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Abstract
This study examines how State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) shapes the persistence of the
resource curse in Indonesia’s extractive sector. While governance reforms such as decentralization,
transparency initiatives, and participatory mechanisms have been widely promoted to improve resource
governance, their effectiveness in addressing structural inequalities remains contested. Drawing on
political ecology, critical institutionalism, and collaborative governance perspectives, the study
investigates the interaction between state authority and local governance arrangements in Indonesia’s
extractive sector between 2010 and 2024. Using a qualitative case study approach, the analysis is based
on policy documents, legal frameworks, and civil society reports examined through qualitative content
analysis supported by NVivo. The findings identify three mechanisms through which SRSG operates:
selective decentralization that redistributes authority without strengthening accountability, procedural
participation that formalizes inclusion while limiting substantive influence, and institutional
fragmentation that facilitates elite capture across governance levels. Together, these mechanisms
produce a form of performative self-governance that maintains the appearance of participation and
decentralization while preserving unequal power relations and limiting grassroots influence. The findings
suggest that governance reforms alone are insufficient to address the resource curse when
accountability mechanisms remain weak and decision-making power continues to be concentrated
among state and economic elites. The study recommends strengthening accountability institutions,
promoting substantive rather than procedural participation, and improving coordination across
governance levels to support more inclusive and sustainable resource governance in resource-rich
developing countries.

1 Introduction
The paradox of natural resource wealth continues to challenge resource-rich countries across the
developing world. Despite possessing abundant mineral, oil, and gas reserves, many countries
experience persistent poverty, environmental degradation, social conflict, and unequal development
outcomes, a phenomenon commonly described as the resource curse (Auty, 2007; Sachs & Warner,
2001). While resource extraction generates substantial revenues and contributes significantly to national
economic growth, these benefits are often distributed unevenly, leaving local communities exposed to
ecological risks and socioeconomic marginalization. This paradox has stimulated extensive debates
regarding the role of governance institutions in shaping the developmental outcomes of natural resource
exploitation.

Indonesia provides a particularly important case for examining these dynamics. Since the democratic
reforms of the late 1990s, the country has introduced a range of governance reforms intended to
improve accountability and public participation in the extractive sector (Fernando et al., 2024; Hadiz,
2004; Susniwati et al., 2021). These reforms include decentralization policies, transparency initiatives
such as the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI), and the increasing involvement of civil
society organizations in oversight processes (Ikhsan et al., 2024; Yanuardi et al., 2021). Despite these
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efforts, governance challenges remain persistent. Resource-rich regions such as Papua, East
Kalimantan, and Aceh continue to experience environmental degradation, land conflicts, unequal benefit
distribution, and limited local influence over resource-related decision making (McCarthy, 2004;
Resosudarmo et al., 2023). The persistence of these problems raises an important question: why do
governance reforms frequently fail to transform the underlying conditions associated with the resource
curse?

Existing scholarship has generated substantial insights into the role of decentralization, transparency,
and participatory governance in extractive industries (Arellano-Yanguas, 2011; Bebbington et al., 2008).
Studies generally argue that strengthening accountability mechanisms and expanding stakeholder
participation can improve resource governance outcomes (Kolstad & Wiig, 2009). However, the empirical
record remains mixed. In many contexts, governance reforms have produced new institutional
arrangements without fundamentally altering existing power relations (Bridge, 2004). Decentralization
may redistribute administrative responsibilities while leaving decision-making authority concentrated
among political and economic elites (Hajad, 2021). Similarly, participatory mechanisms often create
formal opportunities for inclusion without ensuring meaningful influence over policy outcomes
(Buchenrieder et al., 2017; Kothari, 2006). Consequently, reforms that appear progressive at the
institutional level may reproduce rather than transform patterns of exclusion and inequality(Stolle &
Hooghe, 2011).

To understand these dynamics, this study draws on the concept of State Reinforced Self Governance
(SRSG) proposed by DeCaro et al. (2025). Rather than treating SRSG as a normative solution to
governance problems, this article uses it as an analytical lens for examining the interaction between
state authority and local governance arrangements. The concept highlights how governments may
selectively support participatory and decentralized governance structures while simultaneously retaining
significant control over decision-making processes. Under such conditions, self-governance can become
embedded within broader state strategies that shape the scope, limits, and outcomes of local
participation. This perspective provides an opportunity to investigate how governance reforms operate in
practice and how they may contribute to the persistence of the resource curse.

Despite growing attention to collaborative and participatory governance, limited research has examined
how state-supported governance reforms may simultaneously expand participation and reproduce
existing power asymmetries. The literature on political ecology has demonstrated how environmental
governance is deeply embedded in unequal power relations (Purwins, 2022; Robbins, 2020), while critical
institutionalism highlights how formal institutions frequently interact with informal practices in ways that
produce unintended outcomes (Cleaver & Whaley, 2018). Collaborative governance scholarship,
meanwhile, emphasizes coordination and stakeholder engagement but often pays less attention to the
political dynamics that shape participation itself (Ansell & Gash, 2008). This study seeks to bridge these
perspectives by examining how governance reforms become institutionalized within existing political
and economic structures, thereby sustaining rather than resolving resource-governance challenges.
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This study addresses the following research question: How does State Reinforced Self Governance
(SRSG) shape the persistence of the resource curse in Indonesia’s extractive sector? To answer this
question, the analysis focuses on three interrelated dimensions: (1) the relationship between
decentralization and accountability; (2) the relationship between participation and substantive influence
in decision making; and (3) the role of institutional fragmentation in facilitating elite capture across
governance levels.

This study contributes to resource governance scholarship by developing SRSG as an analytical
framework for understanding how governance reforms can reproduce rather than transform structural
inequalities in resource-rich settings. Empirically, the article examines governance reforms in Indonesia’s
extractive sector between 2010 and 2024, a period characterized by significant institutional restructuring
and expanding participatory initiatives. The findings demonstrate how selective decentralization,
procedural participation, and institutional fragmentation interact to create a form of performative self-
governance that preserves unequal power relations while maintaining the appearance of accountability
and inclusion. By identifying these mechanisms, the study contributes to ongoing debates on the
governance of natural resources and offers insights for strengthening accountability, substantive
participation, and institutional coordination in resource-rich developing countries.

2 Materials and Methods
This study employs a qualitative governance analysis based on documentary evidence to examine how
governance arrangements in Indonesia’s extractive sector shape the persistence of the resource curse.
Qualitative governance analysis is particularly suitable for investigating institutional processes, policy
arrangements, and state–society interactions embedded within governance systems (Bevir, 2011).
Documentary evidence provides an important source of data for examining formal institutions,
regulatory frameworks, and governance practices because public policies and governance reforms are
primarily articulated and implemented through official documents and policy instruments (Bowen, 2009).

Indonesia serves as the empirical context of analysis because it is a resource-rich country that has
implemented extensive governance reforms, including decentralization, transparency initiatives, and
participatory governance mechanisms, while continuing to experience uneven development outcomes
and persistent governance challenges. The Indonesian experience therefore provides a useful setting for
exploring broader governance dynamics relevant to other resource-rich developing countries. The study
focuses on extractive sector governance, particularly mining and natural resource management, during
the period 2010–2024.

This period was selected because it encompasses major governance reforms and institutional changes,
including the implementation of the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI), decentralization
and recentralization policies, regulatory restructuring, and efforts to strengthen public participation and
accountability in natural resource governance. Rather than evaluating individual policies in isolation, the
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study examines how multiple governance arrangements interact and shape governance outcomes over
time.

The empirical materials consist of policy documents, legal frameworks, government reports, academic
publications, and civil society assessments. These include national laws and regulations governing
mining and natural resources, government policy documents, Extractive Industries Transparency
Initiative (EITI) reports, reports produced by non-governmental organizations, and scholarly studies on
extractive governance in Indonesia. Documentary sources were selected purposively based on their
relevance to extractive governance, coverage of governance reforms and implementation processes, and
their contribution to understanding accountability, participation, transparency, and institutional
coordination (Patton, 2015). These sources provide evidence of governance reforms, institutional
contestation, implementation gaps, and policy outcomes across different governance levels.

Data were analyzed using qualitative content analysis supported by NVivo software. Qualitative content
analysis enables researchers to systematically interpret textual materials and identify patterns, themes,
and relationships within complex policy environments (Elo et al., 2014). The analysis combined
deductive and inductive coding procedures (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). Deductive coding was
guided by the State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) framework, particularly its core dimensions of
state facilitation, participation, and accountability. Inductive coding was subsequently employed to
identify recurring governance patterns emerging from the empirical materials, including selective
decentralization, procedural participation, institutional fragmentation, elite capture, and asymmetrical
access to information. Through iterative coding and thematic comparison, the analysis traced how these
governance mechanisms operated across different policy domains and institutional settings (Byrne,
2022).

To enhance analytical rigor and transparency, the study employed source triangulation by comparing
information across government documents, civil society reports, and academic literature (Denzin &
Lincoln, 2011). Coding categories were reviewed and refined throughout the analytical process to ensure
consistency between theoretical concepts and empirical findings. An audit trail was maintained through
systematic documentation of source selection, coding decisions, and thematic development within
NVivo, thereby strengthening transparency and analytical reliability (Enworo, 2023). Themes were
retained only when supported by multiple sources and observed consistently across different
documents. This process strengthened the credibility, dependability, and confirmability of the findings
(Nowell et al., 2017).

The analysis ultimately focuses on explaining how state interventions, institutional arrangements, and
participatory mechanisms interact to shape governance outcomes in Indonesia’s extractive sector. By
identifying recurring patterns across documentary sources, the study moves beyond descriptive
accounts of policy reform and develops a mechanism-based explanation of how governance
arrangements contribute to the persistence of the resource curse.
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3 Result and Discussion

3.1 Selective Decentralization and Accountability
The findings indicate that governance reforms in Indonesia’s extractive sector have produced a complex
and often contradictory process of decentralization. Since the implementation of regional autonomy,
authority over natural resource governance has been redistributed across different levels of government
with the expectation that decision-making would become more responsive, accountable, and
participatory. In practice, however, decentralization has generated uneven outcomes. While subnational
governments gained greater involvement in licensing and resource management, institutional
mechanisms for transparency, monitoring, and public accountability did not develop at the same pace.
As a result, governance reforms frequently altered the location of authority without fundamentally
transforming the distribution of power within the extractive sector.

Within the State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) framework, this pattern is conceptualized as
selective decentralization, whereby governance authority is formally dispersed while accountability
remains fragmented and weakly enforced. Rather than creating more democratic and inclusive
governance arrangements, decentralization often enables multiple actors to exercise authority without
clear responsibility for social and environmental outcomes. This selective redistribution of authority
creates opportunities for regulatory inconsistency, overlapping jurisdictions, and elite influence across
governance levels. The analysis identifies two interconnected mechanisms through which selective
decentralization operates in Indonesia’s extractive sector: decentralization-induced regulatory
fragmentation and the persistence of a fragmented legal architecture that diffuses accountability and
facilitates unequal access to decision-making processes.

3.1.1 Decentralization and Regulatory Fragmentation
The qualitative content analysis identified decentralization as one of the most significant governance
reforms shaping Indonesia’s extractive sector since the democratic transition of 1998. Analysis of policy
documents, legal frameworks, government reports, and academic studies indicates that decentralization
was introduced to transfer substantial authority over natural resource governance from the central
government to subnational governments, particularly in sectors such as mining, forestry, and energy
(Hajad et al., 2025; Latif et al., 2024; Nasution, 2017). The reform was expected to improve local
accountability, strengthen regional autonomy, and increase public participation in decision-making
processes. However, documentary evidence consistently suggests that the transfer of authority was not
accompanied by equivalent improvements in institutional oversight, transparency, or accountability
mechanisms. As a result, decentralization altered the distribution of administrative authority while
creating new governance challenges within the extractive sector(Al Hindasi et al., 2026; Kapinga et al.,
2026).
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The documents reviewed reveal recurring patterns of overlapping authority between central, provincial,
and district governments in the regulation and supervision of extractive activities. Government
assessments, civil society reports, and academic studies repeatedly highlight inconsistencies between
mining regulations, spatial planning frameworks, environmental laws, and forestry policies (Heijlen &
Duhayon, 2024; Hidjaz, 2019; Rosyida et al., 2018). These overlapping mandates generated uncertainty
regarding which institutions possessed authority to issue permits, monitor compliance, and enforce
regulations. Rather than creating a more coherent governance structure, decentralization frequently
fragmented decision-making processes and weakened coordination across governance levels. The
resulting institutional ambiguity created opportunities for regulatory loopholes, uneven enforcement, and
reduced public oversight.

Documentary evidence further indicates that these governance challenges were particularly visible in
resource-producing regions. Reports from East Kalimantan documented cases of overlapping mining
permits issued in protected forest areas and near settlements, contributing to environmental
degradation, river pollution, and social conflict (Durani et al., 2026; Setiawan et al., 2016; Werner et al.,
2024). Similar governance issues emerged in Papua, where mining permits were granted in customary
territories without meaningful consultation with Indigenous communities, generating disputes over land
rights and resource access (Rosser & Kartika, 2020; Winanti & Hanif, 2020). In Aceh, assessments of
mining governance identified tensions between extractive licensing, spatial planning regulations,
environmental protection requirements, and community interests (Hajad & Susetiawan, 2022). Across
these cases, governance failures were linked not only to resource extraction itself but also to fragmented
institutional arrangements that limited accountability and public control over extractive decision-making
(see Table 1).

Table 1
Regional Cases of Regulatory Fragmentation and Mining Governance Conflicts in Indonesia

Location Main Issue Condition/ Impact

Kutai Kartanegara,
East Kalimantan

Overlapping mining permits with
protected forests and settlements

Social conflict, river pollution,
ecosystem degradation

Berau, East
Kalimantan

Mining permits issued without proper
environmental assessment

Deforestation, river
sedimentation, public protests

Mimika, Central Papua Mining in customary land without
community consent

Indigenous conflict, destruction
of customary lands

Nabire, Central Papua Permits issued without public
consultation and proper EIA

Community rejection, forest
degradation

West Aceh, Aceh Mining permits not aligned with
spatial planning, near settlements

Pollution, public unrest, lack of
transparency

Nagan Raya, Aceh Permits near conservation areas
without central approval

Forest damage, risk of
landslides

Source: Processed by Authors (2025)
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In response to these governance problems, the Indonesian government enacted Law No. 23/2014, which
transferred significant authority over mineral and energy governance from district governments to
provincial and central institutions. Analysis of legal and policy documents suggests that this reform
aimed to reduce licensing irregularities, improve regulatory coordination, and strengthen state oversight
over extractive activities (Akhmaddhian et al., 2023; Marquardt, 2014). Nevertheless, government reports
and civil society assessments indicate that many governance challenges persisted despite this
institutional restructuring. Licensing opacity, weak monitoring systems, limited transparency, and
inadequate protection of Indigenous and local community rights remained recurring concerns across
extractive regions (Le Billon & Spiegel, 2022; Makinde & Le Billon, 2023).

Within the State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) framework, these findings reveal a mechanism of
selective decentralization. The coding process identified a recurring pattern in which authority was
redistributed across governance levels without a corresponding strengthening of accountability
institutions. Documentary evidence suggests that decentralization expanded the role of local
governments in extractive governance while leaving significant gaps in monitoring, enforcement, and
public oversight. Consequently, politically connected actors, local elites, and corporate interests often
retained disproportionate influence over licensing and resource allocation processes. The formal
redistribution of authority therefore did not translate into a comparable redistribution of accountability or
decision-making power.

The findings suggest that decentralization in Indonesia’s extractive sector has functioned less as a
process of governance democratization than as a selective redistribution of authority within existing
power structures. Although governance reforms created the appearance of local empowerment and
increased participation, strategic control over extractive resources remained concentrated among
powerful state and economic actors. Responsibility became dispersed across multiple institutions, while
accountability mechanisms remained fragmented and weakly enforced. This pattern contributed to the
persistence of the resource curse by reproducing institutional conditions that facilitate elite influence,
limit meaningful public oversight, and constrain the capacity of local communities to shape governance
outcomes. Rather than fundamentally transforming governance relations, decentralization frequently
reconfigured existing power arrangements in ways that maintained unequal access to decision-making
authority and resource benefits.

3.1.2 Legal Fragmentation in Extractive Governance
The qualitative content analysis identified legal fragmentation as a recurring governance pattern across
policy documents, legal frameworks, government reports, and civil society assessments. Analysis of
Indonesia’s extractive governance framework reveals a complex regulatory environment characterized by
multiple laws, regulations, and administrative arrangements operating simultaneously across mining,
energy, forestry, environmental, and regional governance sectors. Key legal instruments include Law No.
3/2020 on Mineral and Coal Mining, Law No. 22/2001 on Oil and Gas, Forestry Law No. 41/1999,
Environmental Protection and Management Law No. 32/2009, as well as various presidential regulations,
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ministerial regulations, and regional bylaws. Collectively, these regulations create a dense governance
architecture in which authority and responsibility are distributed across multiple institutions (see Fig. 1).

Source: Processed by Authors (2025)

The documentary evidence indicates that fragmentation extends beyond the existence of multiple
regulations. Government reports, academic studies, and governance assessments consistently highlight
weak coordination among regulatory frameworks governing mining, forestry, environmental protection,
and regional administration (Sahide & Giessen, 2015). These legal frameworks often operate according
to different objectives, administrative procedures, and institutional mandates, creating uncertainty
regarding authority, enforcement responsibilities, and regulatory priorities. As a result, governance actors
frequently encounter overlapping requirements, inconsistent interpretations, and conflicting institutional
directives.

The analysis further reveals that legal fragmentation contributes to implementation gaps across
governance levels. Civil society assessments and policy reviews document recurring inconsistencies in
environmental licensing, environmental impact assessment procedures, corporate social responsibility
obligations, and revenue transparency mechanisms (Hajad et al., 2023; Rusiana, 2022a). In many cases,
implementation depends on the interpretation and administrative capacity of individual agencies rather
than on standardized governance procedures. This situation creates uneven regulatory outcomes across
regions and limits the effectiveness of accountability mechanisms intended to oversee extractive
activities.

Documentary sources also indicate that legal fragmentation intersects with legal pluralism in resource-
producing regions. State regulations frequently overlap or conflict with customary institutions and
Indigenous land governance systems, particularly in Papua and Aceh (Tias et al., 2026; Watofa et al.,
2025). When customary governance arrangements are inadequately recognized within formal regulatory
frameworks, local communities often experience reduced influence over resource-related decision-
making processes. Consequently, governance disputes emerge not only from competing economic
interests but also from competing legal claims regarding authority, ownership, and resource access.

Within the State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) framework, legal fragmentation functions as more
than an administrative challenge. The qualitative content analysis suggests that fragmented legal
arrangements create opportunities for selective enforcement, regulatory negotiation, and elite influence
over governance outcomes. Ambiguities regarding institutional authority enable powerful actors to
navigate multiple regulatory channels, delay enforcement processes, and exploit inconsistencies
between sectoral regulations. At the same time, fragmented accountability arrangements make it
difficult for communities and civil society organizations to identify which institutions are responsible for
monitoring and enforcement.

The consequences of this fragmentation are evident across Indonesia’s extractive regions. Governance
assessments from East Kalimantan document overlapping mining and forestry permits that weakened
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environmental enforcement and enabled continued extraction despite ecological concerns. Similar
patterns appear in Papua and Aceh, where fragmented authority between state regulations and
customary governance systems complicated the recognition of Indigenous land rights and reduced
community bargaining power. Rather than strengthening adaptive governance, fragmented legal
arrangements dispersed accountability across institutions and limited the capacity of affected
communities to challenge extractive decisions effectively.

These findings indicate that legal fragmentation constitutes an important component of selective
decentralization within the SRSG framework. Although governance authority is formally distributed
across multiple institutions and regulatory levels, accountability remains fragmented and weakly
coordinated. This institutional configuration creates the appearance of comprehensive governance while
preserving unequal access to decision-making authority and regulatory influence. As a result, legal
fragmentation contributes to the persistence of the resource curse by reproducing accountability
deficits, facilitating elite capture, and constraining meaningful public oversight of extractive governance.

3.2 Procedural Participation and Limited Influence

3.2.1 Transparency and Reform Initiatives
Transparency has emerged as one of the most significant governance reforms in Indonesia’s extractive
sector since the early 2000s. Documentary evidence from government regulations, Extractive Industries
Transparency Initiative (EITI) reports, policy evaluations, and civil society assessments consistently
identifies transparency as a central strategy for addressing governance failures associated with natural
resource management (Murombo, 2022). The adoption of EITI standards in 2010 marked an important
institutional milestone, reflecting Indonesia’s commitment to improving public disclosure of extractive
revenues, licensing information, production activities, and governance procedures. Within official policy
discourse, transparency was expected to reduce information asymmetries, strengthen accountability,
and create opportunities for greater public oversight of extractive activities.

Analysis of the documentary sources indicates that these reforms have generated measurable changes
in governance practices. Government agencies have expanded reporting requirements, established
public disclosure mechanisms, and increased the availability of information concerning extractive
revenues and sectoral performance. EITI reports demonstrate improvements in the publication of
revenue data, production statistics, and information related to extractive sector governance. These
initiatives have enhanced the visibility of governance processes and reduced some of the informational
barriers that historically limited public scrutiny of natural resource management.

Despite these advances, documentary evidence consistently reveals a gap between formal transparency
commitments and their practical effectiveness. Across government reports, EITI assessments,
academic studies, and civil society evaluations, recurring concerns emerge regarding the accessibility,
completeness, and usability of governance information. Although information is increasingly available,
many documents highlight difficulties in accessing, interpreting, and utilizing such information,
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particularly among communities directly affected by extractive activities. Data concerning contracts,
licensing procedures, environmental compliance, revenue allocation, and corporate obligations often
remain fragmented across institutions, reported in inconsistent formats, or published without sufficient
contextual explanation explanation (Fenton Villar, 2022). Consequently, greater information disclosure
has not necessarily translated into stronger accountability or more equitable governance outcomes.

The findings further suggest that transparency reforms have been considerably more successful in
improving information disclosure than in enhancing public influence over governance decisions.
Documentary sources repeatedly distinguish between access to information and the capacity to shape
policy outcomes. Government reports tend to emphasize compliance with transparency standards and
reporting obligations, whereas civil society assessments frequently highlight continuing limitations in
community oversight, public accountability, and stakeholder influence. As a result, transparency often
functions as a mechanism for information reporting rather than as a means of redistributing authority
within extractive governance institutions.

This limitation has gradually encouraged governance reforms to move beyond transparency and toward
broader forms of stakeholder participation. Policy documents increasingly present transparency as a
foundation for participatory governance rather than as an end in itself. Alongside information disclosure
initiatives, reform efforts have promoted public consultation, multi-stakeholder dialogue, environmental
oversight mechanisms, and collaborative governance arrangements involving government agencies,
private companies, civil society organizations, Indigenous communities, and local stakeholders. These
initiatives reflect a broader recognition that accountability cannot be achieved through information
disclosure alone but requires the active involvement of affected actors in governance processes.

The reform trajectory identified across documentary sources can therefore be understood as a sequence
of interconnected governance initiatives progressing from transparency toward accountability and
participation (see Fig. 2). This progression reflects an institutional assumption that improved access to
information will strengthen oversight, generate accountability, and ultimately facilitate more inclusive
forms of decision-making. However, documentary evidence indicates that progress across these reform
stages has been uneven and frequently constrained by structural governance challenges (see Fig. 2).

Source: Processed by Authors (2025)

Figure 2 summarizes the governance reform trajectory identified across policy documents, EITI
assessments, and civil society evaluations. The process begins with transparent information sharing
aimed at reducing informational asymmetries and improving public access to governance information.
The second stage emphasizes contextual environmental auditing designed to strengthen monitoring and
oversight of extractive activities. The third stage focuses on the development of stronger institutional
mechanisms intended to improve accountability, compliance, and regulatory enforcement. The final
stage seeks to expand civil society participation through more inclusive governance arrangements and
collaborative decision-making processes. While these reforms collectively reflect efforts to improve
governance quality, the documentary evidence suggests that transparency has advanced more rapidly
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than accountability and participation mechanisms. Consequently, information disclosure has expanded
without a corresponding increase in public influence over governance outcomes.

The limitations of participatory governance become particularly visible when examining how
participation is structured within extractive governance processes. Across multiple documentary
sources, participation is concentrated primarily in the implementation stage rather than in agenda-
setting or decision-making stages. Communities are frequently invited to attend consultations, provide
feedback, or participate in public hearings after key policy decisions have already been formulated.
Under such circumstances, participation serves largely to communicate decisions and secure procedural
legitimacy rather than to influence the substance of governance outcomes. Although stakeholders are
formally included within governance processes, their ability to alter decisions remains limited.

Documentary evidence also reveals significant inequalities in participatory capacity among governance
actors. Government agencies, political elites, and corporate actors generally possess greater access to
information, technical expertise, financial resources, and decision-making channels than local
communities or civil society organizations. Even within formally inclusive governance forums, these
asymmetries shape whose perspectives are prioritized and whose interests ultimately influence policy
outcomes. As a result, participation often occurs within institutional environments characterized by
unequal distributions of power and resources.

Within the State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) framework, these patterns illustrate the emergence
of procedural participation as a distinct governance mechanism. State institutions formally encourage
participation through transparency initiatives, consultation procedures, reporting requirements, and
multi-stakeholder platforms. These mechanisms create the appearance of inclusiveness and strengthen
the legitimacy of governance reforms. However, documentary evidence indicates that participation rarely
results in a substantive redistribution of authority or decision-making power. Instead, participation is
structured in ways that preserve existing governance hierarchies while simultaneously demonstrating
compliance with principles of openness and inclusion.

The findings further indicate that contemporary governance reform discourse increasingly emphasizes
collaborative governance, Indigenous rights recognition, community empowerment, and multi-
stakeholder engagement as pathways toward more sustainable natural resource governance (Annahar
et al., 2023; Ikhsan et al., 2025; Mursyidin et al., 2022). Nevertheless, documentary evidence suggests
that institutional fragmentation, uneven implementation capacity, weak enforcement mechanisms, and
persistent elite influence continue to constrain the effectiveness of these reforms. These structural
limitations reduce the transformative potential of participatory mechanisms and weaken efforts to
strengthen downward accountability within extractive governance systems.

The documentary evidence suggests that transparency reforms have expanded formal opportunities for
participation while leaving underlying power relations largely intact. Transparency has increased the
visibility of governance processes and improved the availability of information, yet it has not
fundamentally altered who exercises authority within extractive governance systems. Within the SRSG
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framework, transparency therefore functions as an important but incomplete governance mechanism. It
facilitates procedural inclusion and strengthens institutional legitimacy, but it does not necessarily
enable affected communities to exert meaningful influence over extractive governance decisions.
Consequently, governance reforms may improve administrative performance and reporting standards
while leaving deeper patterns of inequality, exclusion, and resource control largely unchanged.

3.2.2 State Facilitation and Power Asymmetries
The qualitative content analysis identified state facilitation as a recurring theme across policy
documents, governance reports, and civil society assessments. Within the State Reinforced Self
Governance (SRSG) framework, the state is expected to play a dual role: providing regulatory oversight
while simultaneously enabling meaningful participation by local communities and non-state actors.
Documentary evidence indicates that Indonesia has formally adopted a facilitative governance approach
through decentralization policies, transparency initiatives, public consultation requirements, and multi-
stakeholder governance mechanisms. Programs such as the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative
(EITI) and the One Map Policy reflect institutional efforts to improve coordination, transparency, and
stakeholder involvement in natural resource governance.

However, the analysis reveals a significant gap between formal commitments to participation and the
actual distribution of decision-making authority. Government regulations and policy frameworks
increasingly recognize the importance of stakeholder engagement, yet governance assessments
consistently indicate that strategic decisions concerning licensing, resource allocation, and regulatory
enforcement remain concentrated within state institutions and politically influential actors (Kinda &
Mien, 2024a). While local governments, civil society organizations, and affected communities are
frequently invited to participate in consultation processes, their influence over final policy outcomes
often remains limited. Consequently, participation is facilitated procedurally, but substantive control over
extractive governance continues to be exercised through centralized decision-making structures.

Documentary sources further suggest that state facilitation operates unevenly across governance levels.
Transparency initiatives have improved public access to certain categories of information, particularly
concerning revenues and licensing data. Nevertheless, reports from civil society organizations and
governance monitoring institutions indicate that access to strategic information, policy deliberations,
and enforcement processes remains highly restricted in many extractive regions. This asymmetry
creates unequal opportunities for participation because actors with stronger political, bureaucratic, or
economic connections possess greater capacity to influence governance outcomes than local
communities directly affected by extraction activities.

Within the SRSG framework, these findings demonstrate that state facilitation can simultaneously
expand participation and preserve existing power hierarchies. The state formally supports participatory
governance through consultation forums, transparency mechanisms, and stakeholder engagement
processes, yet retains substantial control over the scope and consequences of participation. This
creates a form of managed participation in which governance appears inclusive while strategic authority
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remains concentrated among state and economic elites. Rather than redistributing decision-making
power, facilitative governance often functions as a mechanism through which participation is
institutionalized without fundamentally altering existing governance relations (Naseemullah, 2023).

The findings therefore suggest that state facilitation in Indonesia’s extractive sector operates through
persistent power asymmetries. While governance reforms have broadened opportunities for
engagement and consultation, they have not consistently strengthened the capacity of local
communities to influence resource-related decisions. As a result, facilitative governance contributes to
the appearance of collaborative governance while reproducing unequal access to authority, information,
and decision-making power. This pattern reinforces the broader argument of this study that governance
reforms may create the appearance of inclusion while sustaining institutional conditions associated with
the persistence of the resource curse.

3.2.3 Deliberative Participation and Inclusion
Documentary evidence indicates that participatory governance has become an increasingly prominent
feature of extractive sector reform in Indonesia. Government regulations, policy frameworks, EITI reports,
and governance assessments consistently emphasize stakeholder engagement, public consultation, and
multi-stakeholder collaboration as important mechanisms for improving accountability and legitimacy in
natural resource governance. These reforms reflect a broader shift toward governance arrangements
that formally recognize the role of civil society organizations, Indigenous communities, local
governments, and affected populations in extractive sector decision-making.

Despite this institutional commitment to participation, the analysis reveals a persistent gap between
formal inclusion and substantive influence. Across multiple documentary sources, participation is
frequently incorporated into governance processes through public consultations, stakeholder forums,
disclosure mechanisms, and community engagement procedures. However, governance assessments
consistently suggest that strategic decisions concerning licensing, resource allocation, environmental
approvals, and regulatory enforcement remain concentrated within state institutions and politically
influential actors (Kinda & Mien, 2024). As a result, participation often occurs within predetermined
institutional boundaries that limit the capacity of non-state actors to influence final policy outcomes.

The findings further indicate that participatory mechanisms are frequently structured around
consultation rather than deliberation. While affected stakeholders are commonly invited to provide input,
documentary evidence suggests that opportunities for meaningful dialogue and joint decision-making
remain limited. In many instances, consultation processes occur after key policy directions have already
been established, reducing participation to a mechanism for gathering feedback rather than shaping
decisions. Consequently, participation functions more as a procedural requirement than as a deliberative
process capable of influencing governance outcomes.

Civil society assessments repeatedly identify structural barriers that constrain the effectiveness of
participatory governance. These barriers include unequal access to information, disparities in technical
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expertise, limited organizational capacity, and asymmetrical power relations between local communities
and state or corporate actors. Reports from governance monitoring organizations indicate that
vulnerable groups, including Indigenous peoples, women, and communities directly affected by
extraction activities, often face significant obstacles in accessing deliberative spaces and influencing
policy processes (Basu & Mishra, 2024; Mishra et al., 2024). Such constraints reduce the capacity of
participation mechanisms to address underlying governance inequalities.

The documentary evidence also suggests that participatory outcomes vary considerably across
governance contexts. In some regions, stakeholder engagement remains largely symbolic, with
consultations conducted primarily to satisfy procedural requirements. Governance assessments from
several extractive regions indicate that community participation frequently occurs after licensing or
development processes have substantially progressed, limiting opportunities for meaningful
intervention. Under such conditions, participation contributes to procedural legitimacy while leaving
existing distributions of authority largely unchanged.

Conversely, documentary sources also identify examples where stronger institutional support, greater
transparency, and multi-stakeholder accountability mechanisms have enhanced the effectiveness of
participation. Governance assessments of local initiatives, including experiences documented in
Bojonegoro, suggest that when access to information is strengthened and institutional arrangements
provide genuine opportunities for dialogue, participation can contribute to more responsive and context-
sensitive governance outcomes (Aziz & Roziqin, 2020; Putri & Lujala, 2023). These experiences
demonstrate that the effectiveness of participation depends not only on the existence of participatory
mechanisms but also on the broader institutional conditions within which participation occurs.

Within the State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) framework, these findings illustrate the distinction
between procedural and deliberative participation. State institutions formally promote participation
through consultation forums, EITI mechanisms, transparency initiatives, and stakeholder engagement
processes. These mechanisms expand opportunities for involvement and strengthen the legitimacy of
governance reforms. However, documentary evidence suggests that participation rarely results in a
substantive redistribution of authority or decision-making power. Instead, participation is frequently
managed within institutional structures that preserve existing governance hierarchies while creating the
appearance of inclusiveness.

The findings therefore suggest that deliberative participation remains constrained by persistent power
asymmetries within Indonesia’s extractive governance system. Although governance reforms have
broadened formal opportunities for engagement, the ability of local communities and civil society actors
to shape governance outcomes remains uneven. Consequently, participation often serves as a
mechanism of procedural legitimacy rather than a vehicle for transforming governance relations. This
pattern reinforces the broader argument of the study that governance reforms can expand formal
inclusion while simultaneously reproducing institutional conditions associated with the persistence of
the resource curse.
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3.3 Institutional Fragmentation and Elite Capture

3.3.1 Institutional Flexibility and Accountability
Documentary evidence indicates that institutional fragmentation remains a persistent feature of
governance in Indonesia’s extractive sector. Government regulations, governance assessments, and civil
society reports consistently identify overlapping authorities, fragmented regulatory frameworks, and
inconsistent coordination between national and subnational institutions as major challenges affecting
extractive governance. Although decentralization reforms were intended to increase local
responsiveness and improve governance effectiveness, the distribution of authority across multiple
agencies and governance levels has often generated institutional ambiguity rather than adaptive
governance.

The analysis reveals that governance responsibilities related to licensing, environmental oversight,
revenue management, and regulatory enforcement are frequently dispersed across multiple institutions
with differing mandates and priorities. This fragmentation creates coordination challenges and weakens
accountability because responsibility for governance outcomes becomes difficult to trace. Documentary
sources repeatedly highlight situations in which regulatory responsibilities overlap, while enforcement
mechanisms remain inconsistent across jurisdictions. As a result, institutional arrangements often
struggle to respond effectively to local governance challenges and environmental concerns.

The findings further suggest that accountability mechanisms remain unevenly distributed across
governance actors. Formal accountability instruments, including audits, anti-corruption oversight,
reporting requirements, and public consultation procedures, have been incorporated into governance
frameworks. However, governance assessments indicate that these mechanisms often operate within
highly bureaucratic structures that limit meaningful public scrutiny and reduce opportunities for
downward accountability (Joseph et al., 2016). While local communities are frequently expected to
comply with regulatory procedures, their ability to hold state institutions and corporate actors
accountable remains comparatively limited.

Documentary evidence also identifies elite capture as a recurring governance pattern within fragmented
institutional environments. Reports produced by civil society organizations repeatedly highlight concerns
regarding non-transparent resource allocation, preferential access to licensing processes, and unequal
influence over regulatory decisions (Addison & Roe, 2024). In such contexts, fragmented governance
structures create opportunities for politically connected actors to navigate institutional complexity more
effectively than local communities or civil society organizations. Consequently, governance outcomes
often reflect unequal access to authority, information, and decision-making channels.

The analysis indicates that institutional flexibility varies considerably across governance contexts. While
many governance arrangements remain characterized by bureaucratic rigidity and limited
responsiveness, documentary evidence also identifies examples where stronger transparency
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mechanisms, improved information access, and more inclusive accountability arrangements have
contributed to more adaptive governance practices. These experiences suggest that institutional
flexibility is not determined solely by formal institutional design but also by the extent to which
governance arrangements facilitate coordination, accountability, and stakeholder engagement.

Within the State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) framework, these findings demonstrate that
accountability is frequently reinforced selectively rather than uniformly. State institutions formally
support accountability through regulatory oversight, auditing mechanisms, and governance monitoring
systems, yet the effectiveness of these mechanisms varies significantly across actors and governance
levels. Communities and local stakeholders are often subject to regulatory obligations, while politically
influential actors may retain greater capacity to shape or circumvent accountability processes.
Consequently, accountability contributes to institutional legitimacy without necessarily ensuring equal
scrutiny across governance actors.

The documentary evidence suggests that institutional fragmentation and uneven accountability
mechanisms reinforce a form of performative self-governance rather than adaptive governance.
Governance reforms have expanded formal accountability structures, yet fragmented institutional
arrangements continue to constrain coordination, weaken oversight, and create opportunities for elite
influence. Within the SRSG framework, these dynamics contribute to the persistence of unequal
governance relations despite ongoing reform efforts.

3.3.2 Revisiting the Resource Curse
The findings of this study suggest that the persistence of the resource curse in Indonesia cannot be
explained solely by resource abundance or weak institutional capacity. Instead, documentary evidence
indicates that governance outcomes are shaped by the interaction of selective decentralization,
procedural participation, institutional fragmentation, and uneven accountability mechanisms. These
governance arrangements influence how authority, participation, and benefits are distributed across
actors and governance levels, thereby shaping the broader political economy of resource extraction.

Across the documentary sources analyzed, governance reforms have frequently expanded formal
mechanisms of transparency, participation, and accountability without fundamentally altering underlying
power relations. Decentralization has redistributed certain administrative responsibilities to subnational
governments, yet strategic authority over resource governance often remains concentrated within state
institutions and politically influential actors. Similarly, participatory mechanisms have increased
opportunities for consultation and stakeholder engagement while providing limited influence over
licensing decisions, environmental oversight, and revenue allocation. These patterns suggest that
governance reforms may improve procedural inclusion without substantially redistributing decision-
making power.

The findings therefore support institutional perspectives that emphasize the importance of governance
quality in shaping resource governance outcomes (Brunnschweiler & Bulte, 2008; Mehlum et al., 2006).
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However, the analysis also suggests that governance quality cannot be understood solely through the
presence of formal institutions. In Indonesia’s extractive sector, institutions frequently adopt
transparency, participation, and accountability mechanisms while continuing to operate through
governance arrangements that privilege actors with greater political, economic, and bureaucratic
resources. Governance outcomes consequently depend not only on institutional design but also on how
institutional rules are implemented and contested in practice.

Documentary evidence further indicates that extractive governance functions as a contested arena in
which state institutions, private actors, local governments, civil society organizations, and affected
communities compete over access to resources, authority, and benefits. Governance conflicts are
therefore not simply disputes over resource ownership but also struggles over who possesses the
authority to participate, influence decisions, and shape governance outcomes. This finding is consistent
with recent scholarship that views natural resources as politically contested governance spaces rather
than as purely economic assets (Ploeg, 2011a; Siakwah, 2017).

Within the State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) framework, the persistence of the resource curse
emerges from the selective reinforcement of governance mechanisms. Transparency improves
information disclosure but does not necessarily redistribute power. Participation expands formal
inclusion but often remains procedural. Accountability mechanisms strengthen institutional legitimacy
but are applied unevenly across actors. Together, these dynamics produce a governance system that
appears increasingly participatory and accountable while continuing to reproduce asymmetrical power
relations.

Figure 3 synthesizes the mechanism identified throughout the analysis. Rather than viewing
decentralization, participation, and transparency as inherently transformative reforms, the SRSG
framework highlights how these governance mechanisms can be selectively implemented and unevenly
enforced. In such contexts, governance reforms expand procedural inclusion while preserving existing
distributions of authority and resource control. Selective decentralization redistributes administrative
responsibilities without transferring substantive decision-making power. Participation broadens formal
inclusion but remains constrained within consultation-oriented processes. Fragmented accountability
mechanisms further weaken oversight and create opportunities for elite influence. As these
mechanisms interact, governance reforms generate institutional legitimacy while reproducing unequal
power relations and patterns of resource control.

Source: Processed by Authors (2025)

The Indonesian case therefore demonstrates that the resource curse is not simply a consequence of
natural resource abundance. Rather, it is sustained through governance arrangements that distribute
authority, participation, and accountability unevenly across governance actors. The persistence of the
resource curse emerges not from an absence of governance reforms, but from the selective operation of
governance mechanisms that simultaneously promote participation and constrain influence.
Governance reforms may therefore create the appearance of institutional transformation while leaving
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deeper structures of power, resource control, and inequality largely intact. Within the SRSG framework,
the resource curse is best understood as the outcome of selective governance processes that reproduce
asymmetrical power relations within formally reformed governance systems.

5 Conclusion
This study examined how State Reinforced Self Governance (SRSG) shapes the persistence of the
resource curse in Indonesia’s extractive sector. Drawing on political ecology, critical institutionalism, and
collaborative governance perspectives, the analysis demonstrates that the persistence of the resource
curse cannot be explained solely by resource abundance or weak institutions. Instead, it is closely linked
to the ways governance reforms are structured, implemented, and mediated through state–society
interactions. The findings show that governance reforms such as decentralization, transparency
initiatives, and participatory mechanisms have not fundamentally transformed existing power relations
despite their formal commitment to accountability and inclusion.

The qualitative content analysis identified three interrelated mechanisms through which SRSG operates
in Indonesia’s extractive governance. First, selective decentralization redistributed administrative
authority without strengthening accountability institutions, creating opportunities for fragmented
oversight and elite influence. Second, procedural participation expanded formal opportunities for
stakeholder engagement while limiting substantive influence over policy decisions. Third, institutional
fragmentation generated overlapping regulatory frameworks and dispersed responsibilities that
facilitated regulatory ambiguity and elite capture across governance levels. Together, these mechanisms
produced a form of performative self-governance that maintained the appearance of participation,
decentralization, and accountability while preserving unequal distributions of power and limiting
meaningful community influence.

The study contributes to resource governance scholarship by developing SRSG as a mechanism-based
analytical framework for understanding how governance reforms may reproduce rather than transform
structural inequalities in resource-rich settings. By moving beyond conventional debates between
centralization and decentralization, the study highlights how governance outcomes are shaped by the
interaction between state authority, institutional arrangements, and participatory processes. The
Indonesian case demonstrates that governance reforms alone are insufficient to address the resource
curse when accountability mechanisms remain weak, participation remains procedural, and institutional
arrangements continue to privilege politically and economically powerful actors.

The findings suggest that effective resource governance requires more than the formal expansion of
participation or the redistribution of administrative authority. Sustainable governance outcomes depend
on strengthening accountability institutions, enabling substantive participation in decision-making
processes, and improving coordination across fragmented regulatory systems. Without addressing
these underlying governance mechanisms, reforms risk reinforcing existing inequalities while
maintaining the appearance of institutional progress.

Page 19/29



5.1 Policy Implications

Strengthen accountability mechanisms across all levels of extractive governance, including
licensing, monitoring, and enforcement processes.

Improve transparency by expanding public access to strategic information related to extractive
contracts, revenues, environmental compliance, and regulatory decisions.

Move beyond procedural consultation by creating institutional mechanisms that enable affected
communities to influence decision-making outcomes substantively.

Harmonize overlapping legal and regulatory frameworks governing mining, forestry, environmental
protection, and regional administration to reduce regulatory fragmentation.

Strengthen the recognition of Indigenous and local community rights within formal governance
systems to reduce governance conflicts and improve distributive justice.

Enhance coordination among central, provincial, and local institutions to ensure that
decentralization is accompanied by effective accountability and oversight mechanisms.

5.2 Limitations and Future Research
This study is based on qualitative governance analysis using documentary evidence and therefore
focuses primarily on institutional arrangements, policy frameworks, and governance narratives. While
documentary sources provide valuable insights into governance processes, they may not fully capture
the experiences and perceptions of communities directly affected by extractive activities. Future
research could incorporate interviews, ethnographic approaches, or comparative case studies to
examine how governance mechanisms are experienced and contested at the local level.

The analysis focuses exclusively on Indonesia during the period 2010–2024. Although the findings offer
broader theoretical insights into resource governance in developing countries, governance dynamics
may differ across political, institutional, and socio-economic contexts. Comparative research involving
other resource-rich countries could further assess the applicability of the SRSG framework and identify
variations in how governance reforms shape resource governance outcomes.

Future studies may also explore the interaction between SRSG and emerging governance challenges,
including energy transition policies, critical mineral governance, environmental justice, and Indigenous
resource rights. Such research would contribute to a deeper understanding of how governance
arrangements evolve in response to changing political, economic, and environmental conditions.
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Regulatory Complexity in Indonesia’s Extractive Governance Framework

Source: Processed by Authors (2025)

Figure 2

Reform trajectory from transparency to participatory extractive governance

Source: Processed by Authors (2025)
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Figure 3

State-Reinforced Self-Governance and the Persistence of the Resource Curse

Source: Processed by Authors (2025)

Page 29/29


