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Abstract

Community participation is widely seen as essential to regional development and local democracy in Indonesia,
yet its quality stays uneven across the development cycle. This article examines the participation gap, the tendency
for citizen involvement to cluster at planning and fade during implementation, monitoring, and evaluation. Using
a library research method, it thematically analyses Indonesian studies published between 2021 and 2025, read
alongside classic participation theory. Participation proves strongest in planning forums such as Musrenbang but
often stays symbolic, since citizen input rarely reshapes technical priorities, and it falls sharply at monitoring and
evaluation, the stages that lack a forum of their own. The gap is therefore structural rather than a matter of low
public awareness. To narrow it, the article recommends publishing the fate of every proposal and building a
standing channel for participatory monitoring and evaluation, so that participation carries influence at each stage.
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1. Introduction

Regional development in Indonesia is
meant to raise community welfare by making
the best use of available resources. It covers
physical infrastructure, but also the quality of
human resources, the local economy, and
public services. Regional autonomy changed
how this work is carried out. Development is
no longer a centrally controlled, top-down
affair, and citizens are now treated as actors
who can voice aspirations, give input, and
watch over implementation rather than as
passive recipients of its benefits (Fridiyanti &
Kurniawan, 2023, Sabrina, 2022).
Decentralization gives local governments
room to set priorities that fit local needs, and
it gives citizens more space to take part in
local decisions (Hutabarat et al., 2022).

Community participation has become a
central theme in development studies, public
administration, and public policy. It usually
refers to the active involvement of individuals
and groups in decisions that affect the public
interest, and it runs across planning,
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation

(Fauzi et al., 2023; Siregar et al., 2023). Many
writers also treat participation as a measure of
democratic quality, since a healthy democracy
rests on continuous civic involvement and not
on elections alone (Sepiyah et al., 2022). In
Indonesia this involvement is built into formal
channels such as the Musrenbang, public
consultations, and joint community activities
(Purwaningsih, 2022; Saputri & Simbolon,
2023).

The reality is more uneven. Recent
studies report that citizen involvement is
plentiful, and often required, at the planning
stage, yet it frequently turns symbolic, so that
attendance does not bring real influence over
decisions (Akbar et al., 2020; Arwan S et al.,
2025). Involvement also tends to fall away
during implementation, monitoring, and
evaluation, which leaves citizens active at the
start of the development cycle and largely
absent at its end (Cahyani & Sukmana, 2023;
Martini, 2020; Zainal & Rifdan, 2022). This
article calls that pattern the participation gap.
The gap matters because it blunts the very
benefits, both developmental and democratic
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(Yandra, 2017 dan 2023), that participation is
supposed to deliver.

Several conditions deepen the gap. For
individual citizens, weak political literacy and
poor access to public information breed
passivity and confusion about how to raise
concerns (Alfiyani & Prihatmoko, 2023;
Padilah, Fayuni, et al., 2023). At the
institutional level, forums are often run as a
formality, local elites and officials keep a firm
hold on priorities and resources, and weak
follow-up means that citizen proposals seldom
become funded programs (Arwan S et al.,
2025; Pandawa et al.,, 2025). As these
problems pile up, public trust in planning
declines, a trend traced by a recent review of
twenty years of regional development
planning in Indonesia (Wajdy et al., 2025).

Writing on community participation in
Indonesia is plentiful, but most of it takes the
form of single-site case studies. Few works
pull recent evidence together to look at the
participation gap itself. The term has been
used before. The term has been used before,
applied to the unequal distribution of political
voice across social strata, asking which groups
take part in politics and which do not (Dalton,
2017). The present article uses the term in
another sense, namely the unevenness of
involvement across planning, implementation,
monitoring, and evaluation within one
participatory system. Both meanings concern
the question of whose voice counts, but the
practical implication differs. A gap based on
social status calls for widening access to
channels that already exist. A gap based on
stages calls for creating channels at points
where none are available. Evidence from
outside Indonesia suggests the second
question receives less attention. A systematic
review of 69 studies on public participation in
local authority planning found that active
participation, the only level at which citizens
help shape decisions, was the least studied of
the three levels it identified (Abas et al., 2023).
This article works toward that synthesis

through a review of mostly recent Indonesian
scholarship from 2021 to 2025, read alongside
the classic theory of participation. It asks how
citizens take part at each stage of regional
development and what their involvement
contributes, how participation relates to the
strength of local democracy, which factors
make participation effective or hollow, and
why involvement is so uneven across the
development cycle, together with what might
even it out.

2. Theoretical Perspective
21 The Concept of
Participation

Community participation refers to the
active involvement of individuals and groups
in decisions that affect the public interest,
running across planning, implementation,
monitoring, and evaluation (Siregar et al.,
2023). The ladder of citizen participation
remains the central reference for judging its
quality (Arnstein, 1969). The ladder ranges
from non-participation, through degrees of
tokenism such as informing and consultation,
to forms of citizen power such as partnership
and citizen control, and it insists that genuine
participation gives citizens real influence
rather than a merely procedural presence.
Read against the ladder, many Indonesian
forums sit at the consultation or formality
rungs and seldom climb toward partnership
(Jocom et al., 2021).
2.2 Participation in Development

Participatory development treats
communities as the main subjects of
development rather than its passive objects, so
that citizens help identify problems, frame
solutions, and carry out programmes
(Chambers, 1997). Because residents usually
understand local social, economic, and
environmental ~ conditions  best, their
involvement helps target real needs (Fauzi et
al., 2023). Beyond improving the fit of policy,
participation builds a sense of ownership:
when residents contribute labour and ideas,

Community
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costs fall and people are readier to maintain
what has been built (Ahmad & Taryono, 2021;
Dulkiah et al., 2023).

Recent work has shifted the discussion
from whether communities should be involved
toward the question of where in the process
involvement actually occurs. A review of 69
studies from 39 countries grouped public
participation into three levels, namely access
to information, consultation, and active
participation (Abas et al., 2023). Access to
information dominated at 57%, consultation
accounted for 23%, and active participation,
the only level at which citizens help shape
decisions, appeared in 20% of the studies. The
same review notes that local planning consists
of five stages, namely input, planning,
implementation, monitoring, and response,
and that fair participation calls for
involvement across most of those stages rather
than at the beginning alone. Participatory
development theory therefore leaves a
question unanswered. The theory establishes
that communities should be treated as subjects
of development rather than objects, but it says
little about how that position is maintained
once a plan has been approved.

2.3 Local Democracy and Governance

At the local level, participation is also read as
a measure of democratic quality, since a
healthy democracy rests on continuous civic
involvement and not on elections alone
(Damanik et al., 2024; Sepiyah et al., 2022).
It is closely tied to good governance: by
opening decisions to citizens, it pushes
government toward transparency and
accountability and makes the misuse of
public budgets harder (Padilah, Alamri, et al.,
2023; Syam et al.,, 2021). In this sense
participation functions as a form of social
control that strengthens, rather than merely
accompanies, local democratic practice.

3. Method
This study wuses a library research
method, also called a literature review, as its

main way of gathering and analyzing material.
Library research examines and compares the
literature relevant to a topic in order to build a
full picture of the concepts, theories, and
earlier findings that bear on it (Hartaman et al.,
2023; Sabrina, 2022). The method suits the
aim here, which is to gather scattered
empirical findings into a single account of
community  participation in  Indonesian
regional development and local democracy,
and it is a recognized approach for review
articles.

The material is secondary and comes
from credible sources: peer-reviewed journal
articles, scholarly books, government policy
documents, and reports from research
institutions.  Three criteria guided the
selection. The first was relevance to
community participation, regional
development, and local democracy. The
second was academic credibility, with priority
given to peer-reviewed and indexed outlets.
The third was recency, with a focus on work
published between 2021 and 2025 and only a
few older sources kept where the theory called
for them.

Analysis was qualitative and thematic.
Each source was read and coded, its findings
sorted into recurring themes, and convergent
and divergent results compared across studies
(Draci & Velcani, 2023). Special attention
went to the point in the development cycle
where participation was said to be strong or
weak, and to the personal and institutional
factors tied to those patterns. The review does
not add up the various quantitative figures,
since the underlying studies measure them in
different ways. It works instead from the
qualitative direction of the evidence and ties
each finding back to the study that produced
it. This reading brings out the patterns,
tensions, and gaps in the literature and shapes
them into one interpretation of the
participation gap.

Of the sources meeting these criteria, four
report community participation separately for
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each stage of the development cycle and
therefore  permit direct stage-by-stage
comparison; these are presented in Table 1.
The remaining sources inform the thematic
discussion but do not disaggregate
participation by stage.

4. Result and Discussion

The literature suggests that community
participation does a great deal to shape the
success of regional development and the
strength of local democracy, though its
contribution depends on where and how
citizens are involved. Since this is a library
study, the findings below synthesize earlier
work rather than report new data. The
discussion follows the four questions raised
above: the forms and role of participation, its
link with local democracy, the factors behind
it, and its unevenness across the stages of
development.
4.1 Forms and Role of Community
Participation in Regional Development

The literature usually sorts participation
into four forms that match the stages of
development:  planning, implementation,
monitoring, and evaluation (Fauzi et al.,
2023). The point of the typology is that
citizens are actors throughout the process and
not only its beneficiaries. In planning, the
Musrenbang is the main channel through
which communities raise aspirations and
shape priorities from the village up to the
district (Purwaningsih, 2022; Saputri &
Simbolon, 2023). Case work supports this. A
study of community participation in the
Blangsinga tourism village found involvement
concentrated in  the planning  and
implementation stages, sustained by the
village government and outside partners
(Martini, 2020).

Attending a planning forum, however, is
not the same as shaping its outcome. A 2025
study of data-based planning at the Sidoarjo
planning agency found wide variation in the
quality of participation. Much of what citizens

contribute amounts to requests for physical
projects with little analysis of need, the more
strategic ideas rarely surface, and public input
does not always shift the technical priorities
(Arwan S et al, 2025). During
implementation, participation usually shows
up as mutual cooperation (gotong royong) and
direct work on public facilities. This lowers
costs and, just as important, builds a sense of
ownership over what is created (Ahmad &
Taryono, 2021; Dulkiah et al., 2023; Pertiwi,
2023).

4.2 Community Participation and the
Strengthening of Local Democracy

Judged against the ladder of citizen
participation, the Indonesian evidence clusters
at the lower rungs (Arnstein, 1969).
Attendance at Musrenbang satisfies the
requirement to consult, but consultation is the
rung classed as tokenism precisely because it
confers voice without power, and studies of
local forums find few that climb toward
partnership or citizen control (Jocom et al.,
2021). The Sidoarjo case makes the distinction
concrete: residents attend, submit proposals,
and are recorded as participants, yet the
technical priorities that emerge are set
elsewhere (Arwan S et al.,, 2025). This is
participation as procedure rather than as
influence.

The democratic cost follows directly.
Where participation carries real weight, it
operates as social control, pressing local
government toward transparency and making
the misuse of public budgets harder (Padilah,
Alamri, et al., 2023; Syam et al., 2021). Where
it is symbolic, that pressure disappears while
its appearance remains, and citizens revert to
being objects of development rather than its
subjects (Chambers, 1997). Several studies
therefore read the substantive level of
participation, not the mere existence of
forums, as the better indicator of local
democratic quality (Damanik et al., 2024;
Sepiyah et al., 2022).
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4.3 Factors Influencing Community
Participation

The literature points repeatedly to two
kinds of factors, one personal and one
institutional. On the personal side, weak
political literacy leaves many citizens unsure
of their rights and roles, which feeds passivity,
while limited access to information about
programs and forums makes things worse
(Alfiyani & Prihatmoko, 2023; Padilah,
Fayuni, et al., 2023). On the institutional side,
how open a forum is, whether local leaders
support it, and how far citizens trust the
government all shape who takes part and how
willingly (Zein & Septiani, 2021).

Recent case work fills in the picture of
what holds participation back. A 2025 study of
community-based development in Malinau
Regency found participation fairly strong
overall, yet hemmed in by several forces
working together: social ones such as citizen
capacity and awareness, cultural ones,
economic ones such as poverty and thin
funding, and political ones such as
inconsistent government commitment, all set
against the hard geography of frontier and
underdeveloped areas (Pandawa et al., 2025).
Participation, in other words, grows out of the
meeting between what citizens can do and a
system that either opens space for them or
closes it.

4.4 The Participation Gap Across
Development Stages

Table 1. Stage-by-Stage Patterns of
Community Participation in Recent
Indonesian Studies

Study Setting Method Planning Impleme Monitoring Utilization of

ntation & Evaluation  Results

Merry Kampung Quantitati 84.3% 86% 74.4% 89.6%
etal.  MandiriJaya, ve, Likert
(2025) Mimika scale
(n=83)
Maira Nagari Qualitativ.~ Weak in Fairly Weak, Residents
& Muara e decision- active  single year- use and
Yuliarti  Kiawai, West making end review, maintain
(2025) Pasaman not open to results
all
Hombi Kelurahan Documen 138 Domin 47 Not
ng & Parhorasan tanalysis  proposals ated by  proposals assessed
Nur R. Nauli, submitted,  physica unaccommo
(2025)  Pematangsia 91 I works  dated, no

ntar accommoda tracking
ted mechanism

Study Setting Method Planning Impleme Monitoring Utilization of

ntation & Evaluation  Results

Cahyan Sidoarjo Qualitativ Highest Modera Lowest Not
i& e involvemen te involvemen
Sukma t t
na

(2023)

reported

The studies gathered in Table 1 measure
participation in different ways, and their
figures cannot be added together or averaged.
What they share is a direction. Where
involvement is measured in numbers, the
monitoring and evaluation stage scores lowest
among the stages assessed. Where it is
described in words, the same stage is the one
reported as thin, closed, or absent. The exact
emphasis shifts from place to place, but the
monitoring and evaluation stage s
consistently the weakest link. The pattern
holds even in settings where participation is
high overall, which suggests the gap is not
simply a symptom of weak involvement but
something built into the process itself.

Problems in how the forums themselves
are run make the gap worse. An SDG-based
evaluation of Musrenbang at the village level
found the forum dominated by local elites who
shaped both who was invited and what was
decided, leaving ordinary citizens with limited
deliberative space and producing a mismatch
between community needs and the priorities
that emerged (Akbar et al., 2020). On a wider
canvas, a systematic review of twenty years of
regional development planning pointed to
overlapping administrative procedures and
falling public trust in the process (Wajdy et al.,
2025). The irony is that monitoring and
evaluation are the stages that decide whether
development goes to plan and delivers, so
neglecting them strips participation of its
oversight role.

4.5 Explaining the Participation Gap

The preceding sections describe the gap.
This section asks why it takes the shape it
does. Read across the studies reviewed, the
pattern is not a steady decline from the
beginning of the development cycle to its end.
It is more specific than that. Where
participation has been measured stage by
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stage, involvement stays high wherever a
formal channel exists and drops only where
such a channel is missing.

The clearest illustration comes from the
case in Kampung Mandiri Jaya, where
participation was scored for each stage. The
scores do not fall in a straight line toward the
end of the cycle. Planning reached 84.3
percent and implementation 86 percent, both
very high, and the use of results scored highest
of all at 89.6 percent, while monitoring and
evaluation trailed at 74.4 percent (Merry et al.,
2025). The lowest score is not the final stage.
Enjoying the results scored higher than
planning did. What sets monitoring and
evaluation apart is not its position in the cycle
but its lack of a forum of its own. Planning has
the Musrenbang. Implementation has gotong
royong. Enjoying the results requires no
organised occasion at all. Monitoring and
evaluation, by contrast, depend on a
mechanism that is rarely provided, and
participation falls exactly there.

This reading also fits the qualitative
studies. In Nagari Muara Kiawai, evaluation
happened once a year, at the close of the
budget cycle, and was not opened to the wider
community (Maira & Yuliarti, 2025). In the
Musrenbang of Kelurahan Parhorasan Nauli,
most proposals were accommodated, but no
mechanism existed to track what happened to
them afterward, and citizens were left without
feedback on those that were set aside
(Hombing & Nur R, 2025). In Kecamatan
Siantar Martoba, communication ran one way
and technocratic language kept ordinary
residents at a distance, so that attendance did
not translate into influence (Fajrina et al.,
2025). Across these settings the mechanism is
the same. Participation appears where an
institution asks for it and thins out where no
institution does.

The reason for this pattern is easier to see
through the civic voluntarism model. Verba,
Schlozman, and Brady hold that people take
part when they are able to, when they want to,

and when someone asks them (Verba et al.,
1995, as cited in Dalton, 2017). The first two
conditions concern the citizen. The third
concerns the system. Planning forums issue
that invitation. Monitoring and evaluation, in
most Indonesian localities, do not. When no
one asks, involvement does not follow,
however capable or willing residents may be.
The gap at the downstream stages is therefore
not mainly a matter of low political literacy or
weak public awareness, the factors named in
Section 4.3. Those factors matter, but they
cannot be the whole story, because the same
residents who are said to lack awareness turn
out in force wherever a forum is held. What is
missing downstream is not the citizen but the
channel.

Seen this way, the gap is structural rather
than attitudinal. It is built into the design of the
participatory system, which concentrates its
formal occasions at the front of the
development cycle and provides almost
nothing at the back. Narrowing it therefore
depends less on changing citizens than on
changing the design. Adding another planning
forum does little, because planning is already
the stage that works. What is missing is an
equivalent occasion downstream, a standing
channel through which citizens can follow a
proposal from approval to delivery and
register what they find. The absence of that
channel, more than any deficit in the
community, is what keeps monitoring and
evaluation the weakest link in the cycle.

4.6 Implications for Regional Development

Pulling the threads together, stronger
participation brings three gains. It improves
the quality of policy, because decisions track
what citizens actually need (De Nisa, 2024;
Kusmayadi et al., 2024). It shores up the
legitimacy and durability of programs, since
people who feel heard are readier to accept and
maintain what gets built (Dulkiah et al., 2023).
And it makes governance more transparent
and accountable (Damanik et al., 2024). A
recent Scopus-indexed study of participatory
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development in environmentally conscious
villages draws a similar link between steady
community involvement and more sustainable
results (Syamsiyah et al., 2025).

The real task, then, is not to multiply
forums but to make them count, giving
citizens genuine influence at every stage and
not least in the monitoring and evaluation that
have been left aside. Narrowing the gap means
treating attendance as a starting point rather
than the goal, and backing it with better
political literacy, open public information,
stronger community institutions, and clear
follow-up that turns citizen input into action.
4.7 Limitations
This review carries three limitations. First, it
relies on secondary material, so its findings are
bounded by what the underlying studies chose
to measure and report. Second, only four of the
reviewed studies disaggregate participation by
stage, and only one of these is quantitative, so
the stage-by-stage pattern described here rests
on a narrow evidentiary base and should be
treated as a hypothesis for testing rather than
an established regularity. Third, the studies
come from diverse settings and use
incompatible instruments, which rules out any
pooled estimate of participation levels. Future
work could address these limits through multi-
site studies applying a common instrument
across all stages of the development cycle.

5. Conclusions

This review has argued that community
participation lies at the heart of successful
regional development and a stronger local
democracy in Indonesia, yet a persistent
participation gap keeps that promise from
being met. Four findings emerge from the
studies examined. First, participation takes
different shapes across the stages of
development, and its contribution depends on
where and how citizens are involved. Second,
how substantive the participation is tracks
closely with the quality of local democracy, so
that forums resting at the rungs of tokenism

produce attendance without influence. Third,
personal factors such as political literacy and
institutional factors such as elite dominance
work together to shape involvement, but
neither alone accounts for the pattern. Fourth,
involvement concentrates at the stages that
have a formal channel and falls away at
monitoring and evaluation, which in most
localities have none. The problem named at
the outset, the symbolic and uneven character
of participation, holds up as the main barrier
to participatory development.

What matters most is the quality of
participation, not its sheer quantity. Forums
like the Musrenbang are common, but
attendance rarely becomes real influence over
priorities, and citizen involvement falls away
at the very stage where oversight matters most.
Where participation is substantive and lasts
through the whole cycle, the literature ties it to
better policy, firmer legitimacy, more open
and accountable governance, and more
durable results.

Because the gap is built into the design of
the participatory system rather than into the
community, narrowing it calls for changes to
that design. Three steps follow from the
findings. In the short term, local governments
could require that the fate of each Musrenbang
proposal be published and returned to the
community as feedback, so that attendance
carries a visible consequence. In the medium
term, a standing channel for participatory
monitoring and evaluation could be
established, giving the downstream stages the
kind of forum that planning already enjoys. As
a direction for further research, comparative
studies over time would help show how the
gap narrows in particular settings, and the
design and testing of practical tools would
help keep participation substantive at every
stage of regional development.

6. Acknowledgement
The authors thank the Department of
Government Studies, Faculty of Social and



Bambang Widiyahseno et al | The Participation Gap in Indonesian Regional Development and Democracy....191

Political Sciences, Universitas
Muhammadiyah Ponorogo, for the academic
support that made this study possible.

7. References

Abas, A., Arifin, K., Mohamed Ali, M. A., &
Khairil, M. (2023). A systematic
literature review on public participation
in decision-making for local authority
planning: A decade of progress and
challenges. In Environmental
Development (Vol. 46). Elsevier B.V.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envdev.2023.1

00853

Ahmad, F., & Taryono, O. (2021). Pengaruh
Partisipasi Masyarakat terhadap
Efektivitas Pembangunan Desa

Majasari Kecamatan Sliyeg Kabupaten
Indramayu. Jurnal Wacana Kinerja:
Kajian Praktis-Akademis Kinerja Dan
Administrasi Pelayanan Publik, 24(2),
61-84.
https://doi.org/10.31845/jwk.v24i2.701

Akbar, A., Flacke, J., Martinez, J., & Van
Maarseveen, M. F. A. M. (2020).
Participatory planning practice in rural
Indonesia: A sustainable development
goals-based evaluation. Community
Development, 51(3), 243-260.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2020.
1765822

Alfiyani, R., & Prihatmoko, J. (2023).
Partisipasi Politik Masyarakat dalam
Proses Pembentukan Peraturan Desa di
Desa Beran  Kecamatan  Kepil
Kabupaten Wonosobo Tahun 2021.
Jurnal Lanskap Politik, 1, 25.
https://doi.org/10.31942/j1p.2023.1.2.83
74

Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A Ladder Of Citizen
Participation. Journal of the American
Institute of Planners, 35(4), 216-224.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0194436690897
7225

Arwan S, J., Pramudiana, I. D., & Mustofa, A.
(2025). Implementation of Data-Based

Regional Development Planning and
Public Participation in The Regional
Development Planning Agency
(Bappeda) of Sidoarjo Regency.
International Journal of Social Science
and  Humanity, 2(4), 182-191.
https://doi.org/10.62951/ijss.v2i4.541
Cahyani, R. A. P., & Sukmana, H. (2023).

Partisipasi Masyarakat Dalam
Pembangunan Di Desa Banjarbendo
Kecamatan Sidoarjo Kabupaten
Sidoarjo. Journal Publicuho, 6(3),
1080-1100.
https://doi.org/10.35817/publicuho.v6i3
242

Chambers, R. (1997). Whose reality counts?
Putting the first last. Intermediate
Technology Publication.

Dalton, R. J. (2017). The participation gap:
Social status and political inequality.
Oxford University Press.

Damanik, F., Rerung, A., Lubis, M., Malik,
D., & Ismiyatun, 1. (2024). Community
Participation in the Public Decision
Process: Realizing Better Governance in

Public Administration. Global
International Journal of Innovative
Research, 1, 88-96.

https://doi.org/10.59613/global.v1i2.12

De Nisa, G. (2024). Community Participation
in Village Development Planning: A
Comparative Study in Bakambat and
Cindai Alus Villages. Journal of
Transformative Governance and Social
Justice J-TRAGOS, 2(1), 2541
https://doi.org/10.26905/jtragos.v2il1.11
240

Draci, P., & Velcani, M. (2023). Community
assessment of public services and its
role in decision-making for local
development. CRJ, 64-69.
https://doi.org/10.59380/crj.v1i1.2757

Dulkiah, Moh., Simon, J. C., Widoyo, H.,
Brontowiyono, W., Ruhana, F., &
Sacipto, R. (2023). Community
Participation Forms in Indonesian



192

JOELS: Journal of Election and Leadership, 6 (2), Juli 2025, pp 184-194

Villages to Support the Sustainable
Development Goals Program. Journal
of Law and Sustainable Development,
11(11), e2061.
https://doi.org/10.55908/sdgs.v11i11.20
61

Fajrina, R., Humaizi, & Warijo. (2025).
Komunikasi  Partisipasi Masyarakat
dalam Musrenbang sebagai Instrumen
Demokrasi Perencanaan Pembangunan
di  Kecamatan Siantar = Martoba
Communication of Community
Participation in Musrenbang as an
Instrument of Development Planning
Democracy in Siantar Martoba District.
Journal of Education, Humaniora and

Social Sciences (JEHSS), 8(2), 651-
660.
https://doi.org/10.34007/jehss.v8i2.284
4

Fauzi, I. R., Dayat, U., & Rizki, M. F. (2023).

Partisipasi Masyarakat Desa Dalam
Pelaksanaan Pembangunan Di Desa
Puseurjaya Kecamatan Telukjambe

Timur Kabupaten Karawang. Jurnal
Intervensi Sosial Dan Pembangunan
(JISP), 4(2).
http://jurnal.umsu.ac.id/index.php/JISP

Fridiyanti, Y. N., & Kurniawan, A. W. (2023).
Pentingnya  Partisipasi  Masyarakat
Dalam Mekanisme Perencanaan
Pembangunan Di Era Desentralisasi.
SPEKTRUM, 20(1).

Hartaman, N., Amril, M., Putra, P., & Alim, I.
(2023). Community Participation in
Local Political Processes: A Systematic
Literature Review. JCLP : Journal of
Contemporary Local Politics, 2(2).

Hombing, T. S. Br., & Nur R, S. H. (2025).
Analisis Perencanaan Pembangunan
Partisipatif olen Badan Perencanaan dan
Pembangunan Daerah (Bappeda) di
Kelurahan Parhorasan Nauli Kecamatan
Siantar Marihat Kota Pematang Siantar.
SAJJANA:  Public  Administration
Review, 3, 39-47.

https://doi.org/10.32734/sajjana.v3i02.2
3500

Hutabarat, D. T. H., Anisyah, Sary, T. D.,
Lestari, E. M. I, Manja, R. A, &
Handayani. (2022). Regional autonomy:
Systematic literature review. Policy,
Law, Notary And Regulatory Issues
(POLRI).

Jocom, S. G., Memah, M. Y., & Pangemanan,
L. R. (2021). Community participation
in local economic development in the
village of Makalu, Posumaen sub-
district. IOP Conference Series: Earth
and Environmental Science, 681(1).
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-
1315/681/1/012084

Kusmayadi, R. C. R, Wen, I. M., &
Jatmikowati, S. H. (2024). Community
Participation in Village Development.
International Journal of Research in
Social Science and Humanities, 05(06),
124-145.
https://doi.org/10.47505/ijrss.2024.6.10

Maira, S., & Yuliarti. (2025). Partisipasi
Masyarakat dalam Pembangunan di
Nagari Muara Kiawai Kecamatan
Gunung Tuleh Kabupaten Pasaman
Barat. Jurnal Administrasi
Pemerintahan Desa, 6(2), 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.47134/villages.v6i2.3
03

Martini, N. K. A. (2020). Community
participation in Blangsinga tourism
village development. International
Research Journal of Management, IT
and Social Sciences, 7(3), 91-97.
https://doi.org/10.21744/irjmis.v7n3.92
2

Merry, Tandek, D., & Tuasela, A. (2025).
Analisis Partisipasi Masyarakat dalam
Pengelolaan Dana Desa di Kampung
Mandiri Jaya Distrik Wania Kabupaten
Mimika. JEBI: Jurnal Ekonomi Dan
Bisnis, 3(7), 1182-1195.

Padilah, A. H., Alamri, A. R., Apriyani, E., &
Rudiyanto, Y. (2023). Enhancing rural



Bambang Widiyahseno et al | The Participation Gap in Indonesian Regional Development and Democracy....193

community  development  through
political transparency. KOMUNITAS,
14(2), 154-175.
https://doi.org/10.20414/komunitas.v14
i2.8737

Padilah, A. H., Fayuni, D. F., & Nurviyanti,
M. D. (2023). Partisipasi Politik dalam
Pembangunan Desa di Kecamatan
Sayan Kabupaten Melawi. Journal of
Social and Policy Issues, 192-201.
https://doi.org/10.58835/jspi.v3i4.265

Pandawa, H., Achmad, M., Nurdin, I., &

Sartika, I. (2025). Community
Participation of Community-Based
Development in Malinau Regency

North Kalimantan Province. 1JSSR:
International Journal of Social Service
and Research, 5(7), 818-833.

Pertiwi, B. (2023). Community participation
in the development of cross-village road
infrastructure in Karang Rejo Village,
Gunung Maligas District, Simalungun.
MAP Observer: Jurnal Penelitian
Administrasi Publik, 3(2).

Purwaningsih, M. (2022). Pelaksanaan
Musrenbang daerah dalam proses
perencanaan dan penganggaran
partisipatif. Jurnal Litbang Sukowati :
Media Penelitian Dan Pengembangan,

6, 151-164.
https://doi.org/10.32630/sukowati.v6il.
346

Sabrina, R. (2022). Strategi Pembangunan
Berkelanjutan di Era Otonomi Daerah

Berbasis  Partisipasi Masyarakat.
EKONOMIKAWAN : Jurnal  Ilmu
Ekonomi Dan Studi Pembangunan,
22(1).

Saputri, R. N., & Simbolon, N. (2023).
Analysis of Musyawarah Rencana
Pembangunan (MUSRENBANG) as
The Realization of a Participatory
Development Planning System in
Indonesia. Mahadi : Indonesia Journal
of Law, 2(2).

Sepiyah, Hardiyatullah, Hamroni, & Jayadi,
N. (2022). Pengaruh Partisipasi
Masyarakat Desa Dalam Pembuatan
Kebijakan Publik Terhadap Penguatan

Demokrasi Desa. Al-Balad: Jurnal
Hukum Tata Negara Dan Politik Islam,
2(2).

Siregar, M., Fernandez, F., & Tristanto, Y.
(2023). Partisipasi politik masyarakat
dalam mempertahankan desa mandiri
(Studi Desa Sambonggede Kecamatan
Merakurak Kabupaten Tuban). Jurnal
lImu Sosial Dan Ilmu Politik, 3(1).
https://doi.org/10.30742/juispol.v3il1.28
89

Syam, S. M., Bachri, S., & Moenta, A. P.
(2021). Implementing Transparency and
Participation: An Overview in Public
Service. International Journal Papier
Public Review, 2(1), 23-29.
https://doi.org/10.47667/ijppr.v2il.63

Syamsiyah, N., Sadeli, A., Saidah, Z., Noor,
T., & Widiyanesti, S. (2025).
Community  Participation in the
Development of Sustainable,
Environmentally Conscious Villages in
the Cirasea Sub-Watershed, Indonesia.
Sustainability, 17, 4871.
https://doi.org/10.3390/sul17114871

Wajdy, M. F., Warsono, H., Yuwono, T., &
Herawati, A. R. (2025). Reflecting on 20
Years of Regional Development
Planning in Indonesia A Systematic
Literature ~ Review.  Journal  of
Information Systems Engineering and
Management, 10(12).
https://doi.org/10.52783/jisem.v10i12s.
1716

Yandra, A. (2017). Fisibilitas Pilkada
Serentak Tahap 11 Kota Pekanbaru Pasca
PERMENDAGRI No0.18 Tahun 2015.

Jurnal Niara,
9(2). https://media.neliti.com/media/pub
lications/114494-1D-none.pdf



https://media.neliti.com/media/publications/114494-ID-none.pdf
https://media.neliti.com/media/publications/114494-ID-none.pdf

194 JOELS: Journal of Election and Leadership, 6 (2), Juli 2025, pp 184-194

Yandra, A., Faridhi, A., Andrizal, A.,, &
Setiawan, H. (2023). How Can the
Foundations of Democracy Be
Weakened? Case Study of Inaccuracy
and Independency of Election Data in
Indonesia. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.
4419479

Zainal, N. H., & Rifdan. (2022). Community
Participation of Development in
Gareccing Village Sinjai  Selatan
District Sinjai Regency. Jurnal lImiah
lImu  Administrasi  Publik:  Jurnal
Pemikiran Dan Penelitian Administrasi
Publik, 12(2). http://ojs.unm.ac.id/iap

Zein, M. H. M., & Septiani, S. (2021).
Manajemen Partisipatif: Sebuah
Pendekatan =~ Meningkatkan  Peran
Masyarakat Dalam Pembangunan Desa.
Journal of Administrative and Sosial
Science (JASS, 2(1), 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.55606/jass.v5i1.1023



https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4419479
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4419479

