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9.1.Introduction

This chapter wraps up the thesis by answering: 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? This concluding chapter
syntheses empirical findings (9.2), contributes to theory (9.3), draws conclusions and
recommendations (9.4) and reflects on methods and the limits of the study (9.5).

9.2. Synthesis of empirical findings

9.2.1. Operationalisation of participation costs and value in global water policies

The first research question examined the operationalisation of participation costs and value
in global water policy. I conclude: First, although the World Bank and worldwide water
policy promote stakeholder involvement, the Bank does not provide detailed operational
guidance on how participation should be budgeted. The World Bank’s Environmental
and Social Framework (ESF), in 2018, for example, sets stakeholder involvement as a
requirement but gives a limited direction on how to allocate resources for participation.
This ambiguity leaves significant room for interpretation. While allowing for adaptation
to local context can be beneficial, the absence of a clear minimum benchmark means
that participation may be approached inconsistently. As a result, actors may minimize
participation efforts or treat them as procedural formalities, undermining the broader
goals of inclusive and equitable water governance.

Second, participation costs tend to fall mostly on the borrowing country. An analysis of
water-related Project Appraisal Documents shows that the Bank promotes stakeholder
participation, however, the borrower must finance and operationalise this. Since these
costs often do not generate direct or immediate financial returns, borrowing nations may
be reluctant to invest fully in participatory approaches, especially when under pressure
to deliver tangible project outcomes. Third, the absence of openness in stakeholder
budgeting makes measuring participation costs difficult. This makes assessing real and
intangible costs and their relationship to the nation’s culture and issue structure difficult.
The receiving nation’s socio-political factors impact participation and resource allocation.

Thus, there is a gap between how the WB encourages stakeholders to be involved in water
governance and how it is implemented. This gap is seen through the lens of participation
costs, power dynamics and inclusiveness. Because there aren’t clear operating and
participationspending guidelines, there are uncertainties and inconsistencies. Participation
then can be interpreted differently based on local social and political situations leading
to uneven implementation. The lack of resources in developing countries may reduce
participation to a ticking the box exercise.



9.2.2. Participation costs and value operationalisation at national and subnational
level

The case study of Indonesia reveals that: First, Indonesia’s national policy promotes
participatory planning, including communities in decision-making for development
budgeting, implementation, and assessment. The only national regulation that covers
participation costs requirements is unclear and sometimes determined locally by cultural
means. Second, participatory development is achieved via the Musrenbang system,
which combines bottom-up and top-down techniques and includes budget negotiations.
Musrenbang’s budget does not properly define participation costs for this village-to-
national process. Participation expenditures are sometimes buried in administrative costs
without budget lines, making engagement financing difficult to identify. Third, the role
of civil society in water governance in Indonesia has evolved from passive information
receiver to an increasingly active role, aligning with higher rungs of the Split Ladder of
participation. While public awareness of involvement has improved, technical skills among
community actors to engage effectively remains limited. As a result, government agencies
often dominate decision making.

The new Water legislation mentions participation costs butlacks clarity on eligible expenses
or an implementation mechanism. Although central and provincial governments fund
participation, these sources are unreliable and are influenced by shifting political priorities
change. As a result, effective participation depends on political will, reliable funding and
clear local policy. In the case study province, the Musrenbang includes participation costs
within general budget categories, making it difficult to identify or assess dedicated funding
for citizen participation.

From these main findings, it can be referred that participatory water governance
operationalisation in Indonesia reveals significant power dynamics and this affects
inclusion. While encouraging bottom-up involvement, the Musrenbang method often
hides participation expenses inside administrative budgets, therefore reducing transparency
and strengthening institutional power imbalances. The uncertainty about cost definitions
distributes financial responsibilities to local people, marginalising less funded groups and
thereby compromising social inclusivity. Civil society is increasingly better at confronting
top-down power systems; nevertheless, insufficient technical knowledge and ambiguous
policies limit their ability to impact governance. Reaching relational inclusion calls for
better cost allocation methods, more effective leadership, and fair distribution of resources
to correct these disparities.

Conclusion
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9.2.3. Participation processes and water related problems structure at the local
level

The third research question relates to the participation process and problem structure at
the local level, and my findings are presented as follows. Participation in water governance
varies significantly according to the structure and complexity of water-related problems,
as demonstrated by initiatives aimed at managing flood risks in slum areas. The case
study classifies these challenges into two categories: structured problems, characterised
by a consensus on technical solutions (e.g., drainage projects), and moderately structured
problems, where social resistance complicates interventions (e.g., dike projects
necessitating relocation). In structured problems, participation was limited, as residents
were provided information without opportunities for significant engagement. This
indicates a procedural approach, where participation fulfils administrative requirements
instead of promoting inclusivity. In contrast, moderately structured problems required
increased engagement, as the relocation of residents led to more active participation.
Participation varied according to community factors including self-organization capacity,
vulnerability, and urgency.

A community exhibited effective self-organization by establishing an independent working
group to impact decision-making, thereby strengthening their bargaining position.
Conversely, a more vulnerable community, grappling with the challenges of poverty,
inadequate housing, and low education, underwent “therapy participation”, characterised
by government-led decisions with limited stakeholder involvement. The variations
illustrate how power dynamics and resource disparities influence the inclusiveness
of participation processes in water governance, reflecting diverse experiences among
communities with varying levels of agency and vulnerability.

Participation in water governance at local level is like Foucault’s social power dynamics:
organised problems show power, which limits participation to sharing information from
the top down. This “box-ticking” method hides greater structural power imbalances,
which push people who really want to participate to the edges. Moving to problems with
a moderate level of organisation show bottom-up power when self-organised groups
discuss terms, showing social inclusion. But weak groups are limited by invisible power,
and they go through “therapy participation,” which makes them feel even more left out
and dependent. These changes show how participation costs and value affect each other.
Itis important to note that marginalised groups often have to experience higher intangible
costs, which makes it harder for everyone to be included in society.

9.2.4. Water related problem and participation costs and value among local actors

Regarding the perception of the community of participation costs and value and its
relationship with water related problem structure (research question 4), I make the



following conclusions: First, structured problems and moderately structured problems
affect participation costs and value. The government and community see participation
costs and value differently depending on the problem structure and community character.

Second, costs and values are linked to problem structure: low community engagement
reduces participation costs in structured problems like drainage improvements. Stafling,
communication, and government involvement costs are usually included in fixed budgets.
Community members perceive higher involvement costs for moderately structured
problems like dike building, which requires relocation. In terms of value, structured
problems offer clearer outcomes and more tangible benefits, making participation feel
worthwhile and reinforcing trust in the process. In moderately structured problems, where
goals or solutions are less certain or contested, participation may yield less immediate or
visible benefits, reducing its perceived value. Thus, problem structure shapes not only the
costs but also the effectiveness and perceived value of participation. Third, community
characteristics affect participation costs and value. Socioeconomic position, vulnerability,
and organisational capability affect participation costs. For instance, poor communities had
to eke out time from income-generating activities, especially during intense involvement
procedures for moderately structured problems. Moreover, travel and missed income
are seldomly government-subsidized, regardless of community demographics. Local
stakeholders participate because results matter, especially in complicated water problems.

Lastly in moderately structured problems, there is social exclusion that is related to the
participation process and its costs: for instance, exclusionary practices that increase costs.
Relocation and land tenure choices need accurate identification, imposing an “eligibility
cost” that is frequently disregarded in literature. Exclusion may be gendered where only
family heads are admitted to meetings, severely limiting women’s involvement in organised
water projects, affecting their assessment of costs and values.

As a reflection of these findings, the views of community participation costs and value
reveal difficulties in reaching social and relational inclusivity in water management.
Firstly, this entails structured difficulties with impacting disadvantaged groups. Moreover,
cultural norms like sungkan further marginalize participation, preventing open dialogue
and limiting the value participants can derive from engaging. When participation offers
limited influence, its perceived values diminish, especially for the vulnerable groups. These
dynamics underline how socio-cultural obstacles and institutional factors not only raise
participation, but also constraint its value, and limit inclusivity, therefore stressing the
importance of addressing power relations and promoting fair stakeholder cooperation in
participatory procedures.

Conclusion
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9.2.5. Participation costs and value in different problem structures affecting
inclusive decision-making processes in multi-level flood risk governance

This research concludes that participation costs and values significantly influence
decision-making processes across different problem structures, particularly in multi-
level flood risk governance, in the following ways: (a) Higher participation costs tend to
increase exclusion, as shown in this study, especially affecting unregistered individuals
who are unable to participate. (b) Exclusion from the decision-making process reduces
effectiveness and diminishes the overall value of participation, undermining potential
benefits. (c) In terms of problem structures, participation costs and values vary by type.
In structured problems, participation costs are expected to be low, with high value, as
consensus in scientific knowledge typically minimizes the need for extensive participation.
However, this may not hold if there are funding uncertainties. Such uncertainties require
proactive contingency planning. In moderately structured problems, participation costs
are perceived as higher due to more intensive processes. Nonetheless, participation levels
remain high because of the potential benefits, such as secure tenure. (d) In multi-level
governance, participation costs and values are often not clearly articulated in policies from
the global to regional levels. As a result, at the local implementation level, communities
bear both intangible and tangible costs.

This study demonstrates the impact of participation costs and values on decision-making
within multi-level flood risk governance, highlighting challenges for inclusive development.
Relatively high costs could exclude marginalised groups, thereby undermining social
inclusiveness and reinforcing existing power imbalances. In structured problems, reduced
costs and increased perceived value enhance efficiency, yet they are susceptible to funding
uncertainties. In contrast, moderately structured problems require increased participation
due to relocation demands, emphasising relational inclusiveness when concrete advantages
such as secure tenure are achieved. The absence of explicit policies regarding participation
costs at various governance levels places the responsibility on local communities, thereby
constraining equitable engagement and reinforcing governance disparities. This dynamic
can be further observed in Appendix 22.

9.3. Contribution to theory

9.3.1. Contribution to participation costs and value variables

This study contributes to the understanding of participation in water governance by
empirically unpacking how participation costs and values are perceived differently across
governance actors—government, public, and stakeholders—and across cost categories,
namely transaction, process, and risk-related costs. The synthesized findings, illustrated
in the comparative table 9.1, reveal that participation costs are not uniformly experienced



but are instead asymmetrically distributed, affecting each actor’s willingness and ability
to engage. Government actors perceive high transaction and risk-related costs. These
include administrative burdens such as stakeholder selection and overtime work, along
with more strategic concerns like loss of authority, opportunity costs of time, and potential
political risks. These findings suggest that governmental institutions which are expected
to lead participatory initiatives, often confront internal disincentives that can limit their
commitment or shape the depth of participation they are willing to support.

The public, on the other hand, faces distinct process-related costs, such as the effort
to learn new knowledge, and share time-related burdens. This indicates that citizens’
engagement is highly dependent on cognitive access and available personal resources. The
relatively lower perception of strategic risks among the public does not imply a lower costs
burden overall—it rather points to the qualitatively different nature of their participation
constraints. A key finding is that uncertainty is a shared concern across all actor categories.
This universality signals that participatory processes are often marked by unpredictable
outcomes, which can erode trust and reduce long-term commitment if not adequately
managed.

In terms of value, the asymmetry in costs perception implies that actors may also differ
in how they appraise the benefits or returns of participation. Government actors may
value legitimacy and risk mitigation; the public may seek improved service outcomes or
recognition. When perceived costs outweigh anticipated values—especially in contexts of
uncertainty—actors may disengage or participate symbolically rather than substantively.
This research contributes to science, by proposing a list of participation costs that emerge
from the case study as a theoretical contribution for government and community and
explains participation costs variables from government (G) and participant (P) (see Table
9.1 and Table 9.2 Theoretical contribution).

Conclusion
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Table 9.1 Costs of participation variables
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Who
Type of cost* Costs elements For whom** ﬁ':ll;l::;’ Borne by | should be
covering

Institutional/admin costs G G G G
Stakeholder selection G G
Transportation costs G,P G,P G,P G
Communication, information disclosure G,P G G G

I Logistical and event expenses G,P G,P G,P G,P
Salaries G G G G
Opvertime G,P
Evaluation costs G,P G,P G,P G,P
Loss of income P P P P
Training programmes G G G G

T " Facilitators/community assistants G,P G G G

II | Effort to learn new knowledge P
Organisation recognitions G G
Inadequate public recognition for the G G
participatory programme
Loss of authority G

11 | Opportunity costs of time G,P
Potential loss of political support G

IT Potential conflict of interest G,P G,P

Uncertainty G G G
Delays in decision-making process G G,P G,P
Frustration (unaccommodated aspiration) P P P
Stress P P P

v
Unclear process and result P P P
Sungkan P P P

*Cost categories:

T: Tangible costs

IT: Intangible costs.

I: logistic and official arrangement of participation
II: capacity building and learning,

III: Intangible costs

IV: Personal/Psychological

**The expenses for: G=Government, P=Participant
Missing variable in grey

Table 9.1 explains the cost items that were not acknowledged or covered both by
governmentand the participantsand who should be covering them, for example stakeholder
opportunity costs of time, and loss of authority, or efforts to learn new knowledge.
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This analysis contributes to participation theory by emphasizing that costs and value
variables mustbe jointly considered in both the design and evaluation of participatory water
governance. Simply broadening participation is insufficient if the costs are not equitably
distributed and the values not clearly communicated or experienced by the participants.
The findings advocate for a cost-sensitive and value-aware approach to participation—one
that not only addresses normative inclusion but also accounts for the practical, cognitive,
and political trade-offs faced by each actor.

9.3.2. Modified Split Ladder Participation

The SLP model has been refined in this study by incorporating the dimensions of
participation costs and value. I show firstly that participation costs are associated with
problem structure, specifically in moderately structured problems, and the higher the
participation level, the higher the perceived costs of participation are. Secondly, the
addition of costs and value of participation can shed light on who gains the value and
who bears the costs of participation. I propose a new advanced model to determine when
participation is most valuable and inclusive. The most inclusive decision-making and
value are achieved in quadrant 3 for a moderately structured problem when participation
is high; there is high problem-solving and shared participation costs (among participants
and between participant and government) (Figure 9.1).

Figure 9.1 Participation costs and value in the split ladder of participation

Jnstructured Moderately structured
7alues and Science . —— Values or Science
riple loop learning High participation Double loop learning

Adaptive governance
\ \ ﬂﬂf managemen/ s | p

Cost

Quadrant 4 Consensus [ﬂ_ﬂg Achieve Value + +
be out of reac: consensus Inclusion +

+
+

Debate on / Increasir‘lg citizen Quadrant 3

different values power o
o =
= ) ) 0
o ‘ Discuss different & f]ti_)ebatre gln ’ B

=0 perspectives 1erent values ==

w v o =

=3 ) . =B

] Consult, test ideas, seek advice =

D ==

3 o8
f . 5
& 2

Quadrant 1 ._61 Information &R Quadrant 2
3 B Placation Educate S P

Cost - +/-

= - z Thera, Value + -
value + | - Py Delegated power
. Inclusion -
nclusion - p— N ==
/ Manipulation / Take decision
—

"/Low participation
Adaptive management

Joderately structured
Jalues or Science

Structured problem
Technocratic policymaking

Legend: S: State; P: Participant
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9.3.3. Strengthening theoretical connections: Participation and inclusive
development

This research concludes by revisiting and reflecting upon the theoretical framework that
guided this research (Figure 3.2) to investigate the connection between concepts that
were previously not known or limited, such as the relation between costs and value of
participation and problem structuring, stakeholder participation with costs and value of
participation and relating with the goal of inclusive development. For s detailed theoretical
contribution see Table 9.1, Table 9.2 and Figure 9.2.

Figure 9.2 Developed theoretical framework
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This dissertation began by proposing a conceptual framework grounded in four
interrelated debates: inclusive development, power in participation, problem structuring,
and multi-level governance. At the time, the framework deliberately illustrated several
theoretically underdeveloped or empirically unsupported connections, marked by dotted
or absent lines. These gaps reflected broader limitations in the literature—particularly
regarding how stakeholder participation is influenced by perceived costs and values, how
these perceptions vary across problem contexts, and how they relate to actual inclusion or
exclusion in decision-making.

The empirical findings of this study now allow for a revised understanding of those
relationships, turning several of those dotted lines into solid, substantiated connections.
Through this, the research not only operationalises the framework but also answers the
three key knowledge gaps identified in Chapter 1. First, in addressing Gap 1, this study
confirms that actors’ perceptions of the tangible and intangible costs and values of



participation significantly shape their participation decisions. Participation is not merely
about formal access or opportunity; it is deeply shaped by how people evaluate what they
will need to give—and what they may gain. This finding turns the previously tentative
connection between costs/value and participation outcomes into a validated relationship
in the framework.

With regard to the second gap addressed in this research, i.e. the perception of participation
cost and value across problem types, the study demonstrates that these perceptions are
not uniform but vary systematically across differently structured governance problems. In
moderately structured contexts, where issues are contested and more open to negotiation,
participation is often more deliberative and responsive to perceived trade-offs. In
contrast, structured problems—often technocratic or emergency-driven—tend to suppress
meaningful participation, regardless of formal invitations. This confirms a now-solid link
between problem structuring and participation dynamics.

Regarding the third research gap, the findings reveal how the perceived costs-value
balance directly influences the degree of actual inclusion or exclusion. Those who perceive
the costs to outweigh the benefits—whether due to time, risk, or low trust—are more likely
to disengage, leading to unequal participation. This insight solidifies the link between
costs/value and inclusive development outcomes, particularly in its relational dimension,
where genuine co-creation and shared decision-making are either enabled or constrained
by these perceptions.

Furthermore, the study deepens the theoretical contribution by showing how multi-
level governance structures mediate not only the formal design of participation but also
the distribution of participation costs. Institutions at different levels shape who bears
the burden of engagement—whether governments, communities, or individuals—thus
influencing how participation is experienced on the ground. This transforms another
previously tentative link—between governance levels and participation costs/value—into
an empirically grounded one.

In summary, the empirical evidence gathered across multiple governance levels and
problem types validates and strengthens the conceptual framework proposed earlier.
Relationships that were previously speculative have been empirically confirmed, shifting
the visual representation of the framework from dotted to solid lines. This shift symbolises
the study’s central theoretical contribution: reframing participation not only as a formal
governance mechanism but as a perception-driven, power-laden, and context-sensitive
process. By answering the proposed research gaps and resolving weak theoretical linkages,
the study offers a refined framework for understanding how inclusive water governance—
particularly in flood contexts—can be more realistically and equitably pursued. This
contribution opens the way for future research to adopt a more actor-sensitive, relational,
and cost-aware approach to participatory governance.

Conclusion
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Table 9.2 Theoretical contribution

Knowl- Research question Conclusion Theoretical contribution
edge Gap (RQ)
1. How (RQ1) How does the WB (RQ3) (a) that the costs of partici- « Adds participation costs as a key variable
tangibleand | operationalise the stakehold- | pation are different for the state and influencing engagement in the SLP model.
intangible er participation in particul_ar people with different problem_ types; «  Emphasizes the role of perceived (not just
costs and value | the costs and value of partic- | and (b) that stakeholders can influence actual) costs, especially intangible ones.
should be ipation in regard to global shaping the participation process if )
perceived (and | water policy? they are better organised and in a larger | * Shol‘)’i’s tha(t&;n;fieljately St'r‘fCtuFed
L problems , higher participation
g:r:;:i}:‘:: i}:r%i)a?(t/ll:::; :’i":;:fl i(::lri_n group often comes with higher c0§[s, _requiring
and in differ- . . cost-sharing and self-organisation.
Indonesia, how is stakeholder
ent level of participation, and in partic- o Reveals that structured problems (Q2) do
governance) ular the costs and value of not always result in low costs, particularly
participation, operationalised for marginalized actors.
with regard to the Central « Incorporates both participant and govern-
Java Province and Bengawan ment perspectives on costs.
Solo River basin level? « Demonstrates how costs perceptions
(RQ3) How and to what shape actual inclusion or exclusion in
extend are stakeholder participation.
participation processes linked
to the nature of water related
problems at the local level?
2. Rela- (RQ4) How does the per- The value of participation is higher in « Higher participation costs don’t always
tionship ception of participation costs | the moderately structured problem than mean higher value, as seen with those
between and value influenced by the | in the structured problem. excluded from relocation who bore high
Part'ic- nature of a water related Structured drainage problem, the value costs Put gained little. Lower participation
ipation problem among local actors? | ¢ gaining information due to a one- costs in m’oderately stru‘ctured prol?lems
costs and way participation approach. (Q3) don’t guarantee higher value if core
value, and issues remain unresolved.
problem Moderately structured problem of Th lue relationshin is inf d
structure dike/displacements, questionnaires ° € costs-value relationship Is influence
revealed that the values perceived by the by probllem structure and participants
communities were: (a) enhanced social perceptions of relevance and impact.
ties with each other facing a common o The research expands the participation
problem; (b) enhanced ability to value framework beyond problem-solving
organize themselves and plan a pro- to include recognition, empowerment,
gramme; and (c) gained support from and social legitimacy.
the government. o This addresses Research Gap 2 by showing
how problem structure affects both partic-
ipation design and actors’ evaluations of
costs-value trade-offs.
3. how the (Main researcAh'queAstion) PoliF}{ gaps often ovFrloPkl the costs of Inclgsion land exclusion ?n the ladder of )
osts of How are participation participation, resulting in inconsistent participation happen?c! in quadram 2, with
participa- costs and value in dlﬂ‘ersr'u 1mplem§ntatlon fr?m globfxl to locefl limited space for participation.
tion can pro?bl‘em structures aﬂectlng leve%s. Since participation is primarily |y - kind and how much participation s
lead to the decns'lon-makmg processes in carried out at the local level and funded | | 4.4 in the model are mostly from the gov-
inclusion or multi-level flood r}sk gover- through local government bl}dgets, ernment’s perspective. While the costs of not
exclusion of | P0Ce © be more inclusive? theFe isa tendeAncy to minimize costs, participating (excluded) exists and is borne by
stakeholders Whld.l undermlfws the quality and the community.
genuineness of involvement.

9.4. Recommendation for the case study and Indonesia

9.4.1. Case study

Participation costs and value must be documented and assessed to provide data for future
participatory planning at all levels of governance. Without appropriate data on costs
and benefits, the participation organiser cannot be informed regarding future planning
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and avoid unintended exclusion. (a) At the global level, the availability of data regarding
participation costs at the national level is needed in UN Statistics to contribute to the
SDG database. It is shown in their metadata indicators that participation costs are needed
per country, and countries should provide reliable data. However, the data regarding this
specific indicator are unavailable in the SDG database. This gap between required SDG
data and the availability of data is important to be addressed by every country. (b) At the
national level, systematic documentation by the project planner (government in different
levels and partners, such as the WB and the KOTAKU project planners) also will be
useful to anticipate exclusion and adverse inclusion. A lack of costs and participation value
analysis can lead to underestimated costs that might lead to exclusion.

(c) At the municipality level, a strategy for funding participation should be formulated.
Public-private partnership and CSR hasbeen initiated in the Surakarta municipality butare
still limited to physical contributions. A specific budget code for participation should exist,
especially at the local level. However, a fixed budget could be problematic for participation
in practice because this can be incompatible with the iterative and dynamic nature of the
genuine participation process. Education, gender, income, age, and occupation influence
the perception of participation costs and the value of the community. These characteristics
need to be considered for assessing participation costs and value. (d) At all levels of
governance, at least direct participation costs from the community’s perspective needs
to be considered in participation costs beyond the direct costs to the government. And
for intangible costs borne by the community, there should be a mechanism of assistance
and facilitation to avoid exclusion by the project planners. In this case, the framework
developed in this research will be useful to anticipate the exclusion because of the costs and
value of participation.

9.4.2. Indonesia

Recommendations for Indonesia include: First, the Government Ordinance 45/2017
regarding participation processes in Indonesia encourages participation at the highest
participation level, partnership. However, this ordinance does not sufficiently address the
costs of participation, and participation is perceived as a contribution of the society to
development. Therefore, the discussion of participation costs needs to be included in the
policy. This can have different pros and cons, in which if participation costs are included
in the policies, the government will be aware that to have a deliberative participation
process, resources are needed to fund the process. On the other hand, if participation
costs especially from the perspective of the society are included in the policy, it could
limit the voluntary contribution from higher capacity/empowered society. Therefore, asa
recommendation, the integration of participation costs in national policy, the costs from
which perspective, and the characteristics of the community need to be accommodated as
factors that influence the costs.

Conclusion
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Second, a budget line or budget tagging for participation costs is needed from the national
to the local level. This systematic mechanism of budget tagging will be helpful to monitor
the effectiveness of government finance for stakeholder participation, and tracing the
government budget allocation and realisation, at least for direct participation costs. A
further recommendation needed for this is strengthening government capacity to manage
the budgeting for stakeholder participation.

Third, policy regarding corruption eradication has implications on how participation
is budgeted, especially for intangible costs. The budgeting system does not allow non-
standard budget elements (findings from the sub-national level). However, with more
decentralised governance, the local level can create a system that budgets for participation
costs. More research is needed to develop this budgeting system at the local level.

Fourth, based on water regulations, for infrastructure (including water-related) projects,
the stakeholder participation process relies on the EIA process that investigates the social
and environmental impact of the projects on the community. Within the EIA, stakeholder
participation is required. The costs of participation are included in the costs of the EIA.
The EIAs are mostly outsourced; therefore, the government control of the budget for
participation is limited. More government involvement is needed in the stakeholder
participation process in the EIA instead of leaving it all to the outsourced service provider.
Moreover, the EIA needs to specify what kind of decision can be discussed and decided
with the stakeholders since the EIA ideally aims to prevent symbolic implementation of
stakeholder participation or merely asking for confirmation for an already decided matter.

9.4.3. Recommendation for global level and other developing countries

This research highlights how participation costs and values influence inclusive decision-
making across different levels of governance in flood risk management. At the global level,
institutions like the World Bank are encouraged to integrate participation costs assessments
into water-related policy frameworks. Participation costs—both tangible and intangible—
should be studied and documented as part of project design and evaluation. To support
this, an operational standard for funding participation is needed to ensure adequate
resourcing. However, this standard must be flexible, allowing borrowing countries to
design stakeholder engagement strategies that support local knowledge integration and
learning.

At the national level, governments must recognize participation costs and values in
legal and policy instruments. These should clarify which institutions are responsible for
participation financing, particularly for high-stakes issues like relocation. National policies
should also provide guidance to lower levels of government. At the provincial level, where
administrative coordination is critical, alignment of sectoral policies with participation
mandates is necessary. Provinces must ensure that inter-district programs include budget



allocations and institutional clarity for participation, especially in infrastructure projects
with diverse stakeholder impacts. At the water basin level, coordination across jurisdictions
often falls short, leading to fragmented participation. River basin organizations or water
councils must be equipped to facilitate equitable participation, balancing interests
between upstream and downstream communities and ensuring that participation costs are
shared fairly. At the local level, the study finds that ambiguous costs structures result in
communities bearing excessive burdens. Local governments should enhance transparency
regarding costs responsibilities and ensure logistical and financial support for participation,
particularly for marginalized groups.

Opverall, enabling inclusive flood risk governance requires coordinated efforts at all levels
to recognize and fairly distribute participation costs, while enhancing the perceived and
actual value of stakeholder involvement. Improving participation across all levels requires
clearer articulation of costs and value, integration into policy and funding mechanisms,
and a commitment to inclusivity. These steps can ensure that participatory governance in
flood risk management is both equitable and effective.

9.5.Future research

This research opens several pathways for future inquiry. First, future research could
examine how participation connects to less existential context than flood risk management.
The benefits or value that individuals could obtain from participating in the process serve
as the driving force behind people’s engagement. This advantage may be so significant
that it motivates their participation in the activities regardless of the costs. Observing and
determining the costs of participation may be more straightforward in assessing its role as
a factor contributing to exclusion, with a less concern for existential factors.

Second, while this study evaluated the costs and benefits of participation over a limited
time period, future research could provide a longer-term perspective. Longitudinal
insight would enrich our understanding of how participation is experienced and influence
their willingness to sustain engagement. Third, because of the global digitalisation of
participation processes, particularly after COVID-19, the participation processes in
development have undergone a radical transformation, with e-participation becoming an
increasingly viable design option. In the future, e-participation may be a viable solution
in terms of participation costs, even though e-participation currently faces challenges
in terms of its efficacy and preliminary high investment in terms of people’s capacity.
Lastly, comparing case studies across countries and international organisations will enrich
the knowledge in this field. Recognising the perspective of a diversity of actors and the
diversity of intangible costs across countries and international organisations will also be
useful in future research.

Conclusion
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9.6.Reflection

9.6.1. Limits of the thesis

This study faces several limitations that should be acknowledged. First, there is no single
or simple framework capable of fully capturing the complex and context-dependent costs
and values of participation. While this research attempts to address this gap, the inherent
limitations in existing frameworks restrict the comprehensiveness of the analysis. Second,
the evidence base—particularly for intangible costs and values—remains incomplete. Data
on participation costs are often undocumented or not systematically recorded, which

affects the reliability and comparability of findings.

Third, the specific context of lood managementintroduces potential bias. Floods represent
critical and emotionally charged situations where stakeholders may participate regardless
of compensation. This urgency may mask or distort typical participation patterns,
making it difficult to isolate the influence of participation costs and value under normal
conditions. Finally, the study found that non-monetary factors, such as cultural norms
like sungkan, significantly influence decisions to participate or self-exclude. While this
insight is valuable, it also complicates the analysis of participation motivations and limits
the generalizability of findings to other cultural or institutional contexts. Despite these
limitations, the study provides meaningful insights into the dynamics of participation
costs and value, particularly in crisis-prone governance settings.

9.6.2. Methodological reflection

Participation costs and value is an abstract concept to be conveyed to the respondent,
especially since it contains intangible costs and value. There are difficulties in the survey
regarding ensuring that the respondent understood the questions in the questionnaire.
In the implementation, the survey was conducted by interviewing the respondents
individually to have correct data.

Regarding the case study selection, Surakarta represents a best practice regarding
participatory governance. As Yin (2013) mentions, an extreme case could be used to
gain insight into the “normal process,” insight which could be challenging to obtain
when studying usual or less extreme cases. Reflecting on this, even though the Surakarta
participatory approach is not new, participation costs and value are still challenging to
observe. Other factors contributing to the challenge are (a) the specific traditional cultural
factor regarding “sungkan” as a form of social culture that can influence individual decision-
making. This is especially relevant in the case studies of Surakarta which are located in
Kampung, and have closer social ties. (b) The legality of property resulting from the land
consolidation process was also an important driver for participation and participants
were willing to bear higher costs to gain more value regarding their secure tenure in the



future. This is very important for the people living in state-owned flood prone land. With
this driver, the communities were motivated to join participation events. High-intensity
participation meetings come with costs. In general, the communities with legal rights at
stake perceive the costs as unimportant compared with the potential benefit. However, the
costs of this intense participation have existed and are borne by the community.
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