
XXX-1 

REFORMULATION OF THE REGULATION ON CORRUPTION 

CRIMES IN INDONESIA 

(A PERSPECTIVE OF ISLAMIC CRIMINAL LAW: ḤADD AL-ḤIRĀBAH) 

Yazwardi 

Faculty of Sharia and Law, Raden Fatah State Islamic University Palembang, South Sumatra, Indonesia 

yazwardi_uin@radenfatah.ac.id 

Cholidah Utama 

Faculty of Sharia and Law, Raden Fatah State Islamic University Palembang, South Sumatra, Indonesia 

cholidahutama_uin@radenfatah.ac.id 

K.A. Bukhori 

Faculty of Sharia and Law, Raden Fatah State Islamic University Palembang, South Sumatra, Indonesia 

bukhori_uin@radenfatah.ac.id 

Izomiddin 

Faculty of Sharia and Law, Raden Fatah State Islamic University Palembang, South Sumatra, Indonesia 

izomiddin_uin@radenfatah.ac.id 

Rina Antasari 

Faculty of Sharia and Law, Raden Fatah State Islamic University Palembang, South Sumatra, Indonesia 

rinaantasari_uin@radenfatah.ac.id 

Sulthan Ahmad Athaillah 

Faculty of Sharia and Law, Raden Fatah State Islamic University Palembang, South Sumatra, Indonesia 

sultanahmadathoillah@gmail.com 

 

Abstract 

 
The regulation of corruption crimes in Indonesia continues to reveal fundamental 
weaknesses. Corruption convicts are still treated as “ordinary offenders,” allowing them 

to receive sentence remissions despite relatively short average prison terms of 

approximately 3.4 years. In addition, the political rights of former corruption convicts may 
be restored, enabling them to run again for public office. The revision of the Law on the 

Corruption Eradication Commission (KPK) and the prolonged delay in deliberating the 

Draft Law on Asset Confiscation and the Impoverishment of Corruptors further illustrate 
the fragility of Indonesia’s anti-corruption legal framework. Over the last two decades 

(2003–2023), the Corruption Perceptions Index has consistently placed Indonesia among 

the five most corrupt countries within the ASEAN group in 2023, with Indonesia’s score 

falling below the global standard. As an extraordinary crime, corruption should be 
addressed with extraordinary threats and sanctions. The dangers posed by corruption are 

comparable to other extraordinary crimes such as terrorism, narcotics abuse, and severe 

environmental destruction. Moreover, corruption, by virtue of its systemic and destructive 
impact, may be aligned with extraordinary crimes under the Rome Statute, including 

genocide, crimes against humanity, and crimes of aggression. In Indonesia, the death 

penalty for corruption is regulated under Article 2 paragraph (2) of Law Number 31 of 

1999 on the Eradication of Corruption Crimes, which provides that capital punishment 
may be imposed under certain circumstances. However, to date, no court verdict has 

imposed the death penalty on a corruption offender. This situation stands in stark contrast 

to countries with communist or authoritarian legal orientations such as China, Vietnam, 
North Korea, as well as the Islamic Republic of Iran, which apply capital punishment to 

corruption offenders. In Islamic legal literature, corruption is referred to as al-fasād , 
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meaning the act of causing destruction; gratification is known as al-ishbā‘, meaning to 

provide excessive benefit; and bribery is termed rishwah. All three concepts refer to acts 
constituting corruption crimes. Accordingly, corruption in Islamic criminal law is 

understood as an act of causing destruction, which may include the deliberate 

embezzlement of state funds, manipulation of the legal system, or conduct that threatens 
humanity itself. Causing destruction signifies an attack against the state through acts of 

corruption. At a certain scale, corruption constitutes an assault on the state system through 

the theft of public funds, which essentially belong to the people. When corruption is 

interpreted as state capture and as an unlawful act that violates humanitarian values 
(unlawful acts against humanity), it may be categorized as a ḥadd crime of ḥirābah, namely 

a crime that causes widespread harm and threatens public and state security, for which the 

most severe punishment-capital punishment-may be imposed. This article seeks to explain 
corruption as an extraordinary crime whose eradication must likewise be extraordinary, 

by grounding its argument in the values of truth and justice derived from Islamic law 

through the concept of ḥadd al-ḥirābah. A statutory approach and a conceptual approach 

are employed to reformulate the regulation of corruption crimes in Indonesia. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Government of Indonesia has continuously sought to strengthen anti-corruption efforts through 

statutory regulations and other legal instruments.  lThe  lestablishment   lof  lthe  lCorruption  lEradication  

lCommission  l(Komisi  lPemberantasan  lKorupsi-KPK)  las  lan  lindependent  linstitution  lin  l2002  lwas  la  

lconstitutional  lmandate  lintended  lto  lposition  lIndonesia  las  la  lmore  ladvanced  lstate,  lreflected  lin  la  ldeclining  

llevel  lof  lcorruption.  lHowever,  lmore  lthan  ltwo  ldecades  llater,  lthese  lefforts  lhave  lyet  lto  lproduce  lencouraging  

lresults,  las  lindicated  lby  lIndonesia’s  lCorruption  lPerceptions  lIndex  l(CPI),  lwhich  lhas  lremained  lstagnant   land  

leven  ldemonstrated  la  ldownward  ltrend.  lCorruption  lis  lwidely  lrecognized  las  lan  lextraordinary  lcrime  

l(extraordinary  lcrime).  lThis  lrecognition  lwas  lreaffirmed  lduring  lthe  lcommemoration  lof  lInternational  lAnti-

Corruption  lDay  l(Hari  lAntikorupsi  lSedunia-Hakordia)  lin  lIndonesia  lin  l2025,  lwhich  ladopted  lthe  

loverarching  ltheme  l“Unite  lin  lAction  lto  lEradicate  lCorruption.”  lThe  lofficial  llogo  lpublished  lon  lthe  lKPK’s  

lwebsite  lsymbolized  lcollective  lresistance  lto  lcorruption  land  lemphasized  lconcrete,  lcollaborative  laction  lby  

lsociety.  lPreviously,  lduring  lthe  l2024  lcommemoration,  lthe  lNational  lStrategy  lTeam  lfor  lCorruption  

lPrevention  l(Strategi  lNasional  lPencegahan  lKorupsi-Stranas  lPK)  lofficially  llaunched  l15  lanti-corruption  

lprevention  lactions   laimed  lat  lstrengthening  limplementation  leffectiveness  land  lenhancing  ltangible  limpact.  

lThese  lactions  lremain  laligned  lwith  lthe  lthree  lprimary  lpillars  lof  lthe  lNational  lStrategy  lfor  lCorruption  

lEradication,  lnamely  llicensing  land  ltrade  lgovernance,  lstate  lfinance,  land  llaw  lenforcement  lcoupled  lwith  

lbureaucratic  lreform.(Danurdara  l&  lAdhari,  l2024) 

The  lfocus  lon  llaw  lenforcement  land  lbureaucratic  lreform  lconsists  lof  lfive  lkey  lactions:  lstrengthening  

lpolitical  lparty  lintegrity  lthrough  lthe  limplementation  lof  lpolitical  lparty  linformation  lsystems;   lreinforcing  lthe  

lrole  land  lquality  lof  linternal  lgovernment   lsupervisory  lapparatus  l(Aparat  lPengawasan  lIntern  lPemerintah-

APIP);  lenhancing  lgovernance  lin  ltax  lcase  lhandling;  limproving  lthe  lmanagement  lof  lcriminal  lcases  lthrough  

linformation  ltechnology–based  lsystems;  land  lstrengthening  lcooperation  lbetween  lstate-owned  lenterprises   

l(BUMN)  land  lregion-owned  lenterprises   l(BUMD).  lTo  lmeasure  lboth  lthe  ldepth  lof  lcorruption  land  lthe  

leffectiveness  lof  lanti-corruption  lmeasures,  lthe  lKPK  lconducts  lthe  lIntegrity  lAssessment  lSurvey  l(Survei  

lPenilaian  lIntegritas-SPI).  lEntering  lits  lfourth  lyear,  lthe  lSPI  lhas  lbeen  limplemented  lacross  l92  lcentral  

lgovernment  linstitutions  land  l542  lregional  lgovernments.  lOverall,  lnational-scale  lSPI  lresults  lover  lthe  lpast  

lthree  lyears  lhave  lshown  la  ldeclining  ltrend.  lOn  la  lscale  lof  l0–100,  lthe  lSPI  lscore  lin  l2023  lwas  l70.97,  lcompared  

lto  l71.94  lin  l2022  land  l72.43  lin  l2021.(Ghozali  let  lal.,  l2025) 

According  lto  lthe  lKamus  lBesar  lBahasa  lIndonesia  l(KBBI),  lcorruption  lrefers  lto  lthe  lmisappropriation   

lor  lmisuse  lof  lstate  lfunds  l(or  lcorporate  lfunds  land  lthe  llike)  lfor  lpersonal  lgain  lor  lfor  lthe  lbenefit  lof  lothers.  

lArticle  l2  lparagraph  l(1)  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999  lon  lthe  lEradication  lof  lCorruption  lCrimes  l(UU  lTipikor)  

ldefines  lcorruption  las  lan  lact  lof  lunlawfully  lenriching  loneself,  lanother  lperson,  lor  la  lcorporation  lthat  lcauses  

llosses  lto  lstate  lfinances  lor  lthe  lnational  leconomy.(Margono   let  lal.,  l2024)  lArticle  l3  lfurther  lcharacterizes   

lcorruption  las  lan  lact  lcommitted  lwith  lthe  lintent  lto  lbenefit   loneself,  lanother   lperson,  lor  la  lcorporation  lby  

labusing  lauthority,  lopportunity,  lor  lmeans  lassociated  lwith  lone’s  loffice  lor  lposition,  lthereby  lcausing  llosses  

lto  lstate  lfinances  lor  lthe  lnational  leconomy.(Senajaya  let  lal.,  l2026) 



 

From  la  lterminological  lperspective,  lthe  lterm  l“corruption”  loriginates  lfrom  lthe  lLatin  lword  lcorruptio,  

lmeaning  ldecay  lor  ldeterioration,  land  lis  lalso  lused  lto  ldenote  la  lstate  lor  lact  lof  lmoral  ldepravity.  lOver  ltime,   

lthe  lterm  lhas  lbeen  labsorbed  linto  lthe  llegal  land  llinguistic  lvocabularies  lof  lmany  lcountries,  lcommonly  

lassociated  lwith  ldishonesty  lor  lfraud  lin  lfinancial  lmatters.(Qori’ah  l&  lSa’i,  l2025)  lAccording  lto  lHenry  

lCampbell  lBlack,  lcorruption  lis  lan  lact  lcommitted  lwith  lthe  lintent  lto  lconfer  lan  limproper  ladvantage  

linconsistent  lwith  lofficial  lduties  land  lthe  llawful  lrights  lof  lothers.  lBlack  lfurther  ldefines  lcorruption  las  lthe  

lunlawful  luse  lof  lpublic  loffice  lto  lobtain  lbenefits  lcontrary  lto  lofficial  lobligations.  lSimilarly,  lWebster’s  lNew  

lAmerican  lDictionary  ldefines  l“corruption”  las  l“decay,”  l“contamination,”  land  l“impurity,”  lwhile  l“corrupt”  

ldenotes  la  lcondition  lof  lbecoming  lrotten,  ldegraded,  lor  lmorally  ldepraved.  lFollowing  lthe  lenactment  lof  lLaw  

lNumber  l1  lof  l2023  lon  lthe  lCriminal  lCode  l(Kitab  lUndang-Undang  lHukum  lPidana-KUHP),  lthe  lhandling  lof  

lcorruption  loffenses   lappears  lto  lhave  lweakened.   lAccording  lto  lSrimin  lPinem  let  lal.,  lthe  lrisk  lof  lpunishment   

lfor  lcorruption  lcrimes  lunder   lthe  lCriminal  lCode  lis  llower  lthan  lunder  lthe  lCorruption  lEradication  lLaw  l(UU  

lPTPK).  lThe  lincorporation  lof  lcorruption  loffenses  linto  lthe  l2023  lCriminal  lCode  lhas  lalso  lraised  lconcerns   

lthat  lcorruption  lmay  lno  llonger  lbe  ltreated  las  lan  lextraordinary  lcrime.  lUnder   lArticle  l2  lparagraph  l(1)  lof  lthe  

lAnti-Corruption  lLaw,  loffenders  lare  lsubject  lto  limprisonment  lfor  la  lminimum  lof  lfour  lyears  land  la  lmaximum  

lof  ltwenty  lyears,  lalong  lwith  lfines  lof  lat  lleast  lIDR  l200  lmillion.  lBy  lcontrast,  lArticle  l606  lparagraph  l(2)  lof  

lthe  l2023  lCriminal  lCode  lstipulates  lthat  lcivil  lservants  lwho  lreceive  lgifts  lor  lpromises  lrelated  lto  ltheir  loffice  

lare  lsubject  lto  la  lmaximum  limprisonment  lof  lfour  lyears.(Zainuddin,  l2024) 

Furthermore,  lArticles  l603–606  lof  lthe  l2023  lCriminal  lCode  lregulate  lcorruption  lwith  lsanctions  lthat  

lare,  lin  lseveral  lrespects,  llighter  lthan  lthose  lprovided  lunder  lLaw  lNumber  l20  lof  l2001  lon  lthe  lEradication  lof   

lCorruption  lCrimes.  lFor  linstance,  lArticle  l603  lprescribes  llife  limprisonment  lor  limprisonment  lranging  lfrom  

la  lminimum  lof  ltwo  lyears  lto  la  lmaximum  lof  ltwenty  lyears,  laccompanied  lby  lfines  lranging  lfrom  lcategory  lII  

lto  lcategory  lVI.  lUnder  lArticle  l11  lof  lthe  lAnti-Corruption  lLaw,  lcivil  lservants  lcommitting  lsimilar  loffenses   

lare  lsubject  lto  limprisonment  lof  lup  lto  lfive  lyears.  lArticle  l622  lparagraph  l(4)  lof  lthe  lCriminal  lCode  lstipulates   

lthat  lprovisions  lof  lthe  lAnti-Corruption  lLaw  lreferenced  ltherein  lshall  lbe  lreplaced  lby  lthe  lcorresponding  

larticles  lof  lthe  lnew  lCriminal  lCode,  lincluding  lthe  lreplacement  lof  lArticle  l2  lparagraph  l(1)  lwith  lArticle  l603,  

lArticle  l3  lwith  lArticle  l604,  lArticle  l5  lwith  lArticle  l605,  lArticle  l11  lwith  lArticle  l606  lparagraph  l(2),  land  

lArticle  l13  lwith  lArticle  l606  lparagraph  l(1).  lThe  lcodification  lof  lcorruption  loffenses  linto  lthe  lCriminal  lCode,   

laside  lfrom  lreducing  lpenalties,  leffectively  lreclassifies  lcorruption  las  la  lgeneral  lcrime  lrather  lthan  la  lspecial  

lcrime.  lThis  ldevelopment  lis  lparticularly  lconcerning,  las  lcorruption  lrisks  llosing  lits  lstatus  las  lan  

lextraordinary  lcrime.(Novianti,  l2023) 

As  lan  lextraordinary  lcrime,  lcorruption  lshould  lbe  lmet  lwith  lextraordinary  llegal  lthreats  land  lsanctions.   

lThe  ldangers  lposed  lby  lcorruption  lare  lcomparable  lto  lother  lextraordinary  lcrimes,  lsuch  las  lterrorism,   

lnarcotics  labuse,  land  lsevere  lenvironmental  ldestruction.  lIndeed,  lcorruption  lhas  lbeen  lequated  lwith  lother   

lextraordinary  lcrimes  lunder  lthe  lRome  lStatute,  lincluding  lgenocide,  lcrimes  lagainst  lhumanity,  land  lcrimes   lof   

laggression.  lIn  lIndonesia,  lthe  ldeath  lpenalty  lfor  lcorruption  lis  lregulated  lunder  lArticle  l2  lparagraph  l(2)  lof  

lLaw  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999  lon  lthe  lEradication  lof  lCorruption  lCrimes,  lwhich  lprovides  lthat  lcapital  lpunishment   

lmay  lbe  limposed  lunder  lcertain  lcircumstances.  lNevertheless,  lto  ldate,  lno  lcourt  ldecision  lhas  limposed  lthe  

ldeath  lpenalty  lon  la  lcorruption  loffender.  lThis  lstands  lin  lcontrast  lto  lcountries  lwith  lcommunist  lor   

lauthoritarian  llegal  lsystems  lsuch  las  lChina,  lVietnam,  lNorth  lKorea,  las  lwell  las  lthe  lIslamic  lRepublic  lof  lIran,  

lwhich  lapply  lcapital  lpunishment   lto  lcorruption  loffenses.  lGiven  lthat  lIndonesia’s  lpopulation  lis  

lpredominantly  lMuslim  l(approximately  l87%),  lit  lis  lappropriate  lfor  lthe  llegal  lsystem  lto  lexplore  land  

lincorporate  lvalues  lof  ltruth  land  ljustice  lderived  lfrom  lIslamic  lteachings,  lparticularly  ltheories  lof  lIslamic  

lcriminal  llaw  l(fiqh  ljināyah).  lWithin  lIslamic  lcriminal  llaw  ltheory,  lthe  lconcept   lof  lḥadd  lal-ḥirābah  lrefers  lto  

la  lcrime  lcharacterized  lby  lacts  lof  ldestruction  land  lthreats  lto  lpublic  land  lstate  lsecurity,  lfor  lwhich  lthe  lmost   

lsevere  lpunishment,  lcapital  lpunishment,  lmay  lbe  limposed.  lThis  larticle  lemploys  la  lstatutory  lapproach  land  la   

lconceptual  lapproach  lto  lexamine  lthe  lrelevance  lof  lapplying  lthe  ltheory  lof  lḥirābah  las  lan  largumentum  lper  

lanalogiam  lto  lcorruption  lcrimes.  lThe  lcentral  lquestion  laddressed  lin  lthis  larticle  lis  lwhether  lthe  lconcept  lof  

lḥirābah  lcan  lserve  las  la  llegitimate  lanalogical  lframework  lfor  lreformulating  lthe  lregulation  lof  lcorruption  

lcrimes  lin  lIndonesia.(Dayati  let  lal.,  l2024) 

2. DISCUSSION 

1.1.  lRegulation  lof  lCorruption  lCrimes  lin  lIndonesia 

The  lregulation  lof  lcorruption  lcrimes  lin  lIndonesia  lhas  lin  lfact  llong  lbeen  lembedded  lin  lthe  lCriminal  

lCode  l(KUHP),  lwhich  lcontains   lprovisions  lcriminalizing  lindividuals  lwho  lcommit  loffenses   lrelated  lto  labuse  

lof  loffice,   lparticularly  lcorruption  lby  lpublic  lofficials.  lHowever,  lthe  lcorruption-related  lprovisions  lin  lthe  



 

lKUHP  lhave  lbeen  lwidely  lregarded  las  linsufficient   lto  lprevent,  llet  lalone  leffectively  lcombat,  lcorruption  

lcrimes.  l 
Consequently,  lfor  lthe  lfirst  ltime,  la  lspecial  llaw  lwas  lenacted  lto  laddress  lcorruption  lwith  lthe  laim  lof  

lremedying  lthe  ldeficiencies  lof  lthe  lKUHP.  lThis  leffort  lmaterialized  lthrough  lthe  lenactment  lof  lLaw  lNumber   

l20  lof  l2001,  lwhich  lamended  lLaw  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999  lon  lthe  lEradication  lof  lCorruption  lCrimes.  lCorruption  

loffenses   lare  lcategorized  las  lpart  lof  lspecial  lcriminal  llaw  l(hukum  lpidana  lkhusus),  lwhich  lcontains  lprovisions   

lthat  ldeviate  lfrom  lthe  lgeneral  lrules  lset  lout  lin  lthe  lCriminal  lCode  l(KUHP).  lSuch  ldeviations  lare  lrecognized  

land  lregulated  lunder  lIndonesian  lpositive  llaw,  lparticularly  lLaw  lNumber  l8  lof  l1981  lconcerning  lthe  lCriminal  

lProcedure  lCode  l(KUHAP).  lArticle  l284  lparagraph  l(2)  lof  lthe  lKUHAP  lstipulates  lthat  lthe  lprovisions  lof  lthis  

llaw  lapply  lto  lall  lcases  lwithin  ltwo  lyears  lof  lits  lpromulgation,  lexcept  lfor  lprocedural  lrules  lstipulated  lin  

lspecific  llaws  lthat  lremain  lapplicable  luntil  lamended  lor  lrepealed.  lThe  lelucidation  lof  lArticle  l284  lparagraph  

l(2)  lletter  l(b)  lclarifies  lthat  l“special  lcriminal  lprocedural  lprovisions  lregulated  lin  lcertain  llaws”  lrefer  lto  

lprocedural  lrules  lcontained  lin  lspecific  lcriminal  lstatutes,  lsuch  las  lLaw  lNumber  l7  l(Emergency  lLaw)  lof  l1955  

lon  lthe  lInvestigation,  lProsecution,  land  lTrial  lof  lEconomic  lCrimes.  lIn  laddition,  lthe  lAnti-Corruption  lLaw  

l(Law  lNumber  l3  lof  l1971)  lmandated  lthat  lall  lspecial  lprocedural  lprovisions  lcontained  ltherein  lbe  lreviewed,   

lrevised,  lor  lrepealed  lwithout  ldelay.  lThe  lCorruption  lCrime  lCourt  l(Pengadilan  lTindak  lPidana  lKorupsi)  lwas  

linitially  lestablished  lunder  lArticle  l53  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l30  lof  l2002  lon  lthe  lCorruption  lEradication  

lCommission  l(KPK).  lHowever,  lafter  lthe  lConstitutional  lCourt  ldeclared  lthis  lprovision  lunconstitutional,   

lLaw  lNumber  l46  lof  l2009  lon  lthe  lCorruption  lCrime  lCourt  lwas  lenacted,  lgranting  lthe  lcourt  lauthority  lto  

ladjudicate  lcorruption  lcases.  lDue  lto  lits  ldistinctive  lnature,  lprocedural  llaw  lin  lcorruption  lcases  lexhibits  la  

ldual  lcharacter.  lIt  ladheres  lto  lprocedural  lrules  lstipulated  lin  lLaw  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999  lwhile  lsimultaneously  

ldeviating  lfrom  lthe  lgeneral  lprinciples   lof  lcriminal  lprocedure  las  lset  lforth  lin  lLaw  lNumber  l8  lof  l1981.  lThese  

ldeviations  lare  lexplicitly  lpermitted  lunder  lLaw  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999  lon  lthe  lEradication  lof  lCorruption  

lCrimes.(Muslich,  l2025) 

Legislative  lpolicy  lin  lthe  lfield  lof  lspecial  lcriminal  llaw  lon  lcorruption  lhas  lundergone  lextraordinary  

land  ldynamic  ldevelopment.  lThis  levolution  lreflects  ldeep  lconcern  lover  lcorruption,  lwhich  lhas  lcaused  

lwidespread  lsuffering  lamong  lthe  lIndonesian  lpeople.  lTo  ldate,  lthere  lare  lseven  l(7)  lstatutory  linstruments   

lgoverning  lthe  leradication  lof  lcorruption,  lnamely: 

1. Law  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999  lon  lthe  lEradication  lof  lCorruption  lCrimes  las  lamended  lby  lLaw  lNumber   

l20  lof  l2001; 

2. Law  lNumber  l30  lof  l2002  lin  lconjunction  lwith  lLaw  lNumber  l10  lof  l2015  land  lLaw  lNumber  l19  lof  

l2019  lon  lthe  lCorruption  lEradication  lCommission  l(KPK); 
3. Law  lNumber  l46  lof  l2009  lon  lthe  lCorruption  lCrime  lCourt; 

4. Law  lNumber  l28  lof  l1999  lon  lClean  land  lCorruption-Free  lState  lAdministration; 

5. Law  lNumber  l8  lof  l2010  lon  lthe  lPrevention  land  lEradication  lof  lMoney  lLaundering; 

6. Law  lNumber  l13  lof  l2006  lon  lthe  lProtection  lof  lWitnesses  land  lVictims; 
7. Law  lNumber  l7  lof  l2006  lon  lthe  lRatification  lof  lthe  lUnited  lNations  lConvention  lAgainst  lCorruption  

l(UNCAC)  l2003. 

From  la  llegal  lpositivist  lperspective,  lthe  lexistence  lof  lthese  lstatutory  linstruments  lis  lconsidered  

lsufficient  lto  lprevent  land  llimit  lcorruption  lcrimes,  lrelying  lprimarily  lon  lthe  ldoctrine  lof  lunlawfulness   

l(melawan  lhukum)  las  lthe  lbenchmark  lfor  levidentiary  lassessment  lby  llaw  lenforcement  lauthorities  lin  

ldetermining  lcorruption  loffenses.(Jawa  let  lal.,  l2024) 

Law  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999  linitially  lidentified  lthirty  l(30)  lforms  lof  lcorruption,  lwhich  lwere  llater   

lsimplified  linto  lsix  l(6)  lcategories  lunder  lLaw  lNumber  l20  lof  l2001.  lAccording  lto  lthis  llaw,  lcorruption  

lconstitutes  lcriminal  lconduct  lthat  lcauses  llosses  lto  lstate  lfinances,  lincluding  lbribery,  lembezzlement  lin  

loffice,   lextortion,  lfraudulent  lacts,  lconflicts  lof  linterest  lin  lprocurement,  land  lgratification.  lThe  lsubstantive  

lregulation  lof  lcorruption  loffenses  lconsists  lof: 

First,  lbribery,  lregulated  lunder  lArticles  l5,  l6,  l11,  l12  lletters  l(a),  l(b),  l(c),  land  l(d)  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l20  

lof  l2001,  land  lArticle  l13  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999.  lSecond,  lembezzlement  lin  loffice,  linvolving  

lintentional  lmisappropriation  lof  lfunds  lor  lsecurities,  lfalsification  lof  ladministrative  lrecords,  ldestruction  lof  

levidence  lto  lprotect  lbribe-givers,  land  lsimilar  lacts,  lregulated  lunder  lArticles  l8,  l9,  land  l10  lletters  l(a),  l(b),  land  

l(c)  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l20  lof  l2001.  lThird,  lextortion,  ldefined  las  lacts  lwhere  lpublic  lservice  lofficers  lactively  

loffer  lservices  lor  ldemand  lcompensation  lfrom  lservice  lusers  lto  laccelerate  lprocesses   lin  lviolation  lof  

lapplicable  lprocedures,  lregulated  lunder  lArticle  l12  lletters  l(e),  l(f),   land  l(g)  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l20  lof  l2001. 

Fourth,  lfraudulent  lacts,  lintentionally  lcommitted  lfor  lpersonal  lgain  land  lpotentially  lendangering  lothers,  

lregulated  lunder  lArticle  l7  lparagraph  l(1)  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l20  lof  l2001. 
Fifth,  lconflicts  lof  linterest  lin  lprocurement,  lregulated  lunder  lArticle  l12  lletter  l(i)  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l20  lof  l2001. 



 

Sixth,  lgratification,  lbroadly  ldefined  las  lgifts  lin  lthe  lform  lof  lmoney,  lgoods,  lcommissions,  linterest-free  

lloans,  ltravel  ltickets,  laccommodation  lfacilities,  land  lother  lbenefits  lrelated  lto  lofficial  lpositions,  lprohibited  

lunder  lArticle  l12  lletter  l(b)  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l20  lof  l2001.(Hidayat  let  lal.,  l2025) 

 

Sanctions  linclude,  linter  lalia,  lrestitution  lequal  lto  lassets  lobtained  lfrom  lcorruption  l(Article  l18  

lparagraph  l(1)  lletter  l(b)),  lreverse  lburden  lof  lproof  lconcerning  lillicit  lassets  l(Article  l37A  lparagraph  l(1)),  land  

lasset  lseizure  land  lforfeiture.  lFailure  lto  lpay  lrestitution  lwithin  lone  lmonth  lafter  la  lfinal  ljudgment  lpermits  lthe  

lprosecutor  lto  lconfiscate  land  lauction  lassets.  lIf  linsufficient  lassets  lexist,  limprisonment   lof  lup  lto  ltwo  lyears  

lmay  lbe  limposed.(Faturachman  let  lal.,  l2024) 
Nevertheless,  lthe  lregulation  lof  lcorruption  loffenses  lunder  lthe  lnewly  lenacted  lCriminal  lCode  l(KUHP   

l2023)  lindicates  la  lpotential  lweakening  lof  lanti-corruption  lenforcement  land  lnormative  lconflict  l(antinomy  lof  

lnorms)  lwith  lLaw  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999  las  lamended  lby  lLaw  lNumber  l20  lof  l2001.  lAccording  lto  lSrimin  

lPinem  let  lal.,corruption  lcauses  lsignificant  lstate  leconomic  ldamage;  ltherefore,  lanti-corruption  lefforts  lmust   

lfocus  lnot  lonly  lon  limposing  lsevere  limprisonment   lbut  lalso  lon  lrestoring  lstate  llosses.  lFailure  lto  lrecover   

lassets  lreduces  lthe  ldeterrent  leffect  lof  lpunishment.  lAsset  lrecovery  lmay  loccur  lthrough  lcriminal  lrestitution,  

lcivil  lproceedings,  lplea  lbargaining  lmechanisms,  lor  lcourt-ordered  lconfiscation.  lCorruption  loffenses  lextend  

lbeyond  lstate  lofficials  lto  lcivil  lservants  land  lprivate  lactors  linvolved  lin  lstate  lfinancial  llosses.  lThese  loffenses   

lare  lgrouped  linto  lstate  lfinancial  llosses,  lbribery,  lembezzlement,  lextortion,  lfraud,  lconflicts  lof  linterest  lin  

lprocurement,  land  lgratification.  lUltimately,  lanti-corruption  lpolicy  lencompasses  lprevention,  lprosecution,  

land  lasset  lrecovery,  laiming  lat  lsocial  lwelfare  land  lpublic  lprotection.  lFrom  la  lcriminal  lpolicy  lperspective,   

llaw  lenforcement  lstrategies  lmust  lbalance  llegal  lcertainty,  ljustice,  land  lefficiency.  lThe  lenactment  lof  lKUHP  

l2023  lraises  lserious  lconcerns,  las  lmany  lprovisions  lpotentially  lhinder  lanti-corruption  lefforts.  lTransparency  

lInternational  lreports  lconfirm  lIndonesia’s  lcontinued  lplacement  lamong  lthe  lmost  lcorrupt  lcountries  lin  

lASEAN,  lwith  la  lCorruption  lPerceptions   lIndex  lscore  lof  l34  lin  l2023-below  lthe  lglobal  laverage  lof  l43.(Harefa  

let  lal.,  l2024) 

 

2.2.  lCorruption  las  lan  lUnlawful  lAct 

In  lthe  lformer  lCriminal  lCode,  lthe  lprinciple  lof  llegality  lunder  lArticle  l1  lparagraph  l(1)  lstipulates  lthat  

lno  lact  lmay  lbe  lpunished  lexcept  lpursuant  lto  lprior  lstatutory  lprovisions.  lThis  lprinciple,  lderived  lfrom  lthe  

lFrench  lPenal  lCode,  lmandates  lstrict  linterpretation  lof  lcriminal  llaw.  lTwo  lconclusions  lfollow:  l(1)  lcriminal  

lliability  lmust  lbe  lexplicitly  lstipulated  lby  llaw,  land  l(2)  lretroactive  lapplication  lis  lprohibited  lexcept  lunder   

lArticle  l1  lparagraph  l(2).  lLaw  lNumber  l31  lof  l1999  ladopts  lthe  ldoctrine  lof  lmaterial  lunlawfulness  l(materiële  

lwederrechtelijkheid),  lexplicitly  larticulated  lin  lthe  lelucidation  lof  lArticle  l2  lparagraph  l(1).  lAn  lact  lmay  lbe  

lpunishable  leven  lif  lnot  lexpressly  lregulated,  lprovided  lit  lviolates  lsocietal  lnorms  land  la  lsense  lof  ljustice.   

lArticle  l2  lparagraph  l(1)  lstipulates  limprisonment   lof  l4–20  lyears  land  lfines  lfor  lunlawfully  lenriching  loneself   

lor  lothers  lcausing  lstate  lfinancial  lloss,  lwith  lthe  ldeath  lpenalty  lpermissible  lunder  lcertain  lcircumstances.   

lFormal  lunlawfulness  lrefers  lto  lviolation  lof  lstatutory  lnorms,  lwhile  lmaterial  lunlawfulness  lconcerns  lharm  lto  

lprotected  lsocial  linterests.  lStrict  ladherence  lto  llegal  lcertainty  lmust  lbe  lbalanced  lwith  lsubstantive  

ljustice.(Fadilah  let  lal.,  l2023) 

 

2.3.  lCorruption  las  lan  lExtraordinary  lCrime 

The  lstatus  lof  lcorruption  las  lan  lextraordinary  lcrime  lis  lincreasingly  lquestioned  lfollowing  lKUHP   

l2023.  lThe  labandonment  lof  lthe  llex  lspecialis  lprinciple  land  lthe  lreclassification  lof  lcorruption  las  la  lgeneral  

loffense  lrisk  ldiminishing  lspecialized  lenforcement  lauthority,  lincluding  lthe  lpowers  lof  lthe  lKPK.  

lInternationally,  lcorruption  lis  lrecognized  las  la  lserious  lhuman  lrights  lviolation  land  lhas  lbeen  lproposed  las  la  

lcrime  lagainst  lhumanity.  lUNCAC  land  linternational  ldeclarations  lunderscore  lcorruption  las  la  lglobal  lthreat  

lto  lsustainable  ldevelopment.(Junaidi  l&  lSubiyanto,  l2026) 

 

2.4.  lCorruption  las  lḤadd  lal-Ḥirābah 
In  lIslamic  llaw,  lcorruption  lrelates  lto  lvarious  lconcepts  lsuch  las  lḥirābah,  lsariqah,  lghulūl,  lrisywah,  land  

lkhiyānah.  lAmong  lthese,   lḥirābah  lconstitutes  la  lḥudūd  loffense  lwith  lsevere  lsanctions,  lincluding  lthe  ldeath  

lpenalty.  lThe  lIndonesian  lCouncil  lof  lUlama  l(MUI)  lhas  ldeclared  lcorruption  lunlawful  l(haram),  lthough  

lwithout  lspecifying  lpenal  lsanctions.  lClassical  lIslamic  lcriminal  llaw  l(fiqh  ljināyah)  ldefines  lḥirābah  las  

lviolent  lacts  lthreatening  lpublic  lsecurity  land  lorder.  lBased  lon  lQur’an  lSurah  lal-Mā’idah  l(5):33,  lḥirābah  

lentails  lsevere  lpunishments.  lIf  lcorruption  lis  lunderstood  las  lstate  lcapture  land  la  lcrime  lagainst  lhumanity,  lit  

lmay  lbe  lanalogically  lcategorized  las  lḥadd  lal-ḥirābah,  las  lit  lconstitutes  lan  lassault  lon  lpublic  lrights  land  lstate  

lintegrity.(Pramudya  l&  lYusuf,  l2026) 



 

In  lIslamic  llaw,  lthe  lconcept  lof  lcorruption  lis  lassociated  lwith  lseveral  lderivative  lterms  lfound  lin  lthe  

lQur’an  land  lthe  lHadith,  lincluding:  l(1)  lḥirābah  l(waging  lwar  lor  lbanditry),  l(2)  lsariqah  l(theft),  l(3)  lghulūl  

l(embezzlement),  l(4)  lrisywah  l(bribery),  l(5)  lkhiyānah  l(betrayal  lof  ltrust),  l(6)  lsuḥt  l(unlawful  lgain),  land  l(7)  

ldalw  l(criminal  lconspiracy).  lAmong  lthese  lterms,  lḥirābah  land  lsariqah  lpossess  lcomprehensive  lnormative  

lcontent  lconcerning  ltheir  llegal  lrules  land  lsanctions;  ltherefore,  lthey  lare  lclassified  las  lḥudūd  lcrimes  lwithin  

lthe  ltheoretical  lframework  lof  lIslamic  lcriminal  llaw.(Prasad,  l2026)  lThe  lIndonesian  lCouncil  lof  lUlama   

l(Majelis  lUlama  lIndonesia-MUI),  lduring  lits  lSixth  lNational  lCongress  lheld  lon  l23–27  lRabīʿ  lal-Thānī  l1421  

lH  l(25–29  lJuly  l2000),  ldeliberated  lon  lbribery  l(risywah),  lcorruption  l(ghulūl),  land  lgifts  lto  lpublic  lofficials.   

lIn  lits  lfatwa,  lMUI  ldetermined  lthat:  l(1)  lgiving  land  lreceiving  lbribes  l(risywah)  lis  lunlawful  l(ḥarām);  land  l(2)   

lcommitting  lcorruption  lis  lunlawful  l(ḥarām).  lMUI  lemployed  lthe  lterms  lbribery  l(risywah)  land  lcorruption  

l(ghulūl).  lAs  la  lreligious  lauthority,  lMUI  lis  llimited  lto  lissuing  lnormative  lfatwas  lin  laccordance  lwith  lIslamic  

llegal  lprinciples;   ltherefore,  lno  lexplicit  lpenal  lsanctions  lare  lstipulated  lin  lthe  lfatwa,  lunlike  lstatutory  lcriminal  

lregulations.(Haga  l&  lAdhari,  l2026) 

Within  lthe  lcorpus  lof  lIslamic  lcriminal  ljurisprudence  l(fiqh  ljināyah),  lthere  lexist  lcriminal  loffenses   

lwhose  lrules  land  lsanctions  lare  lexplicitly  lprescribed  lin  lthe  lQur’an,  lknown  las  ljarīmah  lḥudūd.  lOne  lsuch  

loffense  lis  lḥadd  lal-ḥirābah.  lLinguistically,  lthe  lterm  lḥirābah  lderives  lfrom  lthe  lverb  lḥaraba–yaḥrubu,  

lmeaning  l“to  lwage  lwar,”  lwhich  lstands  lin  lcontrast  lto  lpeace.  lIts  lverbal  lnouns  linclude  lḥarban,  lḥarbān,  land  

lḥirābatan.  lThe  lterm  lḥirābah  lmay  lalso  lsignify  lthe  lforcible  lseizure  lof  lproperty,  ldestruction,  land  

ldevastation.  lEtymologically,  lḥirābah  lrefers  lto  lqaṭʿ  lal-ṭarīq  l(cutting  loff  lthe  lroad),  lwhile  lterminologically  

lit  ldenotes  lthe  ltaking  lof  lanother’s  lproperty  lthrough  lviolence.   lAt  lfirst  lglance,  lperpetrators  lof  lḥirābah  lmay  

lbe  ldescribed  las  lbandits,  lhighway  lrobbers,  lor  larmed  lassailants.  lRobbery  l(ḥirābah)  lconstitutes  lone  lof  lthe  

ljarīmah  lal-ḥudūd,  lnamely  lcriminal  lacts  lwhose  ltype,  lseverity,  land  lpunishment  lare  ldetermined  lby  ldivine  

llaw  l(sharīʿah).  lJurists  loften  lrefer  lto  lit  las  lqaṭʿ  lal-ṭarīq  l(highway  lrobbery)  lor  lal-sariqah  lal-kubrā  l(grand  

ltheft).  lMuṣṭafā  lAḥmad  lal-Zarqā  ldefines  lrobbery  las  lthe  lseizure  lof  lanother’s  lproperty  lthrough  lviolence  land  

lkilling.  lSimilarly,  lʿAbd  lal-Qādir  lʿAudah  lexplains  lthat  lḥirābah  lmay  lmanifest  lin  lseveral  lforms:  lfirst,  lacts  

lof  lviolence  lthat  ldisrupt  lpublic  lsecurity  leven  lwithout  ltheft  lor  lkilling;  lsecond,  lviolent  lrobbery  lwithout  

lhomicide;  lthird,  lviolent  lacts  linvolving  lkilling  lwithout  lsuccessful  ltheft;   land  lfourth,  lviolent   lacts  linvolving  

lboth  ltheft  land  lkilling.(Rezah  l&  lSapada,  l2026) 

 
The  lQur’anic  lbasis  lfor  lḥirābah  lis  lfound  lin  lSurah  lal-Māʾidah  l(5):33: 

 

 
 

“Indeed,   lthe  lrecompense  lof  lthose  lwho  lwage  lwar  lagainst  lAllah  land  lHis  lMessenger  land  lstrive  lto  

lspread  lcorruption  lon  learth  lis  lthat  lthey  lbe  lkilled  lor  lcrucified,  lor  lthat  ltheir  lhands  land  lfeet  lbe  lcut  loff  lon  

lopposite  lsides,  lor  lthat  lthey  lbe  lexiled  lfrom  lthe  lland.  lThat  lis  lfor  lthem  ldisgrace  lin  lthis  lworld;  land  lfor  lthem  

lin  lthe  lHereafter  lis  la  lgreat  lpunishment.” 

According  lto  lMuṣṭafā  lal-Zarqā,  lthe  lprincipal  lelement  lof  lḥirābah  lis  lviolent  lconduct  lthat  ldisrupts  

lpublic  lsecurity,  lwhether  lcarried  lout  lwith  lweapons  lor  lwithout  lweapons,  land  lwhether  loccurring  lin  lrural  

lareas,  lurban  lcenters,  lor  lpublic  lroads  lused  lby  lthe  lcommunity.  lScholars  lof  lthe  lḤanafī  lschool  ldefine  lḥirābah  

lor  lqaṭʿ  lal-ṭarīq  las  lthe  lact  lof  lattacking  land  lforcibly  lseizing  lthe  lproperty  lof  lroad  lusers,  lthereby  lobstructing  

ltheir  lpassage  land  leffectively  lcutting  loff  lpublic  lroads.  lSuch  lacts  lmay  lbe  lcommitted  lindividually  lor   

lcollectively,  lprovided  lthe  lperpetrators  lpossess  lthe  lcapacity  lto  lobstruct  lpublic  lpassage.  lThe  lmeans  

lemployed  lmay  linclude  lweapons,  lswords,  lor  lother  ltools  lsuch  las  lsticks,  lstones,  lor  lwooden  lobjects,  lall  lof  

lwhich  ldisrupt  lpublic  lorder  land  lsecurity.  lThese  lacts  lmay  lbe  lcarried  lout  lthrough  ldirect  lcooperation  lor   

lindirect  lassistance  lamong  lperpetrators.  lMuḥammad  lAbū  lZahrah  lfurther  lelaborates  lon  lthe  ltechnical  

laspects  lof  lḥirābah,  lincluding  lthe  ltype  lof  lweapons  lused  land  lthe  lnumber  lof  lperpetrators  linvolved.  lJurists  

ldiffer  lin  ldefining  lwho  lqualifies  las  la  lperpetrator  lof  lḥirābah.  lImām  lMālik  lstated:  l“According  lto  lus,  lthe  

lperpetrator  lof  lḥirābah  lis  lone  lwho  lcauses  lpublic  ldistress,  lwhether  lin  lurban  lor  lrural  lareas.  lAnyone  lwho  

lbrandishes  lweapons  land  lterrorizes  lpeople  lon  lcity  lstreets  lor  loutside  lurban  lareas  lmust  lbe  lconfronted  lby  lthe  

lhead  lof  lstate  l(imam).  lIf  lsuch  lacts  lare  lallowed  lto  lcontinue,  lthey  lwill  lintensify  land  lresult  lin  lgreater  lharm,   

lincluding  lkillings  land  lproperty  lseizure.  lIf  lthe  lperpetrators  lare  lapprehended  lbefore  lsuccessfully  lstealing  



 

lproperty  lor  ltaking  llives,  lthe  lpunishment  lshall  lbe  ltaʿzīr  land  ldetention  lat  lthe  ldiscretion  lof  lthe  lauthority,  las  

lthe  lact  lconstitutes  la  lgrave  lsin.  lHowever,  lif  lthe  lperpetrators  lsucceed  lin  lstealing  lproperty  lthat  lreaches  lthe  

lniṣāb  lthreshold,  lthen  lthe  limam  lshall  lorder  lthe  lamputation  lof  lthe  lright  lhand  land  lleft  lfoot.”  lAccording  lto  

lʿAbd  lal-Qādir  lʿAudah,  lḥirābah  lconstitutes  lrobbery  lor  lgrand  ltheft.  lThe  linclusion  lof  lrobbery  lwithin  lthe  

lconceptual  lscope  lof  ltheft  lis  lmetaphorical  lrather  lthan  lliteral,  las  ltheft  linvolves  lclandestine  lappropriation,   

lwhereas  lrobbery  lentails  lovert  lseizure.  lNevertheless,  lrobbery  lalso  lcontains  lan  lelement  lof  lconcealment,  

lnamely  lthe  lperpetrators’  levasion  lof  lstate  lauthority  land  llawful  lorder.  lConsequently,  lthe  lterm  lsariqah  ldoes  

lnot  lfully  lencompass  lrobbery  lwithout  ladditional  lclarification,  lwhich  lis  lwhy  lrobbery  lis  lreferred  lto  las  lgrand  

ltheft.(Rudi  lMargono,  l2026) 
From  lthe  lforegoing  lexplanations,  lit  lbecomes  levident  lthat  lḥirābah  lis  la  lcriminal  lact  lthat  lconstitutes   

lwaging  lwar  lagainst  lAllah  land  lHis  lMessenger  lby  lspreading  lcorruption  lon  learth,  lfor  lwhich  lthe  lmaximum  

lsanction  lmay  linclude  lcapital  lpunishment.  lIf  lcorruption  lis  lconceptualized  las  lstate  lcapture  land  las  lan  

lunlawful  lact  lagainst  lhumanity,  lit  lmay  lbe  lanalogically  lcategorized  las  lḥadd  lal-ḥirābah,  las  lit  lconstitutes  lan  

lassault  lon  lthe  lrights  lof  lAllah  land  lHis  lMessenger-interpreted  lin  lthis  lcontext  las  lan  lassault  lon  lthe  lstate,   

lpublic  linterest,  land  lcollective  lrights.  lDespite  lvarious  lscholarly  linterpretations,  lno  lexplicit  land  ldefinitive  

ltheorization  lof  lcorruption  lexists  lwithin  lclassical  lIslamic  llaw.  lSeveral  lopinions,  lincluding  lthe  lfatwa  lof  lthe  

lIndonesian  lCouncil  lof  lUlama  l(MUI),  lexplain  lcorruption  lthrough  lQur’anic  land  lProphetic  lterminology  lthat   

lreflects  lIslamic  lmoral  land  llegal  lvalues;  lhowever,  lcorruption  lis  lnot  larticulated  las  la  lconcrete  llegal  loffense  

laccompanied  lby  lspecific  lpenal  lsanctions.  lIslamic  lcriminal  llaw,  lwhich  lclassifies  loffenses  linto  lḥudūd,  

lqiṣāṣ,  land  ltaʿzīr,  ltends  lto  lposition  lcorruption  lprimarily  las  la  ltaʿzīr  loffense,  lalthough  lit  lshould  lconceptually  

lintersect  lwith  lḥudūd  lcrimes.(Kandia  let  lal.,  l2026) 

3. CONCLUSION 

a) The  lregulation  lof  lcorruption  loffenses  lfollowing  lthe  lenactment  lof  lLaw  lNumber  l1  lof  l2023  lon  lthe  

lCriminal  lCode  lhas  lthe  lpotential  lto  lweaken  lthe  lenforcement  lof  lanti-corruption  llaw  lin  lIndonesia.  lThe  

lsanctions  lprescribed  lunder  lthe  l2023  lCriminal  lCode  lare  llower  lthan  lthose  lstipulated  lin  lthe  lprevious   

lanti-corruption  llegislation.  lMoreover,  lthe  lincorporation  lof  lcorruption  loffenses  linto  lthe  lnew  

lCriminal  lCode  lraises  lserious  lconcerns  lthat  lcorruption  lis  lno  llonger  ltreated  las  lan  lextraordinary  

lcrime. 

b) If  lcorruption  lis  lconceptualized  las  lstate  lcapture  land  las  lan  lunlawful  lact  lagainst   lhumanity  l(unlawfully  

lagainst  lhumanity),  lit  lmay  lbe  lcategorized  las  lḥadd  lal-ḥirābah,  lwhereby,  lat  la  lcertain  lscale,  lcorruption  

loffenders  lshould  lremain  lsubject  lto  lthe  lmaximum  lpenalty,  lincluding  lcapital  lpunishment  l(death  

lpenalty). 
c) The  linterpretation  lof  lcorruption  las  lḥadd  lal-ḥirābah  lis  lgrounded  lin  lthe  lshared  lcharacteristics  lof  lboth  

loffenses,  lnamely  lthe  lact  lof  lplundering  land  ldepriving  lthe  lpeople  lof  ltheir  lfundamental  lrights.  lAs  

lextraordinary  lcrimes,  lboth  lrequire  lpersistent  land  ldecisive  leradication  lby  lthe  lstate  lin  lorder  lto  lprotect   

lpublic  llegal  linterests. 
d) The  lvalues  lembedded  lin  lIslamic  lteachings  lconcerning  lḥadd  lal-ḥirābah  lmay  lserve  las  la  lnormative  

llegal  lsource  lfor  lthe  lreformulation  lof  lcorruption  lcrime  lregulations  lin  lIndonesia,  las  lpart  lof  la  lbroader   

leffort  lto  lstrengthen  lanti-corruption  lenforcement. 
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