0.496 and thus showing no
meaningful difference in significance between items. In the
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general group, the significance of external control is 0.541 and is
evaluated higher than 0.459 of internal control, and thus shows
difference from the result of the professional group that had little
difference in significance between internal control and external
control.

We have evaluated the weights for items constituting the
model for two different groups, the general public group and the
professional group, for the purpose of establishing an
administrative corruption model. The significances of items of the
administrative corruption model composed of a three level
hierarchical structure and were calculated through pairwise
comparison of items. Overall relative significance between
elements constituting the evaluation items and the evaluation
index level were calculated by multiplying the weight of the
upper level with the weight of the items on the lower level,
instead of going through direct evaluation.

Hence, the determination of overall weight for measuring
administrative corruption was done on a group combining both
the professional group and the general public group by calculating
arithmetic average of the evaluation area, evaluation item, and
evaluation index of the two groups. The result is shown in Table
6. Looking at the data of the significance measurement result for
the evaluation index, items of legitimacy of the legal system in
the Evaluation Area ,such indexes as understanding legal system,
feasibility of administrative regulation, efforts for remedying
unnecessary regulation, and feasibility of observance, are evaluated
relatively high and it coincides with the evaluation result for the
individual group. Conclusively, the evaluation of significance of
index for the establishment of an administrative corruption model
carried out for the professional group and the general public
group were not much difference except in a few cases. This
strongly implies that the recognitions of problems of
administrative corruption in Korea do not differ significantly
according to groups and the possibility of establishing an
administrative  corruption measurement model having general
public, government employee, and professionals as one object.
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Evaluation Evaluation Item Evaluation Index
Area
Legitimacy of regulation 0.06626 | (0.52483)
N ity |0.12624 [(0.36363 i i
ecessity ( ) iff‘o!{:i (f::r improving unnecessary 0.05981 (0.47517)
Legitimacy g -
of Legal Eas; of understanding legal system 006484 (0.55533)
System Clarity | 0.11675 | (0.33631) |(3mbiguity)
034716 Accuracy in applying legal system 0.05192(0.44467)
) Simplicity of related procedures 0.05146 | (0.49400)
Simplicity |0.10417 { (0.30007)
Ease of observance 0.052711(0.50600)
Appropriateness of the scope of
information disclosure 003297}(0.39133)
Transparency | 0.08425 | (0.24920) |Openness in conducting service 0.02652(0.31478)
Clar.ity in the process of conducting 0.02476/ (0.29389)
service
Competitiveness in conducting service {0.04848](0.59558)
Appropriaten | Openness [ 0.08139 |(0.24076) Degree of establishment of
ess of participatory system and its easiness 0.03292(0.40442)
Execution : - - -
Faimess in conducting service 0.02388 }(0.28000)
0.33807 Unfair order from superior and the
Faimess  |0.08528 | (0.25226) |degree of atervention 0.02705 (0.31717)
Evaluation of the execution result and
the degree of feedback 0.03435 (0.40283)
Observance of law 0.03684 {(0.42275)
Legitimacy 10.08715(0.25778) [pegree of discretionary execution by 005031 (0.57725)
government employee ) i
Ease of raising objections 0.02716((0.17914)
Degee of allowance for 0.03301(0.21770)
Fairness in the report and treatment
Internal 015161 | 048167 of corruption 0.02330((0.15370)
Control ™ ’ Appropriateness and effectiveness of |, 05100 0.15753)
education of corruption prevention ’ )
Will of leadership for preventing
Control corruption 0.02087((0.13764)
Mechanism effectiveness of internal audit 0.02339(0.15429)
0.31476 l])):;/ceer;ge and easiness of objection 0.03878(0.23771)
Fairness in media report 0.03259(0.19978)
External Diversity and positiveness of
Control 0.16315 | (0.51833) {participatory conduit for civil 0.03013(0.18468)
organization
fx;}xncy, positiveness of judicial 0.03170/ (0.19432)
effectiveness of external audit 0.02994|(0.18351)
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V. Conclusion

In Indexing administrative corruption and establishing a model
for measuring corruption index have many different measurements
according to the pattern of administrative corruption and the
model's approach. It is necessary to overcome limitations to those
measurement models and for the reasonable measurement of index
for administrative corruption and for the enhancement of the
credibility of measurement. Hence, we suggest expected effects
and utilities of the new model which can overcome existing
limitations.

First, this model can reduce the inefficiency resulting from the
ambiguity, complexity, and duplicity of the measurement items
related to administrative corruption by clarifying and systematizing
the measurement items and index that are eclements of the
administrative corruption index. Second, since administrative
corruption has multiplicity, multi-facet, individuality, and
speciality, it may be proceeded secretly even within the
government organization and it is extremely hard to correctly
measure and evaluate the activitiess. We can expect the utility of
this research model as a solution to the problem.

Third, since the model uses the AHP method for selecting
weights for the items and index for evaluation and approaches the
corruption problem from a more structured viewpoint, the various
evaluation items and index system that an evaluator can select
can be ranked on a reasonable and systematic level.

Fourth, the general public gives more credibility to the
measurement. In previous models, same weight is applied every
time and thus leads to distrust of the corruption measurement
model. Since the model can accurately predict or measure the
improved compared to the past, it can perform the basic function
of a corruption measurement model.

Fifth, this model is a more practical and concrete measurement
model for the perception of administrative corruption than the
previous models because this model has a substantial utility in
that it, instead of focusing on administrative corruption occurring
from an individual policy or service, shows in number the level
of administrative corruption felt by the resident of a geographical
area like metropolitan city or province, and it also shows what
effects and result the corruption happening in those cities and
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provinces have on the legitimacy of an administrative legal
system, appropriateness of execution, and effectiveness of a
control mechanism

This research analyzed the purpose, items, and index system
by comparing and analyzing the existing administrative corruption
index models, derived a new administrative corruption index
model by comparing the previous models, and reviewed the utility
of the model. However, despite these utilities, the limitations of
this research can be said that it is hard to generalize this model
because it has not undergone sufficient experimental verification.
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