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1.1.	Purpose 
Participation has been a principal instrument in promoting development since its 
introduction in formal policymaking at the end of the 1960s. It is expected to continue 
to be essential in enhancing the legitimacy of policy (Cornwall, 2008); improving 
equitable policymaking (Martin & Sherington, 1997); increasing trust (Richards et al., 
2004; Tsaang et al., 2009), stakeholder empowerment (Greenwood, 1993; Okali et al., 
1994), social learning (Blackstock et al., 2007); and enhancing transparency, resulting 
in better governance and democratization (Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015). The undeniable 
value of participation in literature and policymaking has led to the idealisation of the term 
and adoption of a participatory approach in most decision-making processes (Hurlbert 
& Gupta, 2015; Warren, 2009). However, considering that it can be time-consuming 
and expensive, the potential benefits of participation depend on how the instrument is 
implemented. If these costs are not accounted for, participation could be meaningless and 
result in adverse inclusion and exclusion of those who cannot afford to participate. This 
thesis aims to understand the costs and value of participation in addressing development, 
water, and environmental challenges, specifically flood risk management at multiple 
levels of governance, and to draw lessons from a case study on Indonesia. This chapter 
outlines flood risks, which are increasing worldwide, and the importance of stakeholder 
participation in the flood risk context (see 1.2). The chapter presents the knowledge gaps 
(see 1.3), research questions, focus and limits of the research (see 1.4), policy relevance 
including to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (see 1.5), and the structure of 
the thesis (see 1.6). 

1.2.	Societ  al problem 
The world is experiencing growing and worsening environmental problems, especially 
climate change (IPCC, 2021). Climate change, among other factors, has increased the 
intensity and frequency of climate-related disasters, including floods (Douville et al., 
2021). Globally, flood risks are exacerbated also by demographic growth and urbanisation. 
Floods are the most frequent (43.4%) type of disaster (Wallemacq & House, 2018) and 
‘so called ‘100-year’ floods are twice as likely to occur in 40% of the world by 2050  (Arnell 
and Gosling, 2016).

Flood disasters tend to recur and are thus, to a degree, predictable (Alexander, 2002). 
Three stages can be identified: before, during, and after the flood. Combinations of stages 
in floods, types of floods, spatial settings, and problem types lead to different levels of 
complexity and urgency (see 3.6). Floods in urban areas vary between the city centre and the 
city’s edge, facing additional levels of complexity in terms of demographics, stakeholders, 
impacts of floods, and vulnerability. Urban floods are a significant issue globally, and the 
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vast urbanisation currently underway means that more than 50% of the world population 
predicted to inhabit cities by 2050 will be vulnerable to floods (Ritchie, 2018). 

Increasing flood frequency will threaten around “450 million people and 430 thousand 
km2 of flood-prone cropland by 2050”(Arnell & Gosling, 2016) and cause major damage 
(Guha-Sapir et al., 2016). As is often the case, the impact will be more severe for already 
vulnerable people living in flood-prone areas (WHO, 2018). Between 1998 and 2017, flood 
disasters alone were responsible for 23% (USD 656 Billion) of economic losses worldwide 
(Wallemacq & House, 2018). Urban floods especially result in temporary or permanent 
displacement, which has a significant impact on almost every aspect of inhabitants’ lives 
(5.4 million inhabitants displaced from their homes; IDMC, 2019). This disruption causes 
social friction that compels governments to address inhabitants’ concerns. To sustainably 
prevent or adapt to floods, input from stakeholders is vital. 

It is beyond question that strategic measures are needed to reduce flood risk. However, 
the efficacy of flood risk management technology is uncertain. There is also a constant 
conflict between social-economic interests and flood protection objectives in urban 
settings (Zhou., et.al, 2024). For example, people’s neighbourhoods, their homes, and 
other socio-economic webs are disrupted in flood-prone areas to establish flood protection 
infrastructure. Furthermore, the urgent nature of floods is often used as an excuse for 
implementing top-down, technical decisions (Padawangi & Douglass, 2015). Technical 
measures for flood management are labelled as ‘protection’ or ‘flood defence’ measures 
and often embedded in technocratic language beyond the grasp of most people. Hence, 
decision-making is undertaken technocratically and not debated politically. Governing 
disaster risk based on ‘techno-managerial policymaking’ depoliticizes the risk, rather than 
‘re-politicizing’ to increase the inclusion of marginalised groups (Fuentealba & Verrest, 
2020)

Single, top-down, structural government approaches are no longer adequate, especially 
for the complex challenges posed by flooding in a state of climate change (Edelenbos et 
al., 2017). Climate change requires consideration of flood defence systems through more 
adaptive approaches, such as spatial planning (Bergsma, 2016; Edelenbos et al., 2017) and 
flood risk management (Butler & Pidgeon, 2011; Wehn et al., 2015). The polycentric 
concept of adaptive governance calls for integrating multiple actors at different levels 
(Djalante et al., 2011). Participation is essential in flood governance as it influences more 
effective decision-making, albeit it also causes conflict between stakeholders (Thaler & 
Levin-Keitel, 2016). Participation has been idolised as a panacea of effective development 
planning and better governance. However, when and how participation is necessary varies 
depending on the problem type (Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015). 

Floods directly and indirectly affect communities, exacerbating the complexity of the 
problem. A problem is classified as unstructured when there is no agreement on the 
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underlying science or values needed to address such a problem (Hisschemoller & Hoppe, 
1996). On the other hand, a problem is classified as structured when there is agreement 
on the science and values underlying the problem. Structured problems thus need less 
participation because the necessary knowledge is available, values are shared and a minimal 
learning process is needed (Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015). A critical assumption concerning 
structured problems is that the policy determined by experts and bureaucrats favours the 
public interest. Unstructured and moderately structured problems require different kinds 
of participation that may yield different kinds of results (see 3.6). This research addresses 
the role of participation in moderately structured to unstructured, complex, and dynamic 
environmental and resource-related problems, focusing on urban flood disasters. 

Considering the importance of participation for the inhabitants, the effectiveness thereof 
is essential (Renn, 2017). However, the effectiveness may be low when certain resources 
(Pahl-Wostl, 2009) are required to facilitate the possibly lengthy, complicated, and 
highly conflict-prone process of participation. This research serves to showcase that not 
all stakeholders can be involved in the deliberative process if it does not include a proper 
budget for participation. 

1.3.	The ga  p in knowledge 
According to Warren (2009) and Hurlbert & Gupta (2015), the literature idealizes the 
participatory approach in decision-making through a ‘one size fits all’ solution, even 
when it is not necessary. This research presents an original contribution to the concept 
of participation by addressing the following gaps in knowledge. The thesis seeks to fill the 
study gap in how the costs and value of participation shape the decision-making process, 
building on the foundations established in Chapter 2 and 3. 

1.3.1.	 Gap 1:  Conceptual ambiguity in participation costs and value    

Social science literature continues to highlight the importance of stakeholder participation, 
it pays insufficient attention to the costs involved (see Figure 1.1). Costs such as 
transportation, time, or emotional stress—borne by both organisers and participants—
are often overlooked in policy design and budgeting, particularly in flood governance. 
Literature inadequately explores how, and from whose perspective, tangible and intangible 
costs should be perceived, calculated, and budgeted for, in social and environmental policy 
processes, to ensure meaningful participation (Anggraeni et. al, 2019).
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Figure  1.1 Trend of participation costs and value in the literature 

Source: Scopus database, updated 11-09-2020

Existing literature covers participation costs in several contexts, such as marine 
ecosystems (Lynham et al., 2017; Osborne, et al., 2000; Turner & Weninger, 2005) 
and the provision of health services (Ansari & Phillips, 2004; Ansari & Andersson, 
2011). Both contexts reveal that high participation costs influence the output of policy 
and programme implementation. However, these studies remain sector-specific and 
rarely address environmental governance. The idealization of participation tends to 
ignore the practicalities of the tangible and intangible costs and value of participation 
to the participants (Ansari & Andersson, 2011). The literature assumes that the public, 
including the marginalised, poor and disabled, will be prepared and able to participate 
voluntarily, without limits (Taylor, 1995). This assumption neglects the material realities 
and institutional limitations that shape access to participatory processes. A more nuanced 
understanding is needed of how costs and value are constructed and experienced from 
multiple perspectives.

1.3.2.	 Gap 2: Missing link between problem structure and participation costs-
value     

The second gap addressed by this research is that few papers link the costs and value of 
participation to the structure of problem being addressed. While the value of participation 
is widely accepted in the literature (Chinman et al., 1996; Ansari & Phillips, 2004; Smith 
et al., 1995) most studies consider value in abstract or normative term. They rarely examine 
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how this value shaped by the actual costs borne by participants, or how both costs and 
value interact within different types of problem. 

Current research often assumes that the participation value will naturally motivate 
stakeholders to participate irrespective of costs (Chinman & Wandersman, 1999). 
However, this assumption neglects intangible benefits and values of participation.  It is 
critical to meticulously examine the relationship between participation costs and value, 
especially when promoting social empowerment (Chinman et al., 1996; Prestby et al., 
1990). Yet in reality, high costs may prevent those most affected from participating, 
undermining the legitimacy and effectiveness of participation processes. The result is a 
disconnection between theoretical benefit with actual accessibility and impact. Moreover, 
intangible costs and value are also difficult to measure due to data unavailability and 
methodological limitations (see 2.4.4). In practice, governments and scholars are often 
reluctant or lack  resources to conduct such assessments, leading to partial understanding 
of participation’s real-world implications related to participation costs and value.  

This gap becomes more significant when viewed through the lens of problem structures. 
Environmental and social problems differ in how clearly their causes and solutions are 
understood (Hisschemoller & Hoppe, 1996). Structured problems are those where 
there is broad agreement among stakeholders on both scientific evidence and underlying 
values. In contrast, unstructured or moderately structured problems are characterised 
by uncertainty, disagreement on facts, or conflicting values—often requiring negotiation 
and deliberation rather than purely technical solutions (Dunn, 2017; Turnhout et al., 
2007). Problem structuring is important because it determines the kind of participation 
that is appropriate and the value that could be achieved. Yet, the relationship between 
participation and problem structuring remains underexamined—particularly in terms 
of how problem framing affects the perceived value of participation and stakeholders’ 
willingness to bear its costs (Head, 2008; Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015).  

1.3.3.	 Gap 3: Cost-driven exclusion in multi-level governance

The third gap addressed by this research concerns how participation funding can lead to 
the stakeholder inclusion or exclusion in policy processes. If participation is to amplify the 
voice of the marginalised , a lack of budgeting to enable the marginalised to participate 
can bias policy outcome in favour of more affluent participants (see 2.4.1). When there is 
exclusion due to high costs, the excluded groups cannot access the participation process 
and do not gain any value whatsoever. When participation costs are not budgeted for or 
mitigated, exclusion becomes systemic, and participation reinforces existing inequalities 
rather than resolving them (Lynham et al., 2017). This is especially problematic in flood 
risk governance, where participation is often needed most by those who face the greatest 
barriers to engagement.
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In many cases, costs are not evenly distributed. Those unable to participate gain no value, 
while others may benefit without bearing any costs -so called “free riders”. Free riders can 
be an isolated group that is dependent on the community leader to decide on their behalf. 
When such representation lacks transparency of accountability, its risks reinforcing 
exclusion rather than enabling meaningful engagement.

Exclusion is externally imposed. Self-exclusion can occur when individuals believe they 
lack the knowledge, legitimacy, or capacity to contribute meaningfully. These internalised 
barriers are often shaped by poverty (Fiorina, 1999), limited education (Fischer, 2008), or 
social marginalisation, yet they are largely overlooked in participatory governance literature 
(Cornwall, 2008; Altaf, 2019). Participant selection mechanisms further shape inclusion. 
Fung (2006) notes that when experts or officials control participant recruitment, informal 
or marginalised voices are often left out. Participation is not inherently inclusive—its 
design and structure determine who is heard and who is left behind. 

This research also examines these dynamics through a multi-level governance lens.  While 
multi-level governance can broaden opportunities for inclusion, they introduce complexity 
in coordination, accountability and cost allocation. The composition of actors and 
institutional priorities vary across levels, creating unequal power relations that influence 
who participates and how costs are managed (Giersig, 2008). Whereas most studies 
concerning the costs and value of participation focused on local-level programmes, this 
research sheds light on the multi-level perspective. The research looks at the relationships 
between key actors and how costs are being addressed at different levels of governance. 
These perspectives need to be explored for deeper understanding of how the costs and 
values are generated and incurred at each level.

1.4.	Resear ch question and limitation

1.4.1.	 Research question

Exploring the importance of participation and current knowledge gaps (see 1.3), the 
overarching question is: How can the costs and value of participation influence the decision-
making process in different problem structures at multi-level flood risk governance towards 
inclusive development in Indonesia? The first and second sub question examine how 
policies consider participation and its costs and value at the global level and the national 
level. The third question looks at how and to what extent stakeholder participation 
processes are linked to the nature of the water related problems at the local level. This 
question aims to understand stakeholder participation processes in different problem 
structures. The fourth question concerns the costs and value of participation perceived 
by different stakeholders (i.e. the state and the community), and the relation between the 
costs and value of participation in different problem structures. The differences between 
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costs and value as well as its relation is important as it may lead to the inclusion or exclusion 
of stakeholders and may reinforce existing power differences, assuming that participation 
is, by definition, inclusive (see Table 1.1).  

Table  1.1 Research Questions

Main question: How can the costs and value of participation influence the decision-making process in 
different problem structures in multi-level flood risk governance toward inclusive development in Indonesia? 

Research question Chapter 

1 How does the WB operationalise stakeholder participation, particularly the costs and 
value of participation, in relation to global water policies?

5

2 Within water governance at the national level in Indonesia, how is stakeholder 
participation -particularly the costs and value of participation- operationalised with 
regard to the Central Java Province and Bengawan Solo River basin?

6

3 How and to what extent are stakeholder participation processes linked to the nature 
of water-related problems at the local level?   

7

4 How are local actors’ perception of participation costs and value influenced by the 
nature of a water-related problem?

8

The research questions explore how participation is operationalised across scales (RQ1–
2), how it relates to different problem structures (RQ3), and how local actors perceive its 
costs and value (RQ4). These investigations directly respond to gaps in understanding 
multi-level governance, problem structuring, and aiming to support more inclusive flood 
risk governance in Indonesia (see Appendix 1).

1.4.2.	 Focus and Limits of the Research  

Focusing on multi-level governance, this research’s spatial coverage starts at the global 
level of policy analysis, specifically looking at the World Bank’s policies and projects. 
Subsequently, the research looks at how the costs and value of participation are being 
addressed at the national and local levels of governance in Indonesia. 

Indonesia has been chosen as a case study for this research because the number of people 
living in flood-prone areas in Indonesia is predicted to increase 4-5 times (from 5 to 
23 million) by 2100 (Kulp & Strauss, 2019) Since 1982, the most common disaster in 
Indonesia has been floods, accounting for 38% of all disasters based on Disaster Risk 
Reduction National Plan 2015-2019 (BNPB, 2016). Moreover, the area with a high flood 
risk index covers over 50% of the country (see Map 1.1). 
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Map  1.1 Flood disaster risk index 2018

Source: Indonesian National Disaster Management Authority (BNPB, 2018) 

Based on the Indonesian Disaster Risk Index Report (2018), 81.8% or 325 municipalities 
were categorised as at high flood risk, and 17.6% at medium risk of floods. 

I selected Surakarta as a case study in Indonesia because this municipality is historically 
considered a pioneer in organic participatory planning. It would thus be interesting to 
study how they budget for active stakeholder participation and the influence of said 
stakeholders on the policy process. In development planning Indonesia has adopted the 
practice of Musrenbang (i.e. Annual development planning deliberation). After being first 
implemented in Surakarta in 2004, it was further distributed nationally (Grillos, 2017). 
Furthermore, Central Java and specifically Surakarta have recently won the Development 
Planning Award (Penghargaan Pembangunan Daerah 2018).
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Map  1.2 Surakarta Municipality orientation map 

Source: Regional spatial planning (RTRW) Surakarta Municipality 2011 – 2031

The temporal scope of the Systematic Literature Review (SLR) focused on participation 
costs and value from the early 1970s till 2019. Project selection from the global policy 
analysis chapter of a World Bank case study was limited to 2009-2019. The scope for the 
empirical data corresponded to the fieldwork period from 2018 to 2019. Although the 
research experienced delays due to the COVID-19 pandemic and personal circumstances, 
the findings remain relevant. The policy frameworks and institutional arrangements 
under review have shown continuity during the study period, with no major reforms or 
shifts that would significantly affect the validity of the data. In addition, the core issues 
explored—such as participation costs and value in water governance—are structural and 
remain pertinent to ongoing policy debates and practices. Therefore, while the delay is 
acknowledged, it does not undermine the relevance or applicability of the research findings.

The research addresses substantive issues concerning tangible and intangible costs and value 
of participation from different stakeholders’ (decision/policymakers and beneficiaries) 
perspectives. Furthermore, it unpacks the costs and value at different levels of governance, 
especially considering their effects on inclusion and exclusion of stakeholders from the 
process. The overall context of the research is flood risk governance.
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1.5.	Pol icy relevance and the Sustainable Development Goals 
This research has strong policy relevance, as it focuses on stakeholder participation in 
policymaking. With further attention to floods and disasters within the context of water 
governance, the research findings can be relevant in multi-level water policy, disaster policy, 
and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) included in the United Nations 2030 
Agenda. Such policymaking requires stakeholders to have a robust mechanism through 
which to interact and coordinate (Akhmouch & Clavreul, 2017). Global water policy has 
long-recognised stakeholder participation as an essential and widely accepted fundamental 
principle especially since the adoption of the principles at the 1992 Rio Principles on 
Environment and Development (UNCED, 1992), and the 1992 Dublin Declaration of 
the International Conference on Water and the Environment (ICWE, 1992), The World 
Water Forum (WWC, 1997), the Millennium Development Goals (2000), and the SDGs 
(2015). I focus below on the most recent global policy documents. 

The UN’s 2030 Agenda (Agenda 2030, 2015) consists of seventeen Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) implemented through 169 targets and 232 indicators. States 
and other stakeholders may modify these targets and indicators to accommodate specific 
contexts. These targets and indicators are classified between Tier I, II and III. Tier I 
indicators entail clear concepts and standardised methods that are agreed upon. Tier II 
consists of indicators that are conceptually straightforward and have globally defined 
methodologies and available criteria, yet on which countries do not consistently provide 
data. In Tier III, indicator standards or methods have not been developed or tested. Tier III 
indicators no longer exist among the updated indicators as of December 2020. Meanwhile, 
there are 130 indicators classified as Tier I, 97 of them classified as Tier II, and 4 classifieds 
under multiple tiers (UN-Statistic, 2020). 

Agenda 2030 recognises the need for stakeholder participation to implement the SDGs 
successfully. Participation is explicitly mentioned in some of the main goals and targets, 
such as in Goal 5 (Target 5.5), Goal 6 (Target 6b), Goal 11 (Target 11.3), and Goal 16 
(Target 16.7). The goal that specifically addresses participation in the context of water 
is Goal 6, which calls to: “Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and 
sanitation for all”. Target 6.b calls on countries to “support and strengthen the participation 
of local communities in improving water and sanitation management.” The indicator for 
this target is 6b.1, which requires data on the “proportion of local administrative units with 
established and operational policies and procedures for participation of local communities 
in water and sanitation management.” Indicator 6.b.1 is classified as Tier I (UN-Statistic, 
2020). Data availability for indicator 6b.1 is available consistently for 50% of countries 
where the indicator is relevant (UN-Statistic Division, 2016). 

Further in terms of indicators relating to participation: legal and policy procedures 
involving service users and communities in planning programmes are clearly defined 
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and participation levels are measured (WHO, 2016). Policies and protocols for local 
citizen participation in water management in each country require the establishment of 
a structured framework for participation. A programme or protocol must be put in place 
by the relevant international organisation (UN) if a local group engagement process is 
specified in a given policy. Once the programme or protocol has been enforced, it is deemed 
operational when there is sufficient funding and a means to ensure participation. 60% of 195 
countries have reported having 50 percent less human and financial resources than what is 
needed to support community participation2. The value of participation is not addressed 
by the indicators. 

Water problems can impact human settlements, which makes Goal 11 relevant to this 
discussion. Goal 11 aims to “Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient 
and sustainable”. It also promotes participation in the human settlement context through 
Target 11.3, which requires states to “enhance inclusive and sustainable urbanisation 
and capacity for participatory, integrated and sustainable human settlement planning 
and management in all countries.” Indicator 11.3.2 focuses on the percentage of cities 
with direct civil society involvement and, as of July 2020, its status changed to a Tier-
II indicator. Indicator 11.3.2 is operationalised as a direct, regular, and democratic 
mechanism available for participation in each country, including participation budgeting3, 
direct feedback, and inclusion of marginalised people. Indeed, the availability of structures 
for civil society participation does not guarantee meaningful participation. It is, therefore, 
essential to conceptualise metrics through a more accurate and operational evaluation 
system (Akbar et al., 2020). Implementation of participation policy needs to include 
operational mechanisms through which information about the available support can be 
accessed. In this case, well-budgeted participation is essential (e.g., for target 6.b). I will 
return to lessons for the SDGs in Chapter 9.

1.6.	Str ucture of the thesis	
This chapter introduced the real-life context of flooding regarding the importance of 
participation costs in governance towards more inclusive development. It addressed 
questions concerning the operationalisation of participation costs and value in different 
problem types, specifically what lessons can be learnt from multi-level flood governance. 
Chapter 2 presents the literature review conducted on participation costs and value that 
has been published in a scientific journal (Anggraeni et al. 2019). Chapter 3 elaborates 

2. This is an estimation made by the UN Statistic I general. However, in the SDG indicator 
database, the participation cost data was not found. Source: UNSDG especially for goal 6b

3. Target 11.3.2 operationalised by addressing if there are available structures for civil society 
participation in participatory budgeting which refers to the process by which money is 
allocated to various sectors of urban management, including roads, water, sanitation, energy, 
public space, land title etc (Metadata SDG 11.3.2)
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on the theoretical consideration of the costs and value of participation in multi-level 
governance, building upon the concept of inclusive development. Chapter 4 describes the 
research methodology. Chapter 5 presents the policy analysis on global water governance 
addressing the costs and value of participation, specifically considering World Bank water 
projects. Chapter 6 discusses perceptions of the costs and value of participation at the 
national level in Indonesia while Chapters 7 and 8 respectively discuss the perceptions 
of this at the local level. Chapter 9 concludes the discussion. The structure of the thesis is 
illustrated in Figure 1.2. 

Fig  ure 1.2 Thesis structure 


