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Abstract
Decentralisation policy in 1999 has transform Indonesia from one of the most decentralize countries in the world to one of the most decentralized countries in the world. The policy has brought many changes in the structure of governments in making decision and service deliveries. With the autonomy to make policies, the increase of transfer from central and transfer of government personnel to local employee, local actors now enjoy important roles to improve development in their region. However, the policy has not brought significant spaces for citizen to participate in making policy and exercise their control over government official. 
Analysing the practice of musrembang as institutional channel for citizen participation, the study finds that citizens are still excluded in decision making and informal process through personal relations and lobbies still dominance to make decision. Unclear legal frameworks of participatory method give incentive to local elites to monopolize decision making. 
Decentralisation also has not offer significant mechanism of downward accountability. Citizen participation in periodic elections was not able to increase government accountability and promote good leaders. In fact, elections have triggered corruption. The multiple interpretation of the law right to information, lack of spaces and capacity building to community based organisation contribute to weaken citizen overseeing role to increase local government accountability. 
Relevance to Development Studies

Decentralisation is one of important reform in Indonesia and other countries to promote good governance. It is hoped that the findings of this research might positively influence how governments, donors design decentralisation policies in relation to increase citizen participation decision making and accountability of local government. The aim is to positively influence current policies and practices of citizen engagement in local government issues and accountability of government official to local citizens. 
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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Introduction 
The aim of this chapter is to provide readers an overview of the study. The chapter begins with background to the research problems by presenting the relationship of the key concepts: decentralisation, participation and account-ability and its relation to Indonesia context. The paper subsequently comes up with problem statement, objective of the study, followed by methodology.
1.2 Background to Research Problem 
Democratic decentralization has been an important concern in all parts of the world especially since the turn of 1990s. Governments around the world reform their local government system and decentralize responsibilities and re-sources to sub-national levels (Manor, 1999). The dissatisfaction with the result of centralized economic planning brought reformers turned to decentralization to break the grip of central government and induce broader participation in democratic governance (Smoke, 1994: 42). 
Decentralisation is considered as an essential element to achieve good governance, which is characterised by participation, accountability and transparency. It is believed that decentralisation can promote citizen participation and accountability of decision makers, as the result governments at local level will become more responsive to citizen demands and become more responsive in service delivery (Blair, 2000: 21). Political activists, nongovernmental organisations and human right groups are also arguing that decentralisation increases the ability of citizens to select responsive public officials and hold them accountable for their performance, as well as to participate more effectively in public decision making arenas (Grindle, 2007: 7).
However, the promises of decentralization have not always been fulfilled. Closer decision making process to citizen neither automatically increases citizen involvement in the process of the resource allocation nor the accountability of it.  Crook (2003:77) found that decentralisation in Africa is not automatically improve local government responsiveness to the needs of the people. Furthermore, instead of increasing citizen participation and accountability at the local level, decentralisation may allow functions and benefits to be captured by local elites (Bergh, 2004: 782). It is being feared that decentralisation of decisions to local government transfer the danger of corruption from central to local level. Therefore, democratic  decentralization  should  not  only  empower  local  governments through  increased  resources  and  responsibilities  but  also simultaneously  build  responsive  governance  systems  that ensure  the  local  governments  are  held  accountable  for  the  delivery  of  public  services (Crook  and  Manor, 1998).
There are more growing acceptances of the way out of decentralization risk and making decentralization work is to work in two sides; enhancing direct participation of citizen in governance process; enhancing accountability of elected officials and government agency to the citizenry (Gaventa, 2004:2). Therefore, decentralization policy must recognize the critical important citizen involvement in making decision and provide space for citizen to engage in governance process. Also decentralization policy must provide space and mechanism to hold government accountable. 

This study examines the experience of decentralisation policy in Indonesia. The decentralisation policy is based on the issuance of law 22/1999 and law 25/1999 and implemented effectively on January 1st, 2001. Before the laws were introduced, Indonesia was known as one of the most centralised country in the world. Since the implementation of decentralisation policy, local government
 receive huge transferred of power and duty including transfer of large resources for local development and service delivery (Lewis, 2010: 648). The challenge of decentralisation in Indonesia, therefore, is how to allocate the resources for the benefit of local citizen by involving them in the decision making of budget allocation and how to hold local government elected official accountable to local citizen. Thus, this study seeks to understand the spaces that decentralisation policy has brought for citizens’ participation to influence decision making of local resources and downward accountability mechanisms to hold decision maker accountable
1.3 Problem statement
Before 1999, Indonesia was under authoritarian military regime called New Order regime. In the name of ‘stability’, the Regime centralized the government. The lower tier of government subjected to and acted for the upper tier, meaning that local governments were accountable to upper tier of governments instead of local citizens. Furthermore, local governments generally functioned as implementing agencies of policies and programs designed by central government. Consequently, local citizens were not participating in making decision.
In 1999, after the fall of the Regime, in the spirit of reformation and dream for change from the previous regime, Indonesia decided to issue Law 22/1999 as the basis of decentralization system-implemented effectively on January 1st, 2001. The new policy is often called big bank decentralisation because of its huge power and resources being transferred from central government to the district level. The World Bank report 2007 mentions that in terms of spending, Indonesia is already one of the most decentralized countries in the world and the current transfer system will guarantee that this remains the case for years to come. Indonesia provinces and districts spent a record 37% of total public funds. This represents a higher level of fiscal decentralisation than the OECD average it is even higher than any other East Asian country except China (The World Bank, 2007). 

However, the increase of budget expenditure in sub-national level does not seem to be in line with the increases of citizen participation to influence the allocation of local resources. Also citizen has not been able to hold local governments accountable. This can be seen from the allocation of budget in local governments which were not used mainly for citizen benefit and the fact that corruption practices are rampant in local level. For example, the finance ministry Agus Martowardojo explained that the allocation of personnel expenditure in the local spending increased from IDR 123 trillion in 2009 to IDR 198 trillion in 2010 while on the other hand capital spending decreased from IDR 104 trillion in 2009 to IDR 96 trillion in 2010 (Kompas, 2011)
Furthermore, Asian Development Bank (ADB) evaluation report mentioned that decentralisation in general and fiscal decentralisation in particular has led to more opportunities for corruption at the local level. Moreover, Indonesian perceptions of corruption are more widespread than before. Eventually, bringing government closer to the people does not automatically mean greater accountability, in some instances it provides new opportunities for corruption (ADB 2006).
Similarly, Nordhtholt (2004 as cited in Syarif Hidayat, 2010: 27) writes:

Decentralization in Indonesia does not necessarily result in democratization, good governance, and the strengthening of civil society at the regional level. Instead, we witness a decentralization of corruption, collusion and political violence that once belong to the centralized regime of the new order but are now moulded in existing patrimonial patterns at the regional level.

In addition, the Indonesian Institute of Science (LIPI) claimed that decentralisation practice has failed to achieve its purpose. The poor of public service delivery and high poverty rate were raised as the failure indicators (detiknews, 2010). In addition, Lili Romli (LIPI, 2010), a researcher of LIPI, said that local autonomy has been captured by political elites.

These facts draw a need to conduct study about mechanisms of citizen participation in budget allocation and accountability of local governments to local citizens within the design of decentralisation policy in Indonesia. This is very essential because the higher degree of citizen participation is a necessary precondition for decentralisation. It is to open up many intended effects which are more efficient in public service delivery or more accountability and transparency and of course to improve the life condition of the local citizens. (Osmani, 2001: 124).
1.4 Research Objective
There are two specific objective of this research:

a. To analyse the opportunities that decentralisation has brought for citizens participation in Indonesia

b. To identify the gaps that exists in policy and practice of decentralisation for participation and enforcing downward accountability in Indonesia.
1.5 Research Question: 
How does the decentralisation policy of Indonesia provide opportunities for and constraints to citizen participation in decision making of planning, budgeting, and to hold local leader accountable?

Sub research question:
a. What spaces
 have been introduced for citizen participation in planning and budgeting?
· What are the mechanisms for citizens to involve in local planning and budgeting?

· Do citizens have power to influence decision making of planning and budgeting?

· What are the challenges for citizens to influence decision making of planning and budgeting?

b. What mechanisms have been introduced for downward accountability?

· What are the major challenges for downward accountability?

c. What policy changes can strengthen citizen participation and downward accountability in Indonesia?

1.6 Research Methodology and limitation 
1.6.1 Methodology 
The data used was taken from various sources mainly by using secondary data. These secondary data were gathered through literatures, reports, research, news papers about practices of participation and accountability in local government. Besides secondary data, primary data also is used. Primary data was collected from interviews with government officials from various structures concern with participatory planning; village leaders due to their rule to organize participatory planning in village level; sub-district official due to their role to organize participatory planning in sub-district level; and BAPPEDA officials due to their role to organize participatory planning in district level. Interview also was conducted with a senior researcher from Internal Affair Ministry experienced in decentralisation policy in Indonesia. Unstructured type interviews were used in order to have an in depth interview. Interviews were conducted by telephone and skype.
The data collection and analysis was conducted in two steps. First, I assessed the regulatory framework concerning decentralisation, citizen participation and accountability mechanisms. This data was assessed from government website, published book about Indonesia law and Internet. Second, I analysed the practice of participation and downward accountability. In this case, I used primary data from interview, and secondary data from DEMOS’ report, government agency report, scholar’s publications, and information from national and local newspaper. 
In the analysis on the practice of participation and accountability, I try to bring some good practice of citizen participation from other countries such as experience of Porto Alegre in Brazil and Kerala in India. The purpose is to understand the elements of good institutional channels for participatory planning and budgeting, in which are the focus of this study in understanding citizen participation in local governance after decentralisation in Indonesia.
1.6.2 Research Limitations
Due to financial and time constraints, I could not conduct field research to observe citizen’s participation in the musrembang process. I am aware that my arguments and analysis could have been more rigorous and developed if I could observe the processes of popular participation from village level until decision were made at district level. Therefore, this research does not provide a comprehensive picture on how actors interact in the musrembang meeting especially the involvement of marginalized groups. However, huge change on decentralisation in Indonesia has got much attention from different institution and disciplines such as World Bank, ADB, NGOs, and Scholars. As a result many published researches, reports, evaluation and discussions on decentralisation in Indonesia are available. Therefore, it gave the space for wider information about the case.
1.7 Organization of the thesis chapters 
The paper is organized in six chapters. The second chapter provides literature reviews about decentralisation, participation and downward accountability. The third chapter presents Policy agenda of decentralisation in Indonesia consisting on brief history of the decentralisation policy in Indonesia, autonomy of decision making, fiscal power and transfer personnel to local offices. Then the paper subsequently moves to describe citizens’ participation in decision making planning and policy in local level. Next, chapter five describes leadership and mechanism to demand accountability of elected leaders. Finally, the last chapter is a summary of findings, conclusion and theoretical reflection for conclusion.
Chapter 2  
LITERATURE REVIEW AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK: DECENTRALISATION, PARTICIPATION AND DOWNWARD ACCOUNTABILITY 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter elaborates the main concepts used in this paper which are decentralisation; participation and downward accountability. The connection between these concepts is discussed. First, decentralisation; the definition and the type of decentralisation are presented, then, why decentralisation including the risk of it. Next, participation, its definition and the ladders of participation from Arnstein, how decentralisation brought spaces and challenges for citizen participation and what are important elements to design institutional channels for participation. The last part, discusses various mechanisms for downward accountability. 

2.2 The Concept of Decentralization 
Decentralisation has been defined, explained and interpreted by many authors, some agree on specific issues like autonomy in decision making. Others focus on democratic practices while other scholars argue that decentralisation is a means to bring services closer to the public. What the literature concept generally agreed is that decentralization involves the dispersal of the powers of the national state to the other unit outside the structure of central government. It involves a deliberate attempt to move away from centralisation – the transfer of authority and responsibility for public functions from central government to subordinate government organisations and/or private sector (Litvack and Seddon, 1998: 2). For the purpose of this paper, I focus on transfer of authority from central government to local government.
Decentralisation cannot be easily observed because it is a process that involve several aspects such as political, fiscal and administrative. Different countries have different policies, which aspects more decentralized. Political decentralisation has the purpose to give and involve citizen into policy decisions. This process will seek to improve citizens’ participation and accountability of political authority to their local citizens. Fiscal decentralisation is about authority to raise revenues and to make expenditure decisions. Administrative decentralisation is transfer of responsibility for planning, financing and managing certain public functions (ibid).

Administrative decentralisation has three major forms: deconcentration, delegation and devolution. Deconcentration is the redistribution of decision making authority and financial and management responsibilities from central government to its regional branch office. This does not involve any transfer of authority to lower level of government; therefore, deconcentration that will not lead to the potential benefits of decentralisation. 

Delegation refers to a situation in which the central government transfers responsibility for decision making and administration of public functions to local governments or semi-autonomous organisations that are not wholly con-trolled by central government, but ultimately accountable to it. 

Devolution is a situation in which the central government transfer authority for decision making, finance, and management to autonomous local government. Devolution usually transfers responsibilities for municipalities that elect their own mayors and councils, raise their own revenues and have independent authority to make investment decision. Have clear and legally recognized geographic boundaries over which they exercise authority and within which they perform public functions (ibid).  

Why decentralisation? The advantages of decentralisation are assumed as follows. First, that as political representatives get closer to citizens, it will enable a better mobilisation and more efficient allocation of resources at the local level. Second, it may lead to more responsive programmes by allowing local experimentation. Third, it may better opportunities for citizens to participate in decision making and improving accountability at local level (Bergh, 2004: 781). This paper focuses on the latter. 

Academics and practitioners argue that decentralisation is an important way to ensure good governance (see Grindle, 2007: 6). In other words decentralisation is a crucial element to promote citizens’ participation in government policy and accountability and transparency of the government officials to its citizen. Therefore, in order to open spaces and broader opportunities for citizens’ participation in government, decentralisation has been considered as the most popular state reform (Gaventa and Valdeerama, 1999:5). 

They argue that by bringing government closer to people will be incentive for citizens to interact with local government officers in the affairs of locality thus enhance participation and accountability. For example, Blair (1998 as cited in Gaventa and Valdeerama, 1999:6) argues,

...the signal promise of decentralising government authority is enhancing democratic participation by encouraging more people to get evolved in the politics that affect them, and making government more accountable by introducing citizen oversight and control through elections. If democracy lies in the rule by the people, the promise of democratic decentralisation is to make rule more immediate, direct and productive.

Furthermore, public management scholars argued that when government administration is brought closer to those who receive services, beneficiaries of these services would come active in demanding good quality (Rondinelly, 1990). It means decentralisation potentially bring incentive for citizen to de-mand accountability of local government.

However, a number study show that what occurs on the ground is not as what is expected. For instance Nickson (1998 as cited in Gaventa and Val-deerama, 1999:6) observes that ‘since the mid-1980s, a wide gulf has emerged between the rhetoric and reality of citizens’ participation in Latin America local government. Instead of increasing participation and accountability at local level decentralisation may allow functions and benefits captured by local elites. Where local elites monopolize access to decision making, power and resources for local governance and from which ordinary local citizens are excluded.

 (Shah & Shah, 2007) argue that it is in the interest of political and bureaucratic elites to maintain the status quo, thus for successful decentralisation, fundamental institutional and legal reforms to empower citizen to demand accountability from their governments are essential. In other words spaces for citizen direct involvement in local governance should be provided in decentralisation policies. Unfortunately, there is evidence that democratic decentralisation policy often simply opens up space for the empowerment of local elites, and failed to open spaces for empowerment of the more marginalized to voice their interest (Gaventa, 2004: 32). Therefore, this study tries to explore spaces for participation and accountability in decentralisation policy of Indonesia. Thus, the next section will explore spaces to improve participation and accountability. 

For the purpose of this study, the concept of decentralisation is strictly in the sense of devolution because it is arguably that devolution provides the greatest opportunity to developing citizens’ participation in local governance as it allows local actors to discuss, formulate and decide their local issues.
2.3 Citizen Participation 
Participation concept has become buzzword in development field. In 1970s and 1980s was developed by development practitioners as an ‘alternative development’ approach. In the 1990s participation become popular as a response to the shortcomings of the top-down approaches that had driven development in previous decades (Cooke and Kothari, 2001).  For NGOs, development agencies, the World Bank, participation is a must. The massive used in so many context made participation concept become blurred.
Participation refers to a large number of people who get involve in certain situations or actions to improve their well-being i.e. income, security or self-esteem (Cohen and Uphoff, 1980:214). World Bank Learning Group on participation defined participation as ‘process through which stakeholders’ influence and share control over development initiatives and the decisions and resources which affect them’ (World Bank, 1995 in Gaventa  and Valdeerama, 1999: 2). Gaventa defines participation as the right to define and shape different kinds of spaces for transformative engagement in governance (Gaventa, 2004:34). Citizen in this sense involves direct ways in which citizen influence and exercise control in governance. This paper focuses on the latter. In this study, participation is defined as a transformative process from disempowerment, as a result of centralistic and authoritarian regime, to empowerment as result of participation in decision making local policy.  

In order to understand how participation operates or the degree of people’s involvement in the participation process, Arnstein (1969) introduced the participation ladders. In this ladder there are eight rungs corresponding to the extent of citizen’s power in determining the end of product. In the lowest level are (1) Manipulation and (2) Therapy. These two rungs actually describe level of ‘non-participation’ because the real objective to involve citizens is to ‘educate” them so that they will support the government agenda. (3) Informing, power holder inform the public of their right and responsibilities in one-way communication. (4) Consultation, people opinion and views are collected but decisions are made by power holder. (5) Placation, people have active role as shaper of opinions, idea and outcomes, but final decisions remain with power holder. Rungs 3, 4 and 5 are also called level of ‘tokenisms’ or partial participation where people are consulted but not involved in decision making. (6) Partnership, people directly involve in decision making and action. Have clear roles, responsibilities and power. (7) Delegated Power and (8) Citizen Control, citizen are given power to make decision, resources and control and there is a clear line of accountability between citizen and government. According to Arnstein, it is in the last three rungs citizen have real power in decision making.

To analyse participation in this study, Cornwall notion of ‘space participation’ is useful. According to Cornwall participation is related to power relations that shaped spaces for participation (Cornwall, 2004: 78). Cornwall (2002) argues that it is important to create spaces for citizen participation. According to her, effort to engage citizen participation means creating spaces where there were previously none, making room for different opinions to be herd where there were very limited opportunities for public involvement and enabling people to inhabit spaces that were previously denied to them. This notion of spaces is applied in this study since it can provide the basis to analyse what and how spaces of participation created in the decentralisation policy in Indonesia.
2.3.1 How does Decentralisation Brought Spaces and Challenges for Citizen Participation
The relationship between decentralisation and participation is not straightforward. Some scholars argue that through decentralisation government become closer to the people and information on the performance of government institutions is more readily available to citizen. Therefore, they will have incentive to enhance their participation and interaction with local government officers regarding local concerns and hold officials and service providers accountable for their actions. At the same time, public official and service providers will be motivated to perform well because they are closer to citizen or service receivers. In other words elected leaders and civil servant will have incentives to be accountable because of potential complain from citizens. Information on corruption also would be more visible at local level and thus easier for citizen to control (Grindle, 2007: 8).
Litvack and Seddon (1998) argue that participation and decentralisation have a symbiotic relation. On the one hand, successful decentralisation requires some degree of local participation. Sub-national governments’ closeness to citizen will enable them to response better to local needs and efficiently match public spending to private needs only if information flows between citizens and local governments. On the other hand, the process of decentralisation can itself enhance the opportunities for participation by placing more power and resources at a closer, more familiar, more easily influenced level of government. In environments with poor traditions of citizen participation, decentralisation can be an important first step in creating regular, predictable opportunities for citizen-state interaction. 

However, those arguments will not automatically take place in the reality. The results of democratic participation in decentralised countries remain largely elusive and disappointing (Shah and Shah, 2007: 72). Instead of increasing participation, local elites capture the benefit of decentralisation. Because the local elected leaders and government officials may choose not to involve citizen in the decision making, as Manor (1999 as quoted in Devas, 2003: 309) observes the absence of evidence that local elites are more benevolent than those at higher level. 

Moreover, citizen may not be able to participate unless mechanisms for citizen participation are in place. Therefore, creating rules, institutions that facilitate participation should be part of the decentralisation policy reforms. Legal and policy frameworks for participation are considered as important aspect or enabling conditions for interaction between citizen and local government (McGee & LogoLink, 2003). This legal framework work will provide citizens’ legal basis to demand to be involved in planning, budgeting and administration of local government. Some countries have created legal frameworks and institutional channels for participation in their decentralisation policy. For example: India with 73rd constitutional Amendment in 1993 provides Gram Sabhas (Village Assembly) as institutional Channels for citizen participation. Bolivia with Popular Participation Law in 1992 provides Vigilance Committee as institutional channels to bridge citizen participation in planning and control local official behaviour (see Gaventa and Valderamma, 1999: 5).

2.3.2
Elements of Good Institutional Channel for Citizen Participation in Decision making of local recourse allocation: Learning from the experiences of Porto Alegre, Brazil and Kerala, India.
Abelson et al. (2003) propose four key basic elements of deliberative participation; (1) representation; (2) structure of procedure; (3) Information; (4)The outcomes and decision arising from the process. What is missing is citizen involvement in project implementation which is important to make sure what is being implemented is decided in accordance with what have been decided in participatory meeting.  These elements also applied in the experiences of institutional channel of Participatory Budgeting (PB) in Porto Alegre, Brazil and Gram Sabhas in Kerala, India in which have been internationally recognized for its success in applying popular participation for development planning. The spaces have improved accountability of government policies in local level and most importantly help the poorer citizens and neighbourhoods receive greater levels of public spending (see Wam-pler, 2000, Fischer, 2006, Heller, 2001).

Information Flow

Information is essential for citizens’ participation because citizens give their opinion based on information that they have. Citizens should have access to information from the planning process to the execution of projects. In Porto Alegre, citizens receive information about resource available, the priority of pro-grams in the next fiscal year, the Quality of Life Index of regions in the municipality, regions with lower Quality of Life Index will get priority. Citizen through their representatives also receive information about the programs decided in the final decision (Wampler, 2000: 8). In India, according to legislation, local councils should hold twice yearly meetings in each village. The purpose of such meeting is to ensure accountability of council to citizens. (Manor and Crook cited in Gaventa and Valderamma, 1999: 7). Information exchange between citizens and elected leader thus take place thus these meetings.

Effective Citizen Representation 

According to Gaventa (1999), the question of representation is critical, who speaks for whom and on what basis. If only local elites gain representation in local government council, the wider public is unlikely to be well served (Blair, 2000: 23). Therefore, citizens’ representatives should be elected by citizens themselves and, the elected representatives should have legitimacy to act on behalf of citizens. The representatives have to have access directly in the hierarchy
 of decision making process and make sure the information flow to citizens.

Representation need to be designed or mandated to make sure excluded or marginalised groups such as women and ethnic minority are able to participate. In Kartanaka, India, the law requires that one-third of elected members of all bodies be women. In the Philippines, Local Government Code requires at least 25% of the voting members on local development councils be from nongovernmental organisations (NGOs), chosen by local BGO agencies (Blair, 2000: 24).
Outcomes: Decision by Citizen should be reflected on Policy 
Citizen should be able to see that their participation will be meaningful, in other words, local government consider the program priorities proposed in popular meeting by reflecting it in the government policy. There is general consensus that PB in Porto Alegre stimulates participation because decision made by participants in reflected in actual policy. The number of citizens participating in PB has grown because they realize that participation in PB is primary if not only way to secure new resources for their neighbourhood. (Wamplar, 2000:115). While in Kerala, India, in a single legislative act allocated 35-40% of the plan expenditure would be formulated and implemented from popular assemblies. (Heller, 2001: 141).
Citizen are Involved in the Project Implementation 
The project will be legitimate and accountable when the participants are satisfied with the process. In the case of PB, citizen elected their committee to oversee project implemented in their neighbourhood. All technical plans of the project must be presented to neighbourhood forums (Wamplar, 2000: 115). This helps to make sure project implemented in line with citizens’ proposal from participatory meeting and to ensure that contractors provide the services and goods for which they were contracted.
2.3.3.
Challenges to Increase Participation of Local Resource Allocation 
Power relation

Andrea Cornwall argues that spaces for participation are not neutral but are themselves shaped by power relations. Therefore, power analysis is critical in participatory spaces. (Gaventa, 2005: 34). Power must be understood to how spaces for engagement are created, the level of powers as well as the different power across them. According to Gaventa and Valderamma (1999), citizens’ participation is about power and is exercised by different social actor in the spaces created for the interaction between citizen and local authorities. However, the control of the structure and processes for participation is often in the hands governmental institutions. Therefore, citizen is still controlled by government elites.

In Latin America, for example, Schonwalder (1997:755) in his study to examining the degree to which decentralisation offers a space for more democratic participation at the grassroots found that ‘local elites, local governments and other actors operating on the local scene, such as political parties and even some NGOs, have often been prone to co-opt popular movements in order to further their own agendas’.

Low level of citizens’ organisation
Low level of citizen organisation would find difficulties to counter existing power relation. Robinson, in his study in Bolivia found that political participation was generally low in municipalities where people lacked organisational capacity, while in municipalities with strong union traditions people were able to influence decision over municipal spending (cited in Gaventa, 1999: 7).
The level of participation 
Very often institutional channels of participation have been established but the majority of these mechanisms in local level have only a consultative character instead of strengthening direct citizens’ involvement in decision making. Legislation recognizes civil society organisations and right to information and right to address demand and petitions but the formal space where these groups participate are note widely used. (Gaventa, 1999: 9).
2.4 Downward accountability
Accountability is the ability to answer for one action or behaviour. In this paper are the action and behaviour of local government in exercising power devolved from central government as the result of decentralisation policies. Scholars and practitioners argue that decentralisation can succeed only if public servants are held accountable (Blair, 2000: 27). In general there are two directions of accountability: upward accountability and downward accountability. Upward accountability refers to the accountability of a lower level of government entity towards its overseeing government agencies. Usually through internal and external audit report. Downward accountability refers to the local government accountability to accountable towards citizens. (World Bank, 2007: 35). Downward accountability is also called demand-side accountability because it relies on citizen effort to demand accountability. This paper focuses on downward accountability.
There more agreement that upward accountability is not enough in order to ensure local government accountability, it is important to design policies that enable citizens’ direct engagement to demand accountability. In other words, accountability should be regarded as part of citizens’ participation. As Blair (2000) argues accountability means that people be able to hold local government responsible for how it is affecting them.

Similarly Agrawal and Ribot (1999: 478) claim the important of downward accountability for the success of decentralisation. They suggest: 

The allocation of different sets of powers of decision making and rule making to lower-level actors creates decentralisation. The effectiveness of decentralisation hinges on the third dimension: accountability. We suggest that if powers are decentralised to actors who are not accountable to their constituents, or who are not accountable only to themselves or superior authorities within the structure of the government, then decentralisation is not likely to accomplish its stated aims. It is only when constituents come to exercise accountability as countervailing power that decentralisation is likely to be effective. It is downward accountability that broadens participation.

Therefore, creating mechanisms in which citizens can use to control the activities of local government should be part of decentralisation reforms. Blair (2000) distinguishes seven mechanisms (each of them with different relevance) these are democratic; elections, political parties, strong civil society organisations, the media, formal grievance procedures, public meetings, and public opinion survey. What are missing from Blair’s work – which are also important for accountability mechanisms – are the right to information and the right to initiate a recall.
Elections
Election is known as the best democratic tools for citizen to exercise control over public official. (przeworski et al. 1999 in Brian Wampler 2004) where voter can punish corrupt leaders by voting them out. However, the structure of electoral system has an impact on “the success or failure of decentralisation reforms.” (Hiskey 2006 as quoted in World Bank, 2007). Decentralisation reforms might end up strengthening the hands of local political strongmen if the electoral system does not secure a real competition among local politician. Election process also could trigger corrupt leaders if the process forces the candidates to spend huge amount of money to get elected, because they will naturally use the first opportunity while in office to make up for their election expenditure. (Roy et al, 2001 as cited in Hadenius, 2003:35). 

Allowing participation of independent candidates or the participation of local political organisations should also be analysed in the electoral system. Ribort’s study in India and Uganda found that independent candidates are admitted in local elections, authorities are more likely to be accountable to people (Ribort 2004:27).
Strong and active opposition parties
Blair (2000) argues that opposition political parties make for a powerful engine for enforcing accountability. The party in power often has strong incentive to evade accountability but opposition parties have incentive to uncover wrongdoing of incumbent. However, this scenario requires a strong party system at the local level, which is often not the case.
Civil society
Civil society is usually defined as organisational activity between the individual, the family and the state. Its democratic role is to advocate for constituents, to act as watchdog over the state, and to support political competition generally. Civil society strengthening is considered as key to realigning state-society relation in ways that expands citizen participation, increase representation and empowerment, and reinforce state responsiveness and accountability. (Ottaway and Carothers 2000 in Antlov et al. 2010: 419). In other words, civil society have intermediary role between citizen and state. However, building civil society take a very long time. It needs social change before civil society can become a major engine of accountability (Blair, 2000).
The media
At the macro level, the media have two basic roles. First is to make political news public. Citizen can hold their government accountable only they know what is going on, good or bad. Media is needed to spread political news. The second role is to help uncover government misdeeds. Therefore, it is arguably freedom of press is essential. However, this role becomes more unrealistic in local level especially in rural areas because newspapers tend to be published in larger population centred and accessible to only to those who can read them.
Formal grievance procedures
Refers to formalise mechanisms through which the citizen can complain and denounce irregularities in the public administration. Some countries have formalized institutional structures that provide a direct channel for citizen to oversee local government’s work. For example in Bolivia, the Law popular Participation created local vigilance committees to monitor the activities of elected local government bodies and participate in local planning and budget creation. Vigilance committee members are selected from various traditional governance system including peasant associations and indigenous communal institutions. Vigilance committee can invoke legal complaint if they suspect wrongdoing by local council. (Blair, 2000: 30).  

In Japan, the government amended law in 1999 to add an external audit system in local government. This law allow Citizen’ Ombudsman to compile and examine all the audit reports thus provide additional source of pressure over local government to improve its transparency and performance. (Open-doors, 2009).

Public opinion surveys
Conducting public opinion surveys help to show the degree of citizens’ satisfaction over service provided thus could provide pressure over local government to improve performance. This instrument has been conducted in the Philippines and results are promising. However this project was supported by donor. Therefore, this instrument is quite restrictive for developing countries because it requires capacity to design and conduct them and also cost.
Public meeting
Several countries have instituted public meeting to insert civic opinion in to local governance. The law mandates open meetings at the lowest level of government, five cabildos abiertos a year in Honduras; and two grams sabhas in Karnataka. In the Philippines and Ukraine, some mayors launch public hearing. However the results have been uneven. Some mayors in Ukraine and the Philippines use council meeting s and hearings to solicit citizens’ views and mobilize support their programs but others ignore them. In Karnataka, elected officials often abandoned meetings quickly because so burden with embarrassing questions.
Right to information
Information is crucial for citizens’ participation in governance and those in power deny ordinary people access to information. Therefore, legal framework that guarantees citizens’ right to information is essential to improve accountability. In India, the Freedom of Information Act 2003 has enable grassroots democracy to function more effectively. (Mathew and Mathew, 2003: 28). 

Moreover, Devas and Grand (2003: 4) argue that accountability depends on the availability of Information. For example, citizens will hard to judge government spending records if they don’t have information of budgetary procedures and outcomes.
Right to recall
Recall is immediate accountability mechanisms for elected officials where their tenure may be terminated by popular vote under a special recall election that can be initiated a petition. The Local Government Code in the Philippines establishes this mechanism. (World Bank, 2007: 40). However, no study on the consequences of the use of recall in the Philippine exists. 

In Bolivia, law allows council members to recall mayors. However, studies show that this procedure of recall actually served as hindrance accountability because the recall provision was not used to stem corruption, but rather as a partisan weapon, used by officials to obtain power for themselves and their parties. Therefore, this finding suggests that specific design of this institution as instrument of accountability matters (Packel 2008: 11). 

According to Blair, there is no ‘one best way’ to promote accountability. Their potential for success will very across the context. Also, to be effective several instruments must take root. Infect, some of this mechanisms take a long time before they function properly and may never work so fully. Furthermore, there is no apparent sequencing of appropriate mechanisms.
2.5 Analytical Framework
Decentralisation is a fundamental element to promote citizen participation in decision making local resources and strengthening responsiveness of the local government. To achieve this goal, decentralisation policy should strengthen both local government and citizens.  

For government side, central government needs to devolve power to local government in three areas: political, administrative and fiscal. For political decentralisation, local government should have clear separation of power from other tier of government and have elected leader. Administrative decentralisation is mainly directed to power to make regulation and to hire and fire local employee. Fiscal decentralisation is power to make decision over local resources and regulated intergovernmental transfer. Power devolved potentially lead elite capture and corruption without citizens’ participation and mechanism of downward accountability.
For citizens’ side, decentralisation policy needs to provide institutional channels for citizens to participate and demand accountability. On participation, this paper focuses on participatory planning and budgeting.  To make it work, the design need to consider four elements, citizen access to information, citizens’ representation, outcome from the participation should be reflected in local policy, and how citizens can oversee the implementation of the outcome. Downward accountability focuses empowering citizen to be aware about government activities and gives punishment and reward to elected leaders. All this spaces of participation and downward accountability should be clearly regulated and socialize to citizens. Finally, decentralisation is unfold process overtime. Therefore feedback and evaluation for policy reform is a must. 
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Chapter 3 
DECENTRALIZATION IN INDONESIA: THE POLICY AGENDA
3.1 Introduction 
This chapter is aimed to look at the power devolved to local government as the result of decentralisation policy in 1999. Comparison with the previous policy is presented. The reform has changed the power relationship between central government and sub-national governments, with huge responsibilities and financial resources transfers from central to local government. The decentralization is emphasized to the local government as the third tier of government (here local governments refer to kabupaten for rural district and kotamadya for urban district). A brief history of the decentralisation policy in Indonesia is presented. Subsequently, moves to describe powers, resources, and responsibility devolved to local government.

3.2 Brief History of the Decentralisation Policy 
Indonesia declared independence in 1945 yet it was until 1949 when the Dutch colonialist left Indonesia. In 1956-57, Indonesia gave its sub-national government autonomy with the Law No. 32 of 1956 provided formula for allocation fiscal resources and Law No.1 of 1957 that permitted provincial and district assemblies to elect their own leader. However, this law never fully implemented. In 1959, President Soekarno declared martial law and overturned the provision of the law that allow regional councils to elect regional executives. Regional executives would be appointed by and accountable to the central government. Primary function of regional governments would be to administer central government. (Malley, 1999: 75). 

In 1966, Suharto took over government until 1998. During the Suharto era called New Order (Orde Baru), Indonesia was under military authoritarian regime. The new order regime succeeded to centralize control over financial that lead to dependency of local leaders to central government. (ibid). Under the doctrine of dual function
 (dwi fungsi) of military institution, Suharto succeed to control local leaders by placing military officers, serving and retired, as head of executive in provincial and district level.  In 1970, twenty out of 26 governors were from military and 60 percent of all district heads
 also come from armed forces, this number gradually declined to around a half in 1992. (ibid). Therefore, local leaders were more oriented to central government agendas than to their local constituents. In the end, central government also succeeded to centralize politic and decision making in local level. 

The New Order also succeeded to institutionalize its centralistic policies. The new order issued Law no. 5 of 1974 about government in the region.  According to this law, regional government were meant to be “responsible” not to their own constituents but to the central (ibid). The phrase “government in the region” (pemerintahan di daerah) captured the tone of regional governments as administrative extensions of central government in the regions. (ibid).

In 1999, just one year after Suharto was forced to step down following fi-nancial crisis in 1997, the transition government issued law 22/1999 and law 25/1999 as the basis for the new decentralisation policy. There are some rea-sons triggering the reform. First, the enormous economic crisis in 1997/1998 lead to inability of central government to tackle huge problems such as high inflation deteriorated political condition. Second, to calm down frustration and anger from particular regions, outside Java Island, about unequal development and the exploitation of natural resources by central government that triggered some separatist movement (Theile, 2004). Third, citizen demand pioneered by civil society organisations, media, and donor organisations.
3.3 Autonomy and decision-making power 
The devolution of decision- making power from central government is believed one of key point for local development because locality, to some extent, needs autonomy to exploit local assets in order to be competitive, and authority to make development policy in local context. Moreover, devolution of decision- making power will be an incentive for citizen to participate in local government, and incentive to public administrator to perform well.  Public management scholars argued that when government administration is brought closer to those who receive services, beneficiaries of these services would come active in demanding good quality (Rondinelly, 1990). Citizen will be more motivated to demand and, complain improvements of services because those responsible for the services are in locality. Furthermore, leaders and civil servants will have incentives to perform good service provision because dissatisfied public will complain.
The decentralization law 22/1999 amended with law 32/2004 of local government devolved profound functions and tasks over which the local government has a high degree of autonomy of decision making. The reform guarantees local governments to regulate and manage their own affairs of government. The goal of this is to accelerate the realization of public welfare through the improvement of service, empowerment, and citizen participation, as well as increased competitiveness of the regions with respect to principles of democracy, equality, justice, privilege and specificity of a region in the unitary system of the Republic of Indonesia.

Autonomous system adopted in Act no. 22 of 1999 is a broad autonomy, real and responsible, where all government authority, except the field of for-eign policy, defence, judiciary, monetary and fiscal policies as well as religion is transferred fully to autonomous region, and enshrined in the constitution of 1999 of local government and subsequent constitutions of the national.

The law assigned number of responsibilities to local governments which are classified into two groups: mandatory functions of local government and functions that assigned by upper tier of government called tugas pembantuan. The mandatory responsibilities of autonomous region as contained the law 32/2004 article 22 include:      

a)
Improve the quality of life of residents

b)
Development of democracy

c)
Materialize justice and equity

d)
 Improve basic educational services

e)
Provision of health service;

f)
Provide social amenities and public facilities

g)
Development of social security system

h)
Formulation of regional spatial planning

i)
Development of productive resources in region

j)
Environmental conservation

k)
Management of resident administration

l)
Preserve social and cultural values

m)
Formulation and implementation of local regulations

It is important to mention that the decentralization law gives broad autonomy to local government and limited autonomy to province. The authority of province is for the autonomy that crosses local governments, which is a series of powers that are not effective and efficient if organized by a pattern of cooperation between local governments. For instance, authority in the fields of transportation, public works, forestry and plantation companies and certain other areas of government authority in the provincial scale, including the various authorities that local governments have not been able to handle.

Furthermore, unlike in the law 5/1974 that gave governor (the head of province) authority to approve, cancel and suspend local regulations, budget, and local government decisions. The law 22/1999 gives authority to governor only to guide and oversee (not to control) local government.

With the autonomy and power given to local government as mentioned above, most public service delivery functions and decision making is now closer to the citizen. It is expected that it become incentive to local government to be more responsive with local needs and incentive for citizen to exercise their participation to influence decision make and demand better service delivery.
3.4 Fiscal power
Proponents of greater fiscal decentralization argue that fiscal autonomy will lead to more inclusion of citizens’ participation and political accountability. Fiscal autonomy potentially becomes incentive for citizens’ engagement in local government. Citizen will be more motivated to lobby and influence local government to allocate budgets for services that affect their life because decision-making are now close to them. It will become incentive for citizen to monitor and analyze budget expenditure and demand the accountability of service delivery because the information of local financial is now closer. Thus, will lead to more efficiently and accountable local government.
Since 1999, central governments have made huge change on local fiscal policy. Central governments have regularly transferred resources to local government in an effort to enable their capacity to perform their tasks and to achieve the objectives of the autonomy. Most importantly, local governments have freedom to design and formulate their budget according to their local needs.

Local government fiscal after law 1999 is still relying on intergovernmental transfer just as it was before. However, it is arguably fiscal transfer after 1999 is more transparent.  Intergovernmental transfer under law 5 of 1974 was divided into two types: block grants and specific grants. Block grants was for general purpose of local spending subject to some broad guidelines and specific grants was for expenditure on uses specified central government and subject to relatively detailed central control (Syah, 1998). Block grants transfer was dominated by ‘INPRES’ (project funds authorized by president). INPRES was criticized created local government dependency to president; thus, local governments more accountable to president instead of to local constituents.

Intergovernmental transfers after 1999 is based on the allocation mechanism and its purpose is to cover fiscal gap between fiscal capacity and fiscal needs. The law 25 of 1999 regulates the form of central transfers are revenue sharing or Dana Bagi Hasil (DBH), general fund or Dana Alokasi Umum (DAU) and special fund or Dana Alokasi Khusus (DAK).  The article 11 of law 25 of 1999 regulates DAU as local governments share from taxes and natural resources. The article of law 25 of 1999 declared that the amount of the DAU should be at least 25% of the net domestic revenue in APBN and revised in the law 33 of 2004 become at least 26%. While DAK is fund allocated to certain region to finance special activities which are the affairs of the region in accordance with national priorities. The table below shows the growth of local government revenue from central government transfers since the implementation of the law in 2001.
Table 1
National Transfer to Sub-National
	Year
	Total National Expenditure 
	Central Transfer to Sub-National  
	Percentage of Share of Sub-National to Total National Expenditure

	
	In Billions Rupiah
	

	2000
	219.953,3
	32.877,6
	14.95%

	2001
	344.008,8
	94.531,8
	27.78%

	2006
	637.987,2
	226.179,9
	35.45%

	2007
	707.806,1
	253.263,1
	35.78%

	2008
	981.609,4
	292.433,5
	29.79%

	2009
	848.763,2
	308.585,2
	36.35%

	2010
	992.398,8
	344.162,9
	34,72%


Source: Sidik and Kadjatmiko. (2002) and Finance Ministry

The table above shows that in terms of actual money and percentage, transfers from central government have grown significantly since the implementation of fiscal decentralisation in 2001 compared to transfer in 2000 which was before the decentralisation. Yet, critics on fiscal decentralization in Indonesia have been addressed especially on taxing authorities, where the share of income tax and revenue from oil and gas is still dominated by central government (Seymor and Turner, 2002: 41). According to law 34 of 2000, local governments have taxing power only more potential to be levied in urban region such as: hotel, restaurant, entertainment, advertisement and parking. Therefore, apart from a few urban local governments, most local governments are still relying on national transfer. Nevertheless, the concern in this paper is more on how the local resources are allocated efficiently to the local needs, and how local constituents can influence the uses of these transfers.
3.5 Transfer Personnel to Local Offices
One of the most significant changes was the devolution of sectoral ministry personnel to local offices and the conversion of all local personnel including schoolteachers, from central government to local employees. Before the decentralisation, government employees were control from the centre. This not only allows the central government bureaucratic dominance over localities but also mobilisation of civil servants to vote for Suharto’s Golkar
 party. (Silver, 2005)(Silver, 2003).
With the decentralisation policy, based on Law 22 of 1999 the elected head of local government also act as the head of executive. Consequently, the elected head of local governments are given the authority to make promotion, mutation, dismissal, retirement setting, allowance, education and training of employees in accordance with local needs and capabilities, base on standards, procedures established by the government. According to Blair (2000: 27), this would be incentive to improve bureaucratic accountability as the head of local government could discipline the officers.
Chapter 4  
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN DECISION MAKING OF LOCAL PLANNING AND POLICY 
4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents citizen participation to influence decision making of resource allocation and policy in local governance before and after decentralisation.  It seems that the decentralisation policy recognize the important of local citizens’ involvement in local government. The law 22/1999 mentions that regional autonomy should be implemented in the principles of democratization, citizens’ participation, equality, and regional diversity. Those principles were absent in the law 5 of 1974. After 1999, central government continued to issue regulations and guidelines that mention citizen participation in governmental and political sphere. This chapter begins with the structure of decision making of policy before and after decentralisation, then continued with the institutional channel of participatory planning process and its challenges in the implementation.
4.2 The structure of planning before and after decentralisation
Citizens’ participation in local planning and decision making of local policy before 1999 was arguably poor due to the lacking of spaces provided and, central government dominance over local government in the structure of planning. The planning process was highly centralized.  Priorities and initiatives were decided from the top and seldom in line with local demands. During the New Order Regime, in the name of unity, development policies and programs were uniformly implemented throughout the nation under a ministerial decree which disallow any possibility for differentiated model. (Widianiggsih, 2005). The diversity of socio economic conditions, cultures, customary rights and modes of decision making was effectively ignored. The policies and regulations were decided from above and implemented without questions and participation of the people targeted. (Antlov, 2003)
Since 1969, five years development plans called REPELITA were de-signed by central government and from that time to the third plan which ended in 1984, Indonesia development prioritized growth rather than social issues.  The national Planning Board known as BAPPENAS (Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Nasional), all ministries, regional governments, and other related institutions were the main stakeholders of development planning processes in national level. Universities were involved as consultants. While in local level, development planning was conducted by government agencies called Regional Development Planning Boards of BAPPEDA (Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Daerah) (Widianigsih, 2005) 

Since the early 1980s, government officials claimed Indonesia’s develop-ment planning had been implemented through participatory process, but in practice, participation was only rhetorical rather than real (ibid). Participation was limited to middle class, academics, local bureaucrats, or well known business people. (Sjaifudian, 2002 as cited in Widianingsih, 2005). In 1982, home ministry issued a decree to involve bottom-up planning process and established Pedoman Penyusunan Perencanaan dan Pengendalian Pembangunan di Daerah (Guidelines for Local Development Planning and Monitoring) hereinafter called P5D system. According to this guideline, development planning should be conducted from the lowest level of government administrative bodies, village levels to district levels. However, the P5D system still positioned upper level government as decision maker and local government had no power to decide which programs could be funded or implemented. According to Buentjen (as cited in Widianingsih, 2005), only 5-10% of proposal initiated at village level approved by higher level planners. In addition, budget allocations to local government were not based on need but rather on how close local governments were with central government, and how well local elites could lobby decision makers in Jakarta. (Antlov, 2003)

After the decentralisation policy, the structure of planning changes. The law gives autonomous regions authority to regulate and manage the interests of the community through his own initiative. According to the Law 25 of 2004 article 33, local development planning is responsibility of the elected head of local government with assistance from the Regional Development Planning Agency.
4.3 Legal framework and Institutional channel for citizen participation in local development planning and budgeting
Apart from the change of the structure of local development planning, decentralisation policy also recognize the important of public involvement in the local development planning by providing legal foundation for citizen participation. Law 17 of 2003 of state finance says that local budgeting process refers to local planning process. In the article 4 of law 25 of 2004 declares that one of the purposes of planning is to optimize community participation. In its explanation, community participation means community engagement to accommodate their interest in the development plan process. While community is an individual, group of people including indigenous people or legal entities that have interest in the activities and the result of the development results , either as the agency fee, actors, beneficiaries and the insurer risks.
Meanwhile, Law 32 of 2004 of local government also recognizes community participation in regional development.  The law declares that planning and budgeting process should guarantee community right to give input either oral or written. Moreover, in the case of management of urban areas, local government should involve community in the planning and implementation of development as community empowerment efforts. 

However, there is problem in this legal framework that potentially under-mines citizens’ participation. Law 25 of 2004 of national development planning declares that National Development Planning System includes five approaches in the whole series of planning; political, technocratic, participative, top-down and bottom-up. Participatory approach means to involve all stake-holders of development in order to get their aspirations and create a sense of belonging. Political approach refers to the right of DPRD
 (local legislative member) to propose priorities on behalf of citizens that they represent. There is no explanation which approach should be emphasized. The fifth approach is guaranteed to be neutral. Considering that politician and technocrat that make final decision of annual fiscal policy. Program from participatory approach potentially would be ignored especially when having to compete with bureaucrats’ and politicians’ interest.
4.3.1
Musrembang: Institutional channel bottom-up planning and budgeting process?

For the bottom-up and participatory planning approach, the law mandates to conduct musrembang (a multi-stakeholder development plan consultative forum) before formulating annual fiscal policy. The law 25 of 2004 article 10-18 and law 32 of 2004 article 150-154 mention that local development planning and budgeting process as follows: the Regional Development Planning Agency (BAPPEDA) conduct musrembang to formulate RKDP (local governments work plan for one year), RPJMD (Regional Medium Term Development Plan) and RPJPD (Regional Long Term Development Plan). Meaning musrembang is the main source of document of local development planning and budgeting. 

Musrembang is conducted in three levels; village, sub-district and district. In village level, the meeting organized by village authority. All village communities are invited to a meeting as participants and sub-district authority, school principle, NGOs are invited as sources.  In this meeting, participants discuss and prioritize development programs they need in their village and select 3-5 people as village representatives to voice their priorities in the sub-district musrembang. 

Next, sub-district authority facilitates musrembang in sub-district level. The participants in this meeting are village representatives, citizens’ association in sub-district level and sub-district authority. BAPEDA, councils and NGOs are also invited as sources. The output is priority list of development activities in the sub-district and selected delegates to attend district musrembang. 

Musrembang in district is organized by BAPEDA. The participants are sub-district authority and local government sectoral offices (SKPD). Invited sources are local house representatives, NGOs, Universities, provincial BAPEDA, and budget committee of council and executive. The output of the district musrembang is list of priority activities that have been sorted by financing source: district budgets, provincial budgets, central government budget, and other funding sources. Then, based on musrembang output, on behalf of district head
 (mayor), BAPEDA and SKPD formulate draft of local revenue and budget allocation for the next year (RAPBD) and socialize it to community before submitted to DPRD. Next, DPRD organize meeting with executive (mayor and technical office) to discuss and approve the draft.  After the draft approved by DPRD, the mayor submits it to provincial governor for evaluation and advice, not for approval.
Chart 1
 Planning and Budgeting Process
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4.4 The practice of participatory process in decision making of planning and budgeting
To observe the practice of participatory planning and budgeting, the elements of good participation discussed in chapter two, were applied
4.4.1
Information flow
As mentioned before, information about the resource available and government priorities of development programs are very important so that participants can adjust between what can be done and priorities to propose. However, government does not provide such information both in village levels and sub-district levels of musrembang. The government show indicative budget only in district levels of musrembang. As the result, participants in village level proposed their priorities as many as they expect and raise high expectation. In the end participants become disappointed because most if not all of their proposals, are not accommodated by government.  This situation becomes disincentive for village authority to conduct musrembang. An informant from village authority said:

“In the beginning, villagers were enthusiast to conduct musrembang meeting and made village plans. We just made all we need because there was no information that we could or could not propose. However, for several years we did the same thing but local government did not accommodate what we proposed. Honestly, lately we did not invite community for musrembang any-more, my staffs and I made it. Otherwise community will keep questioning their proposal in the previous year and blame me for it. I know some villages also did the same. For me musrembang only creates expectation to people”
Also, citizens are not informed about the final policies decided by local government. This is contrast to experience in Porto Alegre where governments provide information of budget allocation. In fact, prior to begin popular meetings to formulate priorities, a meeting was held for distribution of information and initial discussion on policies. After the final projects decided, citizens know what project will be implemented (see Wampler, 2000: 9).
4.4.2
Citizen representation 
Even though the law said NGOs or CBOs are invited to musrembang meetings, there is no mechanism that recognizes community organization have power to represent the community, as practiced in the Philippines by providing 25% of the voting members to NGOs chosen by local BGO agencies. (Blair, 2000:24) nor mechanism to elect citizen representative as practiced in Porto Alegre. (Wampler, 2008: 8). Therefore, there is no citizen representation to challenge the structure of power.
It is important to note that unlike practice of PB in Porto Alegre, in which the process is separated from government structure by forming sectoral-based and district-based citizen representation, musrembang in all level organized by government structure. Moreover, officials in charge in these structures also act as citizens’ representation. Head of village will be citizen representation in sub-district musrembang and sub-district official (Camat) will be citizen representation in district musrembang.
Consequently, this representation becomes ineffective to deliver demands from below especially when there is different interest with the upper authority. A respondent from government official in sub-district describe his experience says:

“If the mayor said you must include this project in village A, you must follow it even though you know that village B should be prioritized because they are the most vulnerable. You could not stand against the mayor, he is my superior, and he can sack or pro-mote me in a single night”

In practice, community delivers its demands and grievances to decision maker through lower structure of governments such as village authority in village level, head of sub-district in sub-district level. Information from government to citizens also flows through government structure. Therefore, district head could control the information for his/her interest because he/she has power to promote or sack civil servant in this structure.
4.4.3
Outcomes: Does program proposed through popular meeting reflected on Policy?
Citizen would be motivated to participate if they can see their participation will bring benefit for them. Unfortunately, in practice, most proposals from village musrembang were ignored by decision maker. Demo’s research in four districts in 2010 found that it would be regard as a good achievement if the final district planning could accommodate 10% of village proposal. Musrembang has been criticized as formal ceremonial to legitimate government policy because decision maker in the end will not accommodate what have been proposed by citizen in musrembang. (Antara-Sulawesi Selatan, 2011).
Respondent from BAPEDA said,

 “We have done the best to get information about citizen priorities but it depends on mayor and DPRD to make final decision. If they have goodwill then the participation will be meaningful”. 

Even though many laws and regulations mentioned that citizens should be involved in decision making, there is no clear explanation how citizens involve in policy making. Also there is no sanction if decision maker do not accommodate documents from musrembang. For example, in Kerala, India, a single legislative act allocated 35-40% of the plan expenditure would be formulated and implemented from popular assemblies. (Heller, 2001: 141).

4.4.4. Does Citizen Involve in the Project Implementation?
Citizens’ participation should not stop until the decision, but continue to supervision of project implementation. If only until decision, citizen will not be able to make sure what being spent is in accordance with what have been decide in participatory meetings. For example, in PB Porto Alegre, citizens elected their committee to oversee project implemented in their neighbour-hood. Even though the project is given to contractors but all technical plans of the project must be presented to neighbourhood forums. (Wamplar, 2000: 115).
In Indonesia, citizens are not involved in the project implementation. Once the project approved, the implementation is in the hands of government sectoral concerned.  Citizen did not get any technical information of the project. Therefore, citizen could not exercise their overseeing role and demand accountability of the projects implemented in their neighbourhood.  There is no clear mechanism to what extent citizens’ involvement in the project implemented in their neighbourhood. A respondent from village authority explained his experience said: 

“One day, a contractor informed me that he is going to build a meeting hall in our neighbourhood.  However, as far as I remember, we never proposed to build a meeting hall. Yet, what we have proposed in musrembang no one has implemented. Then I asked information about the materials and specification, he said it is not your business, you’re supposed to be thankful you get a meeting hall in your neighbourhood.”
4.5 Elite capture and patron client relationship 
The pattern of resource allocation for the last 5 years shows that local elites have succeeded to capture the resources. Table 4.1 shows that sub-national share of expenditures for the last 5 years increased significantly, yet citizen failed to exercise their control over local sources and elite took it for their benefit. The expenditure went mostly for personnel spending which was from 39% in 2007 to 58% in 2011. While the share of expenditure for capital investments down from 30% in 2007 to only 22% in 2011. Personnel expenditure is spending for government employee and councillors such as salaries. Good and service expenditure is spending for goods and services in which benefit is only for one accounting period or adding not for assets such as maintenance cost. While capital investment is expenditure undertaken in order to increase the capital formation that are fixed assets / inventory, which benefit more than one accounting period, including the expenses for maintenance costs to maintain or increase its useful life, increase capacity and asset quality. It is arguably that capital investment is expenditure that directly benefits local communities.
Table 2
Sub-National Spending

	Items of expenditure
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011


	In Billions of rupiah

	Personnel
	100.477
	148.515
	162.279
	198.578
	275.029

	good and services
	46.266
	66.585
	76.300
	82.006
	94.982

	capital investments
	77.477
	97.866
	104.614
	106.207
	96.467

	Others
	34.507
	53.986
	66.811
	64.054
	56.315

	Total
	258.986
	366.951
	412.413
	443.565
	474.135

	In percentage

	Personnel
	39
	40
	41
	45
	58

	good and services
	18
	18
	19
	18
	20

	capital investments
	30
	27
	25
	22
	22

	Others
	13
	15
	15
	15
	14

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100


Source: Finance Ministry

The research found that local elites have used resources to establish and promote patronage relations with local citizens and undermine participatory approach. Decision made not driven by citizens’ priorities in the musrembang process but personal relationship of interest group with officials. Since the law also recognizes political approach in the planning, DPRD conducted community consultation: Jaring Asmara.  This practice often used by DPRD to campaign their position as patron. During the budget discussion with executive, DPRD brought new project priorities which are not coherent with priorities through musrembang. They claim that the proposals come from constituent to justify their personal agenda.  

DPRDs and political parties tend to undermine musrembang process and prefer to conduct their own meeting with constituent. Demos observed that DPRDs did not attend in the musrembang, so they are not aware of the proposals from the grass root. DPRDs discuss only the proposal given by the executive without criticizing whether the proposal already represent planning from previous musrembang. Political party also absent to guard the interest of grass root in the musrembang. Political parties in local level seem didn’t see musrembang as a space to assess and absorb people aspiration (Demos, 2010). 

The same also recognized by respondent, 

“We always invite DPRDs but mostly they didn’t come”. (Government employee)

This contrasts to the successful experience of participatory budgeting in Porto Alegre, Brazil, where the workers’ party (Partido dos Trabalha-dores, or PT) actively provides public education and advocate citizens’ participation in the distribution priorities of public budgets to favour socially marginalized groups (Novy and Leubolt 2005).

DPRD and mayor often allocate budget that in turn benefit them either politically or financially. For political benefit, policy or budget allocation appears as tools of vote-buying and increasing popularity, rather than genuine popular-driven development efforts. For example, Fitra conducted research in 18 districts that will conduct local election in 2008 found that BANSOS fund increased by 131%. This fund is mostly given to mass organization as part of strategy for campaign patronage to secure their re-election. (TEMPO Interaktif, 2011).  

For financial benefit, budget allocation appears as tools of securing project that in turn contractor will share some profit to the politicians. For example, Demos research in Serang found that budget allocation always consider the interest of Ciomas Group, contractor that provides fund to politician during election campaign. (Demos, 2000). 

This relationship has created citizens’ dependency to official and under-mines accountability. In this relationship, citizen is treated as beneficiary. Consequently, weaken citizen power to demand accountability because the beneficiaries choose to compromise with the Patron.  A respondent describe his experience to lobby government to get grant from agriculture agency, he said,

“You could not rely on musrembang, you should go and meet the official and make bargaining, and otherwise you will never get anything. When I knew there was grant for agriculture, we formed farmers group; made proposal and lobbied the official. When the grant came, we got only 80% from the amount in the proposal. We did not complain because we don’t want to ruin our relations. If we complain, we will not get anymore in the future” 

A respondent work as civil servant in sub-district also recognizes this personal relationship practices:
“It’s common to see some villages always getting projects every year because they have good relationship with officials but other villages get nothing for years because they don’t have lobbying skill or someone who can help them”

Obviously, it is the poor that suffer from this patronage practices because the poor usually don’t have skill and opportunities to establish relationship with those in power. Furthermore, it will create a vicious circle in which people tend to distrust the benefit of formal instrument of participation because they realize informal channels are still more effective way to get the resources.
Chapter 5  
LEADERSHIP, TRANSPARANCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
5.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents mechanism and challenges for citizen to demand accountability of local elected leaders Decentralisation has brought change on leadership in local level. Leaders have strong power to make decision and some incentives to undermine transparency and accountability.  First, there is a presentation of the power of local leaders after decentralisation. Subsequently, citizens’ involvement to elect local leaders and problems of local election are presented. Then, various spaces and challenges for downward accountability are discussed.
5.2 Leadership
Leadership is one of the major changes that have been brought by decentralization policies in Indonesia. The mayor, with the approval of DPRD, now has autonomy to formulate and decide policies in local territory including budget allocation. Before 1999s’ reform, local leader was subordinate to the upper tier of government and act on behalf of central government. The mayor also had power to promote and sack local employee. Before decentralisation, local employees were under central government sectoral ministry.
However, the power of the mayor seems to be unbalanced with mechanisms of accountability. As a result, the mayor often tended to be authoritative and made decision without accountability.  Local people and local employees often call mayor as little king (raja kecil) to express the authority of mayor to make decisions including to capture local resources. Authority over local employee often becomes incentive for mayor to protect his/her abusive power. Mayor has power to place loyal staff in the key position and sack those who are not loyal. 

“The mayor has power to determine employees’ career, there is no clear mechanisms of promotion and punishment. It is depend on the mayor. We don’t have mechanisms to complain if we got fired from our position. Therefore, local employees tend to compromise, including hiding information about corruption.” (Interview with a local employee in BAPPEDA)

This power relation keep civil servant in a position as serving the leader instead of citizens. They get power not from citizens’ support but from higher authorities.
5.3 Mechanisms of downward accountability
5.3.1
Local election
Indonesia has been recognised internationally as a democratic country because election of leaders has been practiced in democratic way (at least procedurally) since 1999.  Direct election of mayor since 2005 has given space to citizen to participate in local politics.
For the DPRD election, prior to 1999, citizen voted political party without knowing the candidates and political party decided who will sit in the council. Now, base on the law 12 of 2003 concerning election of house representatives (DPR and DPRD), the house representatives are elected through open proportional system. With this system people vote for a party and a candidate as well. The system gives voter opportunity to know the candidates. Election for district, provincial and national house representative is conducted every five years at the same time throughout the archipelago.

For the mayor election, before 1999, it was central government that had strong position to determine local leaders. According to the Law no. 5 of 1974 article 16, local legislators nominated 2 candidates out of three to five candidates that have been agreed together between chairman of legislative, faction leaders of legislative, and provincial governor. Then, the home ministry appointed one of the two final candidates. In practice, usually the two candidates had been approved by central government. Since Golkar party, the ruling party during the new order, always the majority party both in central and local, central government could easily control the candidates. As the result the central government succeed to appoint mayor that favour central government. Consequently, local leader were not accountable to local people but to central government.

From 1999 to 2004, with the law 22 of 1999, mayor was elected by DPRDs. However, DPRDs’ authority to select and penalty mayor raised a number of complaints that DPRD tend to misuse its authority. DPRDs be-came vulnerable to money politics in which mayor eased bribe the DPRDs to secure the office. This complaint triggered to reform local governments electoral toward direct election (pilkada langsung) under law 32 of 2004. Mayor is elected every five year and the incumbents are subject to a maximum of two terms. It was believed that the reform will make the local heads more directly accountable to their constituencies. (Kaiser et al. as cited in Skoufias et al., 2011: 7). 

However, it is arguably that local elections have not been an effective tool to increase accountability of local leaders or a tool to promote leadership. The home minister released in February 2011 that 158 or about 35% of elected mayors are with status being suspected as corruptor. (koruptorindonesia, 2011).  On the contrary, it has been criticized that the structure of local election has triggered corruption and conflict. Even some national public figures have started to question the benefit of direct election and proposed to return back to the old system in which mayor is elected by DPRDs. This notion emerges from their disappointment on the negative impact and the output of the direct election recently. For example, the chairman of constitutional court, Mahmud MD, recommends turning back to the old system because his office experience in handling election disputes found that many problems emerge from local election such as conflicts, fraud, and money politics. While the output very disappointing, the elected leaders are also corrupt (news.okezone, 2011). Indonesia cleric assemblies (MUI) also argued that local election has brought more disadvantage than its advantage. (Bataviase, 2010).

A senior researcher from Indonesian Institute of Science (LIPI), Ratnawati urges that the practice of local election is a ‘pseudo democracy’ which will not bring a significant benefit for local development. Ratnawati observed that most elections won by candidate who has abundant supply of money. Candidates won the election through money politic practices. Too many electorates are poor people that vulnerable and ‘permissive’ of money politics by candidates and their supporters. In addition, she observed that conflict between local elites on the election creeping into citizens and lead to violence horizontal conflict. This conflict is hardly happened during New Order era. Local election is too expensive not only for government budget but also for candidates. But what is more disappointing is the fact that direct elections will not automatically generate local leaders of good quality, capacity and accountability. (LIPI, 2010).

Similarly, Fahmi from Indonesia Corruption Watch (ICW) also observed the impact of local election to corruption in local level. He argues that the head of regions spent too expensive cost during the election for pay voters. As consequence, during their office, they will prioritize to return back the money they spent during the election by making budget policy for their benefits. (Kompas, 2010).

Political party

Centralistic political party also contributed to create corrupt leaders. National politician has more power to determine candidate to run for DPRDs and may-oral then use their power to raise money from the candidates. Political parties have not been able to establish their social network with society to support their financial. Therefore, they need to compromise with corruptor because they need their money, while corruptors need protection from political party. (Yudi Latif, in Kompas 2010).

The high cost of entry elite ranks of the party cause most people who have strong networks and capital that have access to run for electoral contestation. As a result, after serving, their concentration tends to corrupt to return the cost of they spend in the election rather than working to serve constituent.

“Political party deliberately create regulation that makes it difficult for independent candidates to participate in the mayoral election because it will make them losing power”. (E. Tambun: a senior researcher of decentralisation in Internal Affair Ministry)

Recall 
In the political system of Indonesia, there is no mechanism that allow constituent to recall DPRD. Contrary, the law gives right to political party to recall their members in the house representative.  If the party considered he/she no longer carry the aspirations of the party, committed a disgraceful act, or expelled from party membership. This system gives DPRD incentive to more accountable to political party than to constituent.
“Mechanism to recall DPRD had been proposed by Internal Affair Ministry before law of the amendment local government law 2004 but political partis did not approve.” (E.Tambun: a senior researcher of decentralisation in Internal Affair Ministry).
5.3.2.
Transparency and right to information 
As mentioned in chapter two, accountability depends on the availability of information. Therefore, legal framework to give citizen right to access information is essential. Basically, effort to improve transparency has been started since 1999 marked with the enactment the Law 28 of 1999 concerning governments. This Law declares that governments should be run in the principle of transparency and accountability. 
Transparency means people’s right obtain information which is correct, honest, and not discriminating about administering the state with due regard to the protection of personal rights, class and state secrets. While accountability means each activity and the end result of the activities of state officials should be accountable to community or the people as the supreme sovereign state in accordance with the provisions of laws and regulations. (explanation of law 28 of 1999 article 3). 

Moreover, the law 28 of 1999 in article 7 and 8 say that communities have right and responsibility to participate in the administration of the state to realize a clean government. Community participation manifested in the form: right to seek, obtain, and provide information about state administration; right to obtain an equal and fair service from the State.

Furthermore, law 22 0f 1999 concerning fiscal balance between central and local governments in article 27 mentions that the information contained in the information systems of regional budget is an open data that can be known to the public.

However, there is possibility of misinterpretation in this law with the two words; state secrete.  There is no clear explanation what the state secret means. This is can be a disincentive for public official from being transparent. They might not open information about budget, planning and others public information with an excuse the document is state secrete.  

The government regulation no 3 of 2007 even more specific declares that the head of district shall inform the local government performance to the public through print media or electronic media simultaneously with the delivery of local government reports to central government. However, there is no explanation of sanction to the head of district if failed to do so. As a result, citizens still find difficulties to access government documents. 

For example, Fitra, a national NGOs concern for budget transparency together with The Asia Foundation conducted research in 42 districts in 2011 found that only 5% published their documents and only 5 districts that provided their budget documents completely after being requested. Only 56% of total documents can be accessed after formal request. (Kompas, 2011).

“Regime has change but official behaviour is still the same. Data is still state secrete especially financial data. It is not only in local government but in all government institution. There is no clear sanction if an official don’t give access to information”. (A local employee, anonym)
5.3.3
The Media 
During Suharto’s regime, government succeeded to control mass media from criticising government. Even though there was no press censorship in Indonesia, according to the law, but the government could retract a publishing licence. Since the early 1970s, several independent newspapers and magazines were cut down when they appeared to threaten powerful elite interest. (Malley, 1999).
Since 1999, legal framework for press freedom was issued.  Law 40 of 1999 declares that press freedom is granted as the right of citizens. The number of mass media also has increased significantly and brought positive impact to spread political news and publish governments’ misdeed in national level but not so much in local level especially rural areas. In fact, rural people tend to be more aware on national issues than local issues because national TV broadcasts are now affordable to the rural areas on the other hand they have no media to access to local issues.

5.3.4
Civil society
The poor freedom of expression and association under Suharto’s regime also contributed to curtail citizens’ participation. Afraid of repression, citizens could not demand accountability of their leaders and government officers. The New Order Regime imposed uniformity on ordinary people that undermined their critical thinking. Association and social group were controlled by government. Government only allowed association that could support government programs. Associations that mobilized its members against government would be controlled and cut down by accusing them as communist. There was only one legal labour union in Indonesia, only one Chamber of Commerce and Industry (Kamar Dagang dan Industry, or KADIN). Women, youth, the professions, and other social categories were organized in the same way (ibid).
However, after the fall of Suharto in 1998, even though it is difficult to find empirical data available about civil society, but it is easy to observe that the number of civil society organization in Indonesia has increased. Moreover, the Law of the right to assembly has been issued. Moreover, more and more donors have established civil society programs in Indonesia such as National democratic Institute, International Foundation for Election Systems, International Republican Institute, Asia Foundation, Aus Aid, CIDA, and UNDP. Funding is thus plentiful, encouraging civic engagement in local government (Antlov: 2003:155).

Nonetheless, apart from few cases in urban areas, civil society has not been able to maximize their role as intermediary block to realign state-society relation. (Ottaway and Carothers 2000 in Antlov 2010: 419) in local level.  Two main reasons can be presented; historical legacies and lack of space and incentive. 

Antlov observed that NGOs have not been able to organize themselves in any political meaningful way. The NGOs are still lacking of critical consciousness to act politically. He argued that historical legacies contribute to this condition where the structural condition under which NGOs had to operate under authoritarian regime. Most NGOs also work in isolation and had means and political leverage to disseminate their work. Also the fact that only few of the donors, especially the nongovernmental ones, are funding advocacy –oriented work, on the demand side of the governance equation. Most bilateral and multilateral organizations are more on supply side, to encourage local government to supply better public services (Ibid).

The fact that NGOs role in local governance is still unclear or arguably is still marginalised may become disincentive for NGOs engagement in local polict arenas. As mentioned in chapter four, there is no mechanism that recognize community organization have power to represent community as practiced in the Philippines by providing 25% of the voting members to NGOs chosen by local BGO agencies (Blair, 2000:24). Consequently, citizen may not see collective action through community organisation as a good strategy to pursue their goal and choose personal relations and lobby with local elites.

Chapter 6 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION
6.1 Summary findings

Decentralisation policy of Indonesia has devolved task and resources to local government. Decision making now are closer to the people. However, the policy have not provides enough guidance and capacity building that enables citizens to participate in decision making of policy that affect their lives. Accountability of the local leaders now very much depends on local citizen since the upper tier of governments have no more direct supervision over local government as it was before decentralisation. However, citizens find difficulties to exercise their control over local government.

Indeed, decentralisation policies realize that citizen participation in decision making of resource allocation is essential. Many legal frameworks that mention citizens’ participation have been issued and institutionalize citizens’ participation through musrembang. However, referring to Gaventa’s definition of participation as ‘spaces for transformative engagement in governance’ (Gaventa 2004:34), the legal frameworks and musrembang have not enough to empower citizen in decision making of local policy. The study shows citizen is still excluded in decision making.

Some challenges that disempowered citizen in decision making have been identified.  First, the fact that musrembang process is in the control of government structures makes it difficult for citizen to influence decision making. Civil servant in Indonesia is still in a position serving the leader instead of citizen because their career very much depends on their superior instead of performance basis. Therefore, they tend to secure elites’ or their superior interest first rather than citizens’ interest. 

Second, the law of local planning doesn’t give clear separation between participatory approach, technocrat approach and political approach in planning. It doesn’t clearly state to what extent government involve citizens in policy making and to what extent musrembang documents should be reflected in government policy. Indeed, referring to Cornwalls’ ideas in chapter two about the important to understand how space is shaped, it is clear that technocrat and DPRDs shape the participation while citizen  find difficult to shape their action because they don’t have representative in the final decision making. As the result, technocrat and DPRDs take the control and local elites to allocate resource for their benefit. Budget allocation appears as tools of vote-buying and increasing popularity, rather than genuine popular-driven development efforts.

Third, the absent of citizen community based representative in decision making made decision making not transparent. Therefore, citizens find difficulties to judge decision makers. While DPRDs, as representation through political parties did not see musrembang as an incentive for campaign but choose to establish personal relations with constituent. 

As a result, local elites monopolize decision making and capture the re-sources. Furthermore, participatory approach was replaced by the practices of patronage relationship. Citizens are aware that formal procedure through musrembang will not achieve their needs and choose to take informal procedures through personal relationship and lobbies.

Concerning accountability mechanisms, some legal framework for down-ward accountability are already in place such as direct election, press freedom, right to assembly and right to information. However, only mechanism of direct election that already institutionalised. Nevertheless, the structures of political party which is centralistic have limited citizen participation to promote a good local leader through election. The claim that election is the best democratic tools for citizen to exercise control over public official as Przeworski claim in chapter two was not proven in Indonesia case. In fact, election procedures that favour candidates who have huge capital have triggered corruption. Candidates spend too much cost during election; after in service, they tend return their cost by capturing the local resource. 

Apart from periodical election every five years, there are no mechanisms that allow citizens to reward or punish elected DPRDs and mayor nor mechanism that allow citizen to request periodical hearing or meeting. Furthermore, mayor’s power over local employees him/her to place loyal employee and protect government activities from public.  

The legal framework of right to information is still providing room for officials to keep the information from public. The phrase ‘state secretes data’ without a clear explanation becomes disincentive for transparency.  Power over local employees is also another incentive for mayor to keep government activities from public. Local employees’ carrier very much depends on their superior instead of public support and performance. It lures many employees to compromise with bureaucrat elites.

Right to assembly law and support from international donors has increase number of civil society since 1998. However, their role as public intermediary to improve citizen’ participation and empowerment (Ottawa and Carothers 2000 in Antlov 2010: 419) has not so much proven in local level. Lack of support from donors on advocation activities and unclear role in local government made their role less significant.
6.2 Conclusion 
The decentralisation policy of 1999 amended in 2004 does involve a step towards more democratic decentralisation and shifted decision making processes closer to citizens. Indeed, all three types of decentralisation are present in Indonesia today. Local governments are now in the front line for service delivery, no longer act as simply subsidiary of central government. Substantial additional resources are now flowing to local governments. However, for improving citizens’ participation and government accountability, as one of the advantages of decentralisation in literature, much remain to be done. 

It is arguably that Indonesia decentralisation face what Gaventa said that ‘democratic decentralisation policy often simply opens up space for the empowerment of local elites, and failed to open spaces for empowerment of the more marginalized to voice their interest.’ (Gaventa, 2004: 32).

There are many sophisticate laws, regulations that mention participation and accountability.  However, none of it gives substantial inclusion of citizen to plan, implement and evaluate policy. Legal frameworks often leave multiple interpretations that allow official to undermine participation and accountability. 

As the example of citizen participation in planning and budgeting through musrembang, citizen participation is still in the level of what Arnstein call ‘tokenisms’ or partial participation (1969). Citizens procedurally were consulted but local elites are still the main actors in decision making. Citizen participation through musrembang has not transformed decision making process. Personal relationship, lobbies are still considered more effective to influence decisions. 

Unclear legal framework, the absent of popular representative, process controlled by government structures, and lack of transparency are among the challenges that constrain citizens’ participation in decision making of planning and budgeting.

Mechanism of downward accountability is still very much relying on periodic election. However, the election procedures favour only candidates who have huge capital thus limit citizen participation to promote good leaders. As a result, election often triggers corruption instead of promoting accountability. Furthermore, there are no adequate mechanisms for holding those elected to be accountable for outcomes in terms of the actual use of resources. 

Finally, Indonesia’s case shows there is no automatic transformation of citizen inclusion in decision making. Nor is automatic improvement of citizen’s demand for accountability of their leaders after decentralisation policy. There should be clear mechanisms that allow citizen to make decision and, capacity building to enable citizen to exercise their right for participation. This paper concludes that, decentralisation in Indonesia demands reassessment of spaces for strengthening popular participation and accountability.
6.3 Conceptual Reflection for Policy recommendation 
Reforming institutional channel of participatory planning and budgeting 

Strengthening citizens’ participation in local governance basically has to be a fundamental objective of the decentralisation policy. Increasing transfer to local government maybe will not benefit citizen if the resources are not allocated according to citizens’ needs.  Furthermore, without citizens’ involvement, resources are vulnerable captured by local elites especially in the countries with high corruption like Indonesia. Participation has to do with the strengthening of direct citizens’ involvement in decision making by individual or groups in public activities (Gaventa, 1999: 9) while consultation with citizen only partial participation. (Arnstein: 1969).
The case of musrembang process trapped on routine consultation without allowing citizen to influence decision making. Therefore, Legal frameworks need to redesign to provide a clear rule of game to involve citizens and community groups in decision making. Central government need to provide applicable guidance how citizens participating in policy making. This legal framework also should be socialised to citizen to make sure they are aware of their right. 

Representation also a major issue for increasing participation, who speak for whom and in what basis (Gaventa, 1999). If lower structure of government represent citizen speak against the higher structure of government, as practiced in musrembang, participation is unlikely to bring transformation. Reform need to design citizen representation which is independent from elite interests. Representative will help to flow information from citizens to policy makers and vice versa.
Transparency 
Transparency means information accessible to citizen. Accountability depends on the information availability. It is also important element for citizen participation in planning and budgeting. Citizen must have answer to the questions of how much is local revenues and how much of it is used for what and why. It will also potentially reduce if not avoid corruption. Providing answer to these questions will increase citizen awareness thus allow them to judge official fairly and demand accountability.
Transparency in local level needs proactive effort from central government. Central government must publish information of transfer to local governments to avoid local elite from capturing budget information. Central government also must provide legal basis of freedom of access to information that allow citizen to demand information from any public instituting.  This legal basis must oblige local government to provide information with clear sanction if fail to do so.
Organizing local communities 
For the success of decentralisation, just to open up spaces is not enough. Central government’s role to enable citizen’s voices to be heard is still neede. More effort should be given especially to capacity building to organize citizen to engage with government both to participate in resource allocation and demand accountability of the government officials. Antlov argues that ‘politics needs to be built from below, because this is where the density of social forces is to be found, where political recruitment and the building of constituencies take place, where people can translate national policies into local programs and local issues into national ideology.’ (Antlov 2003:141).
Before decentralisation 1999, Indonesia was under centralistic and authoritarian regimes. It is arguably in most regions in Indonesia, union tradition was weak because citizen was not allowed to organize and mobilize themselves to engage with governments. In this case, organizing community requires support from external. Therefore, central government, need to provide capacity building and incentives to strengthen citizen organisation. For example, provide clear role of community based organisation or NGOs in government issues.
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� Indonesia government structure consists of three main layers: Central Government, Provincial governments and Local Governments (rural district called ‘kabupaten’ or urban district called ‘kota’). Since decentralization policy in 1999, more authority is transferred to local governments rather than to provincial governments. Provincial Governments mostly work as a coordination layer without authority over local governments.  There are now 33 provinces, 398 Kabupaten and 93 kota (Kompas, 2011).


�The expression of paces is used in this study to refer to the various mechanisms, structures, institutions, rules that brought opportunities for citizen participation in local governance as the result of decentralization policies.


� In the case of PB, popular meetings to list priorities are held in neighborhood level but the final decision held in regional level. Communities elected their representative for regional meeting (Wamplar, 2000).


� Dual function (dwi fungsi ABRI) is the functions of military institution as defense and security institution, and as political social institution.


� District head in rural area called bupati and in urban area called walikota


� Data for year 2000 and 2001 is taken from Sidik and Kadjatmiko (2002) and data for year 2006-2010 taken from Finance Ministry report.


� Golkar was the ruling party during Suharto regime. 


� DPRD is local legislative members elected through political parties. According to the Law 32 of 2004, DPRD has legislation, budgeting and oversight function. 


� District head in urban areas is called walikota and in rural areas is called bupati. But for the purpose of simplification, I will use mayor.


� Data for 2007-2010 is based on actual expenditure while data for 2011 is based on budget plan.
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