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!e report draws on new data including a 
large perceptions survey, locality case stud-
ies, a stock-take of aid, and key informant 
interviews. !e report also utilizes official 
statistics, violence data, and previous stud-
ies of aid and conflict in Aceh.

Understanding Aceh

!e civil war in Aceh was but the latest 
manifestation of a long history of rebellion 
against Jakarta. Since 1873, 86 years have 
been spent in armed uprising. Periods of 
peace have lasted only as long as the leaders 
who negotiated peace remained in power. 

In many ways, Aceh is now a ‘normal’  
Indonesian province in terms of levels of  
violence and socio-economic development. 
!ere has been a vast improvement in secu-
rity and violence levels are now similar to 
many other provinces. Aceh does at least 
as well as other provinces in life expectancy 
and education and its score on the Human 
Development Index. However, the prov-
ince lags in poverty levels, per capita GDP, 
and private investment. 

Transforming the Con!ict

Contestation in Aceh has changed since 
the end of the civil war. !e war was a 
center periphery struggle driven by per-
ceived lack of autonomy and inequitable 
natural resource distribution. !e peace 
accord addressed these issues, providing 
extra resources for the province, additional 

Aceh is the best example in Asia of the 
transformation of a violent conflict into 
an enduring peace. !e Memorandum 
of Understanding (MoU) of 2005, signed 
by the Indonesian government and the 
Free Aceh Movement (GAM), brought a 
three-decade war to an end. Eight years on, 
peace continues and few expect large-scale 
violence to reemerge.

This report looks at development 
assistance to the province since the peace 
agreement was signed and asks whether, 
and in what ways, it has supported the 
war-to-peace transition. It set out to answer 
four sets of questions:

a. Levels and types of contestation and needs. 
What have been the main conflict issues 
in different time periods and how have 
attendant key needs changed over time?

b. !e make-up of aid. How have the 
volume, objectives, and processes of 
aid evolved?

c. Aid and local power dynamics. How 
has the political economy in Aceh and 
Jakarta shaped aid? And, conversely, 
how has aid transformed the political 
economy?

d. !e impacts of aid on Aceh’s transition. To 
what extent and how has aid addressed 
key transformational needs at different 
times?

Executive Summary 
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decision-making powers, and facilitating 
GAM’s entry into politics. Issues such 
as a lack of economic opportunity and 
problems with the quality of political 
autonomy remain. But they now play out 
through competition among local elites and 
tensions between elites and segments of the 
community. For the most part Jakarta is no 
longer blamed for problems; conflict is now 
between different factions and individuals 
within Aceh.

Elite tensions are primarily between dif-
ferent groups of former GAM. GAM has 
won political power in Aceh, but a split has 
emerged in the movement. !is has led to 
inter-elite contestation, which sometimes 
takes violent form. !ere has been electoral 
violence and conflict occurs between dif-
ferent elites over lucrative government 
contracts and business opportunities. 
Tensions related to the attempt to split off 
two areas of Aceh into new provinces have 
also risen. Lower-level combatants are disap-
pointed that the wealth accumulated by their 
former leaders has not trickled down to them 
and there is anger over corruption, collusion 
and nepotism. Intolerance of religious minori-
ties has also risen. 

Over time, issues related to consolidating 
the war-to-peace transition have changed. 
In the immediate postconflict period, 
of primary importance was building 
confidence in the peace settlement and 
developing institutions to implement peace 
agreement promises. However, other issues 

have become more important. With trust 
in Jakarta and confidence in the agreement 
high, key issues now concern improving the 
quality of institutions to mediate inter-elite 
competition and to deliver services and 
bolster economic growth.

Aid and Development Programs in 
Aceh

Over the past decade, levels of devel-
opment assistance to Aceh have varied 
from extremely low, to extremely high, 
to relatively low again. During the war, 
few donors had programs in Aceh. !is 
changed after the 2004 Indian Ocean 
tsunami. Donors pledged almost US$ 8 
billion in post-tsunami support. !e peace 
agreement led to over US$ 360 million of 
government and donor assistance between 
2005 and 2008, and some tsunami pro-
grams worked in conflict-affected areas. In 
recent years aid has declined sharply. !e 
annual aid allocation in 2011 and 2012 
was only 40% of that offered from 2005 
to 2008.

In the early postconflict period, conflict-
related programs focused primarily on 
reintegrating former GAM combatants 
and political prisoners and helping 
conflict-affected communities. Beyond 
technical assistance provided to the ad-hoc 
reintegration agency (BRA), there was 
relatively little institution-building work. 
Tsunami programs tended not to focus on 
postconflict issues.
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Over time, the dominant types of aid 
programs have changed. Tsunami recon-
struction programs have largely ended and, 
in recent years, government assistance is 
nine times greater than international aid. 
New programs have focused on providing 
continuing assistance to individual conflict 
victims and building the capacity of institu-
tions to support postconflict development. 
In addition, large government community-
driven and community-based programs 
annually disburse around US$ 84 million. 
!ere are now only three international 
donor postconflict-focused programs with 
a collective annual budget of under US$ 2 
million. Regular local government budgets 
have grown substantially with the provi-
sion of special autonomy funds.

It is hard to measure the impact of aid 
on development outcomes in Aceh. Only 
one postconflict project has had a rigorous 
impact evaluation. However, development 
outcomes have not progressed as well as in 
other parts of Indonesia. Given the high 
levels of post-tsunami and postconflict 
aid, this suggests that programs have not 
contributed significantly to higher-level 
development outcomes.

Aid and Politics in Aceh

Aid projects area almost always a function 
of multiple stakeholders’ interacting incen-
tives. In post-conflict Aceh, the projects are 
a result of the interacting incentives of the 
national government, local government, 
GAM elites, and donors.

In the early postconflict period, the 
national government focused on meeting 

its MoU commitment to assist ex-combat-
ants, political prisoners and conflict victims 
with their reintegration. Ensuring that pro-
grams were in place, and that they satisfied 
those who had signed the peace agreement, 
were deemed more important than welfare 
impacts. !e national government wanted 
to shield post-tsunami funding from politi-
cal pressures so it did not press for such 
funds to be used for peacebuilding. !e 
Aceh government favored individually-
targeted reintegration programs and gave 
out cash with little monitoring. As GAM 
came to political power, and controlled 
the reintegration agency, they found such 
programs useful for cementing their power 
through patronage. Donors, concerned 
about maintaining space to work in 
Aceh, initially favored separating tsunami 
assistance from support for peacebuilding. 
Later, donors tried to shape government 
approaches through technical assistance 
and research but with little effect. 

As time went on, the national govern-
ment became less involved in programming 
choices. As donors also became less active 
in Aceh, local government priorities 
determined the design of postconflict 
programs. With GAM in power, reintegra-
tion programs for individuals continued 
for patronage purposes, while donors 
focused on improving local government 
institutions and service delivery. However, 
this research suggests that Aceh’s leaders 
have little incentive to build the capacity 
of state institutions or to focus on good 
governance, and some of those interviewed 
also suggested that line ministry programs 
may have been used for patronage, rather 
than solely for development purposes.



 
XVII

At the village level, all aid projects reflect 
local power structures. However, different 
sets of power relations affect different types 
of programs. For individual reintegra-
tion assistance and regular line ministry 
programs, the GAM network is more 
important than the formal village structure 
in determining who receives benefits. In 
contrast, for community-driven or com-
munity-based programs the village head 
and formal local institutions are important 
in deciding what gets funded and who 
benefits. Ex-combatants do not play a large 
role in determining how money is spent 
because they are more interested in district 
and provincial resources and because the 
community programs have rigid rules that 
are hard to subvert. Even in an environ-
ment of oligarchic GAM-controlled 
politics, some government projects have 
been able to build countervailing power at 
the community level.

Is Aid in Aceh Contributing to 
Peace and Development?

In the early period after the signing 
of the peace accord, the primary peace-
building needs were: (a) building the trust/
confidence of ex-combatant elites in the 
Indonesian state, and ensuring that the mil-
itary and pro-Indonesia militia adhered to 
the peace agreement; and (b) ensuring there 
were no local-level problems that could 
de-rail the peace process. !e makeup of 
postconflict aid reflected this. Most funds 
from both government and donors, were 
focused on short-term confidence building. 
GAM members were incorporated by pro-
viding incentives, mostly in the form of an 
allowance, positions in formal institutions, 

and short-term projects.  Little attention 
was paid to building effective lasting 
institutions. Because of the post-tsunami 
and postconflict contexts, delivery was 
through ad-hoc mechanisms (BRA and 
the tsunami reconstruction agency, BRR), 
or through NGOs, rather than through 
the regular government structure. !e 
resulting aid program was suitable for 
immediate needs—contributing to build-
ing confidence in the peace agreement, 
especially amongst ex-GAM. However, 
a lack of transparency and development 
effectiveness caused resentment and led to 
future problems. 

Key peacebuilding issues—and sources 
of contestation—have changed. It has 
become increasingly important to build 
effective local government institutions 
to regulate elite competition and address 
community dissatisfaction with the local 
state. Maintaining peace requires stronger 
and more effective local institutions that 
support development, service delivery and 
economic growth in Aceh. 

Despite changing needs, government aid 
has focused on the same things as in the early 
years of peace. Interviews revealed that not 
well targeted and delivered individual assis-
tance has led to resentment and reduced trust 
in local authorities.  Although donors have 
realized the need for stronger institutions and 
now fund programs to improve governance, 
funds for this work are far smaller than local 
government budgets. !e inability of donors 
to channel funds through local governments 
leaves donors with little opportunity to 
develop meaningful relationships to provide 
support for local governance.
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If donors had focused on governance 
issues earlier, when funding was substantial 
and local elites were not entrenched, it 
might have been possible to have some 
impact on local governance, although 
affecting change in this area is challenging. 
However in the early postconflict years 
when trust was lacking among stakeholders, 
donors preferred to focus on immediate 
needs (building confidence in the peace 
process). Similarly, with lack of local 
government capacity on the one hand and 
the pressure to deliver on the other, they 
worked with ad hoc transitional govern-
ment structures (BRA and BRR) rather 
than with local line ministries. Some argue 
that the cost  has been that governance 
reform has lost momentum as ex-GAM 
have gained oligarchic control and have 
little incentive to improve institutional 
performance.  !is is leading to new forms 
of contestation (among elites and between 
elites and community members), which 
could worsen over time. Promoting institu-
tional strengthening—in areas such as rules 
for resource allocation and ensuring better 
government service delivery—will be key 
to preventing the re-emergence of conflict 
as has so often happened in Aceh’s past.

Recommendations

Recommendations for future aid to Aceh:

Stay engaged. Long-term peace cannot be 
taken for granted yet. Aid agencies should 
continue to work with government at all 
levels to support Aceh’s transition.

Focus on improving governance and service 
delivery. !is will require experimenting 
with approaches that: build better under-
standing of local political dynamics; 
develop alliances with reformers; support 
active citizenry; work with local govern-
ment on flagship programs; work with 
the national government to discourage 
local elites from governing malpractice.

Sponsor monitoring and analytic work 
that generates real-time information and 
bolsters local research capacity.

Recommendations for aid agencies 
working in subnational conflicts in other 
countries:

Start institution-building work 
immediately and experiment with dif-
ferent approaches. Confidence-boosting 
measures are important but building 
the capacity of institutions is necessary 
before elites consolidate their power. 
Donors must be politically aware and 
engaged.
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!ink through whether to use transitional 
institutions and how to use them. Where 
transitional institutions are used, define 
a limited time span for them, work out 
how the transition to regular government 
structures will take place, and give transi-
tional institutions authority and capacity.

Support the transformation of rebel move-
ments into political/governing movements. 
Where providing access to power is part 
of a peace agreement, work on building 
former rebels’ capacity to govern.

Where using community-driven develop-
ment (CDD), do so over long time periods 
and finance public goods to have larger 
impacts on social cohesion.

Use resources and expertise to improve 
government projects. In middle-income 
countries, state resources will be 
larger than the funds of international 
donors. Over the longer term, shaping 
government programs may be a more 
strategic use of international assistance 
than implementing parallel projects.
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Aceh is arguably the best example in 
Asia of a long-running violent conflict 
transforming into a stable enduring peace. 
Starting in the mid-1970s, three decades 
of civil war between the secessionist 
Free Aceh Movement (GAM) and the 
Indonesian government resulted in at least 
15,000 deaths and severe economic and 
social impacts. In August 2005—eight 
months after the Indonesian Ocean 
tsunami devastated Aceh’s shores and 
increased international attention to the 
province’s plight—a peace agreement was 
signed. Unlike previous peace accords, the 
Helsinki Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) has endured. After nearly eight 
years, the former rebel group has moved 
into a governing role and few predict that 
large-scale violence will reemerge soon.

While the story of Aceh is a broadly posi-
tive one, tensions and challenges remain. 
Rather than disappearing, conflict has 
morphed with center-periphery violence 
replaced by competition and conflict 
among local elites, between elites and their 
communities, and between different com-
munal groups. Although levels of violence 
have declined sharply since the war ended, 
sporadic violence does still occur. 

Aceh is unique among subnational con-
flict areas in the volume of aid it has received. 
!e Indian Ocean tsunami of December 
2004, which killed over 167,000 people in 
Aceh alone, led to almost US$ 8 billion of 
assistance pledged by international donors, 

non-governmental organizations (NGOs), 
and the Indonesian government. A smaller 
but still significant amount of aid, focused 
on supporting Aceh’s peace process.

To what extent has development 
assistance supported Aceh’s war-to-peace 
transition? What has been effective and 
what has not? And how can aid help 
address new forms of contestation in the 
province to prevent a return to larger-scale 
violence? While peace has endured in Aceh, 
aid has been less successful. At times aid has 
had positive effects, supporting confidence 
in the peace agreement and developing 
institutions to implement and manage it. 
However, some aid has had little or nega-
tive effects and opportunities for positive 
impact have been missed. 

!e challenge of development assistance 
in Aceh now is to find ways for it to consoli-
date peace and development. In this regard, 
understanding the interaction between aid 
and the changing needs is important to 
ensure that aid is relevant and effective in 
supporting Aceh’s ongoing transition.

1. Introduction
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1.1 Understanding Subnational 
Con!ict Areas and the Role 
of Aid: Concepts

!is report is part of a regional study of 
aid to subnational conflict areas. In addition 
to this case study of Aceh, the research also 
includes case studies of Southern !ailand 
and Mindanao (the Philippines) and a syn-
thesis report. All three case study areas have 
experienced extended periods of violent 
subnational conflict, but vary in terms of 
current conditions of conflict or peace. 

Subnational conflict is defined as armed 
conflict over control of a subnational terri-
tory, where an armed opposition movement 
uses violence to contest for local political 
authority and, ostensibly, greater self-rule 
for the local population. 

Violence may take many forms, as 
competition between local elites and inter-
communal violence may be closely linked 
to the vertical state-minority conflict. 
Subnational conflict areas typically have 
three over-lapping forms of contestation:

State-minority conflict - active struggle 
between local political factions over the 
primary source of legitimate authority, 
and presence and legitimacy of state actors 
and institutions in local governance;
Elite competition and conflicts - rivalries 
between different actors or factions at the 
local level (often from the same identity 
group);
Communal conflict - tensions and vio-
lence between different identity (usually 
ethnic or religious) groups at the local 
level.

!e need for transition 

!e study aims to assess the role that 
aid can play in helping support an end to 
violence and the establishment of durable 
peace in subnational conflict areas. To 
this end, the overall study conceptualizes 
each of the three areas as lying at differ-
ent points on a spectrum of transition 
from war to peace. For most of Southern 
Thailand’s history, there has been no 
transition in place, with government and  
armed opposition groups focused on 
confrontation, and no clear signals that 
either side is willing to compromise. In 
Mindanao, a fragile transition, where levels 
of confidence in the peace settlement is 
low, is potentially giving way to an acceler-
ated transition which enjoys higher levels 
of confidence among armed actors, key 
leaders, and the wider population. Over 
the past decade in Aceh, Aceh’s transition 
has gained strength and the province may 
now be at an advanced transition stage, with 
most of the major institutional reforms 
implemented, and the locus of contesta-
tion and any remaining conflict shifting 
away from state-minority violence to local 
elite contestation. To break the cycles of 
subnational conflict, there is a need for 
areas to move through the different stages 
of transition and along the war-to-peace 
spectrum taking into account potentially 
shifting dominant levels of contestation.
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Strategies for supporting transition

What are the key strategies for interna-
tional actors to support a transition from 
war to peace? !e study builds upon the 
2011 World Development Report, which 
describes a pathway by which countries 
and subnational regions can emerge from 
protracted cycles of conflict and weak gov-
ernance. For transitions to commence and 
advance, transformation will be needed in 
two key areas: 

Restoring confidence. For ongoing 
transitions to be advanced there will 
be a need to restore confidence. In 
subnational conflict areas, restoring 
confidence relates to the expectation 
that the conflict situation (and political 
dynamics that influence the conflict) can 
be overcome, and that a credible transi-
tion to peace will occur. Governments 
and international actors can restore con-
fidence by undertaking concrete steps 
or changes that are likely to result in 
increased confidence among key groups. 
As transitions advance, confidence will 
need to be shored up. A particular focus 
of confidence-building work should be 
on those who participated in the conflict 
(including insurgents, the state, and local 
elites) who must decide whether or not 
to continue using violence. If conflict 
actors believe that a credible transition 
is unfolding that will lead to greater 
personal security and attainment of some 
political objectives and personal benefits, 
then they are less likely to continue using 
violence. 

Transforming institutions. Subnational 
conflicts are symptoms of dysfunctional 
institutional arrangements. Moving 
along the war-to-peace spectrum 
thus necessitates the adaptation (or 
establishment) of institutions that can 
change the dynamics that fuel violent 
contestation. Transforming institutions 
in a subnational conflict environment 
involves the creation or reform of pro-
cesses, rules, or practices that manage 
violence and contestation, particularly 
around security, justice, and economic 
activity. Transforming institutions 
often translates into organizations, both 
government and non-government, that 
better meet the needs and aspirations of 
the conflict-affected communities. In 
cases of state-minority conflict, trans-
forming institutions usually involves 
fundamental changes to state policies, 
organizations, and structures, which 
are contested by local non-state actors. 
Depending upon the context, institu-
tional transformation may also focus on 
removing incentives for intra-elite con-
testation, by eliminating opportunities 
for rent-seeking, and promoting more 
transparent local governance.

Assessing the role of aid in supporting 
transition: developmental and transfor-
mational goals

Most aid projects typically have an 
explicit focus on improving development 
outcomes, such as improved livelihoods, 
better health and education rates, and 
local-level economic growth. In most sub-
national conflict areas, there are important 
needs in these areas and addressing them 
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may play a long-run role in helping to 
cement peace.

However, attending to development 
needs alone will not be enough to move 
countries and areas along the war-to-peace 
spectrum. If aid is to support the move-
ment of areas along the war-to-peace 
transition, it should help support processes 
of confidence- and/or institution-building. 
!e two areas of transformation (restoring 
confidence and transforming institutions) 
provide metrics by which aid—individual 
programs and collective aid efforts—can 
be assessed. 

1.2 Objectives and Focus of the 
Aceh Study

This report examines the dramatic 
changes in Aceh over the past decade, how 
international assistance has evolved, and 
whether it has been effective at different 
stages of the transition. In so doing, it 
focuses on how conflict dynamics and aid 
practices have evolved and interacted with 
each other since the signing of the Helsinki 
peace agreement. !e study compares 
how aid addressed (or not) the different 
challenges in two periods: the early, post-
conflict phase (2005-2009) and the period 
since 2009. !e study focuses on Official 
Development Assistance (ODA) and not 
on humanitarian or security assistance.1

!e study focuses on answering four sets 
of questions:

1. Levels and types of contestation and 
conflict and changing needs. What 
have been the main conflict issues at 
different points in Aceh’s war-to-peace 
transition? (Sections 2.1 and 3 of the 
report). How have key development 
needs changed over time? (Section 2.2).

2. !e evolution of aid. How have the 
volume, types, objectives, and processes 
of aid evolved? (Section 4).

3. Aid and local power dynamics. How have 
political economy dynamics shaped the 
nature and impacts of development 
assistance? And, conversely, how, if at 
all, has aid transformed the political 
economy? (Section 5).

4. !e impacts of aid on Aceh’s transition. To 
what extent, and how, has aid addressed 
key transformational needs at different 
times? (Section 6).

!e report concludes in Section 7 with 
recommendations regarding future aid 
to Aceh and lessons for other countries 
with subnational conflicts. !e Aceh case 
may be especially relevant for the emerg-
ing peace in Mindanao and in southern 
!ailand where peace talks began again in 
February 2013. 
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1.3 Data and Methods

!is study draws on both pre-existing 
and newly collected data (Table 1.1). !e 
early period of Aceh’s peace process has 
been thoroughly examined and this study 
makes extensive use of these data and 

analyses to provide a picture of needs and 
of the aid portfolio in the first few years 
after the peace agreement. New research 
focused on updating past analyses and data 
to cover more recent years. Comparison of 
the two periods allows us to see how needs 
and practices have evolved.

Type of data Newly collected data Existing data

Household 
Perceptions Survey

Survey of 1,586 respondents in 
10 sub-districts

ARLS (mid-2008): 1,075 former combatants, 3,136 
civilians, 754 village heads, all sub-districts in Aceh; 

GAM assessment (2006)

Qualitative data Locality case studies in the 
same 10 sub-districts Past studies

Donor and aid data

Aid stocktaking (2011-2012)

Interviews with donors and 
government

2005-2009 aid stock-take (MSR 2009)
Assessment of aid in the early postcon"ict period  

(e.g. Burke and Afnan 2005; Barron and Burke 2008;  
Barron 2009); donor evaluations

Data Mapping 
Socio-economic data (government, donor surveys)

Violence data (National Violence Monitoring 
System)

Collection of new primary data

First, a perceptions survey of 1,586 house-
holds was implemented in ten sub-districts 
(kecamatan) across Aceh in October and 
November 2012. !is survey collected 
information on a range of topics includ-
ing: respondents’ welfare and economic 
opportunities; levels of trust towards other 
people, government, political parties, and 
civil society groups; people’s experience of 
the civil war; access to information; govern-
ance and political participation; views of 
the peace and reintegration process; access 
to services; experiences with, and views 
towards, development assistance; and 
current security and conflict issues. Survey 

results are compared with data from the 
2008 Aceh Reintegration and Livelihood 
Survey (ARLS), which asked many of the 
same questions.

Second, from October to December 
2012, community-level ethnographic local-
ity case studies (LCS) were conducted in the 
same ten kecamatan where the survey was 
implemented. 2 !e LCS focus on gathering 
three types of information: first, how villag-
ers felt about development projects and aid 
(international and national); second, how 
development projects/aid affect political 
economy dynamics in the localities; and, 

Table 1.1. Data sources
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Type of data Newly collected data Existing data

Household 
Perceptions Survey

Survey of 1,586 respondents in 
10 sub-districts

ARLS (mid-2008): 1,075 former combatants, 3,136 
civilians, 754 village heads, all sub-districts in Aceh; 

GAM assessment (2006)

Qualitative data Locality case studies in the 
same 10 sub-districts Past studies

Donor and aid data

Aid stocktaking (2011-2012)

Interviews with donors and 
government

2005-2009 aid stock-take (MSR 2009)
Assessment of aid in the early postcon"ict period  

(e.g. Burke and Afnan 2005; Barron and Burke 2008;  
Barron 2009); donor evaluations

Data Mapping 
Socio-economic data (government, donor surveys)

Violence data (National Violence Monitoring 
System)

third, how differing aid modalities shape 
the effectiveness of aid. In conducting the 
LCS, researchers interviewed a wide range 
of individuals on their own and in focus 
groups. !ese included village authorities, 
former GAM combatants, beneficiaries 
of aid programs, women’s groups, local 
contractors, and villagers. !e case studies 
help explain some of the survey findings, 
including why and how aid programs have 
functioned.

!ird, a stock-take of aid programs in 
Aceh was conducted for the 2011-2012 
period. !is uses a similar methodology 
to that employed in a larger stock-take 
of peacebuilding programs conducted 
for the 2005-2009 period (MSR 2009). 
!e same questionnaire was sent out to 
development agencies with programs in 
Aceh and information was supplemented 
with aid program documents and analysis 
of government aid budgets. 

Finally, interviews were conducted with 
donors and officials involved in the aid 
effort in Aceh. !is helps illuminate 
decision-making processes, perceptions 
of issues related to aid implementation, 
and clarifies details and fills information 
gaps from the aid program stock-take. 
!is study also builds on past research 
and interviews with aid and government 
officials, conducted by members of the 
research team between 2005 and 2008 
(e.g. Barron and Burke 2008).

Other data

In addition to the sources listed above, 
data were collected from a wide variety of 
other sources. 

First, the study uses official government 
statistics and surveys (including the census 
and the National Social Economic Survey/
Susenas), which allows for comparisons 
between Aceh and other areas of Indo-
nesia and comparisons within Aceh over 
time. Second, the study makes extensive 
use of statistics on violence in Aceh as well 
as elsewhere in Indonesia, collected as part 
of the World Bank-supported Indonesia 
National Violence Monitoring System 
(NVMS). !e NVMS includes informa-
tion on all incidents of violence reported 
in local newspapers between 1998 and the 
end of 2012. !is dataset includes 16,784 
violent incidents in Aceh.

!ird, this study draws on a number of 
previous surveys and studies conducted 
in Aceh including: a GAM needs assess-
ment; an Aceh-wide village survey; studies 
on poverty, Aceh’s economy, and public 
expenditures; a business environment 
assessment; and past research on reinte-
gration programs in Aceh.3 

Fourth, the study uses materials pro-
vided by donors, including independent 
evaluation reports, supervision and pro-
gress reports, and other project documents.

Fifth, and finally, the study draws on the 
experiences of the research team who have 
all worked on aid programs in Aceh since 
the signing of the peace agreement. 
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Sampling of locations

!e locations for the household percep-
tions survey and the locality case studies 
were selected using multi-stage stratified 
random sampling. !e sample was lim-
ited to include only rural areas4 and was 
constructed to ensure geographic diversity, 
with districts on the north and east coasts, 
the south and west coasts, and the Central 

Highlands all represented.5 Sub-districts 
were then randomly chosen within selected 
districts to ensure that the sample included 
variation in levels of aid and civil war vio-
lence.6 Within selected sub-districts, 150 
villages were randomly selected, and on 
average 10 households were interviewed per 
village, or 1,586 households in 150 villages. 
Sampled locations are shown in Table 1.2 
and their locations are mapped in Figure 1.1.

Table 1.2. Selected research sites

Figure 1.1. Selected research districts

Group of districts District CW Violence Aid Flow Sub-district

N and E Aceh Aceh Besar High High
Darul Imarah

Kuta Malaka

N and E Aceh Bireuen High High
Jeumpa

Kuala

N and E Aceh North Aceh High High
Meurah Mulia

Tanah Jambo Aye

W and S Aceh Aceh Jaya Medium High Krueng Sabee

W and S Aceh Southwest Aceh Medium Low Jeumpa

Central Highlands Southeast Aceh Low Low Badar

Central Highlands Central Aceh Low Medium Bebesen

Covered by the Research

Not Covered

Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam
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Data collection challenges

In general, the team faced few challenges 
in collecting data. In contrast to Southern 
!ailand and Mindanao, the peace process 
is well advanced in Aceh and security issues 
for researchers and enumerators were not 
a large concern. !at said, some of the 
questions asked, focusing on issues such 
as conflict corruption, were sensitive. In 
pre-tests of the survey, some questions were 
cut because respondents were unwilling to 
answer them. Extensive training was pro-
vided for the locality case study researchers 
in how to gather sensitive information 
while ensuring the safety of informants and 
researchers alike. 

Other challenges were more difficult to 
overcome. !e study team tried to track 
the flow of aid from two sides: (i) the 
donors through the aid stocktaking; and 
(ii) the sub-district and village governments 
through the LCS. However, this effort was 
unsuccessful. Most donors do not track 
their fund allocations and disbursement 
by district, not to mention sub-district and 
village. On the other hand, the sub-district 
and village governments do not have data 
about most of the development projects 
implemented in their area. Only for the 
large community-based/driven develop-
ment (CBD/CDD) programs, were we 
able to closely match levels of assistance to 
specific areas.7

Another challenge faced in the LCS 
relates to the large size and population 
of the kecamatan (sub-districts) chosen.8 
!is meant that is was impossible for the 
researchers to understand kecamatan-level 
political dynamics and patterns of aid with 
a high level of detail. Hence, the research-
ers selected two villages in all kecamatan 
but one,9 and focused the research on 
those villages. !ese villages are expected to 
represent the political economy of conflict 
and aid in the sub-district but there is 
presumably significant variation between 
villages within each sub-district, which the 
study is unable to capture.
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Using development assistance to support 
Aceh’s war-to-peace transition requires an 
understanding of the reasons why the area 
has frequently seen armed rebellion in the 
past. It also requires an understanding of 
current needs in Aceh. !is section explores 
both issues. First, it outlines the reasons 
for the recent separatist insurgency and 
the reasons why a peace agreement could 
be reached, placing the war (and the peace 
accord) in Aceh’s longer historical context. 
Second, it considers how Aceh fares on a 
range of socio-economic indicators, com-
paring Aceh with other areas of Indonesia, 
and comparing differences between districts 
within Aceh.

2.1 Subnational Con!ict in Aceh

!e three-decade secessionist civil war 
in Aceh came to an end with the signing 
of a 2005 peace agreement—the Helsinki 
MoU—between the rebel Free Aceh Move-
ment (or GAM to use its Indonesian 
acronym) and the Indonesian government.10 
Almost eight years on, large-scale violence 
has not reemerged and Aceh can be viewed 
as a successful case of conflict resolution. Yet, 
as in many other subnational conflict areas 
in Asia, large-scale violence has often erupted 
again in Aceh after years of calm. Since 1873, 
86 of 139 years have seen large-scale armed 
resistance against Jakarta.11 Historically, 
peace in Aceh has lasted only as long as the 
generation who negotiated it has remained 
in power. 

History of contested governance and 
resistance against the center

A distinct Acehnese Islamic identity 
emerged in the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries.12 !e sultans of Aceh sought to 
project Acehnese power into neighboring 
areas of Sumatra and the Malay world across 
the Straits of Malacca. Following the death 
of Sultan Iskandar Muda in 1636, Aceh 
slowly declined, losing its imperial territo-
ries.13 However, until 1871, the independent 
status of Aceh was tolerated by Britain and 
the Netherlands.14 !e 1824 London Treaty 
between the two main colonial powers in 
the region formally identified Anglo and 
Dutch spheres of influence, with Aceh in 
the Dutch sphere. Nevertheless, British 
negotiators insisted on a provision that 
recognized Aceh’s independence. 

In 1871, the British agreed to abandon 
its ‘guarantee’ of Aceh’s independence in 
return for trade concessions.15 In early 
1873, the Dutch bombarded the Acehnese 
capital, Banda Aceh. !is initial incursion 
was unsuccessful but a second invasion the 
same year achieved some control for the 
Dutch. However, in contrast to other parts 
of the Indonesian archipelago, Aceh resisted 
military occupation, and guerilla attacks on 
the Dutch continued until at least the 1930s 
when the Dutch managed to co-opt many 
local nobles (ulèëbalang). Between 1873 and 
1914, about 100,000 died on the Acehnese 
side of the war, and on the Dutch side about 
16,000 were killed.16

2. Understanding Aceh 
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From the 1930s, a counter-elite emerged 
from among the local Islamic leaders 
(ulama) who were excluded from Dutch 
largess. When the Japanese invaded the 
Dutch East Indies in 1941, they chose the 
ulama who had more legitimacy among the 
rural Acehnese than the co-opted ulèëbalang, 
as their local functionaries.17 When the Japa-
nese finally departed from Aceh after their 
defeat in World War II, the ulama supported 
an independent Indonesia, declaring the 
anti-Dutch struggle a holy war.18 Ulèëbalang 
leaders were killed or surrendered as Aceh 
was gripped by an internal civil war. Aceh 
became a bastion of the revolutionary inde-
pendence struggle and the Acehnese were 
held up as archetypal Indonesian national-
ists: indeed, they remain disproportionately 
represented among those officially named 
‘Indonesian heroes’. In recognition of their 
role, the region was awarded special status 
within the new Indonesian state. 

However, discontent grew in Aceh after 
the national government broke its promises 
to make Aceh a province and to allow 
Islamic shariah law. !is led to many in 
Aceh joining the Darul Islam rebellion in 
1953, which called for an Islamic Indonesian 
state.19 !is conflict was largely resolved in 
1959 when Aceh was given ‘special territory’ 
status with broad powers to manage religion, 
education and customary law.20 

!e GAM rebellion

As the Indonesian state gained strength 
under General Suharto and state institutions 
penetrated even the most rural areas, Aceh’s 
special territory status became increasingly 
meaningless. Suharto sought to create a 
highly centralized state to hold ethnically 
and religiously diverse Indonesia together. 
In such an environment, providing special 
powers or even recognition to peripheral 
areas such as Aceh was out of the question.

In 1976, Hasan di Tiro, an ulama’s 
descendant, formed GAM and declared 
independence from Indonesia. !e new 
movement had links to the old insurgency. 
GAM’s early leaders had all participated in 
or provided support to Darul Islam; other 
early recruits were sons of Darul Islam 
alumni.21 !e implementation of shariah 
law was indeed a core demand of the early 
GAM movement. Yet whereas Darul Islam 
had called for an Islamic Indonesian state, 
GAM saw the future of Aceh as being out-
side of Indonesia. Over time the narrative of 
the insurgents changed from one emphasiz-
ing a distinct Islamic identity to one based 
on broader principles such as democracy, 
human rights and economic justice.22 

Over the next three decades, violence 
ebbed and flowed. Most of the early GAM 
leaders were killed or forced to flee Aceh 
and the insurgency was largely wiped out 
by 1979.23 !roughout most of the 1980s, 
Aceh saw little violence. However, GAM 
cemented its networks in rural Acehnese 
society. Kinship ties were utilized for 
recruitment purposes and a GAM com-
mand structure emerged with commanders 
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(panglima) at multiple territorial levels.24 
Recruitment of Acehnese laborers and 
petty traders living in Malaysia expanded 
GAM’s membership. Between 1986 and 
1990, around 1,000 GAM fighters received 
military training in Libya.25 !e return of 
the trainees to Aceh led to an upsurge in 
violence in 1989.26 In response, the Indo-
nesian military sought to destroy GAM 
with force, unofficially categorizing Aceh 
as a Military Operation Zone (DOM in 
Indonesian) and launching a decade-long 
military campaign that killed thousands 
and resulted in widespread human rights 
abuses.27 

After Suharto was deposed in May 1998, 
Aceh was relatively calm. Just 74 people 
were killed that year.28 Yet, as elsewhere 
in the country, violence rose sharply as 
Indonesia’s democratic transition unfolded. 
As in East Timor and Papua, the new 
political environment led to fresh Aceh-
nese demands. Initially these were for an 
investigation of human rights abuses and 
for meaningful special autonomy. However, 
continuing military abuses in 1999 led to 
a hardening of attitudes. GAM recruited 
from those who had lost family members 
or witnessed atrocities. In February 1999, 
the remarkable offer by Indonesia’s new 
president, B. J. Habibie, of an independ-
ence referendum in East Timor led to calls 
for a plebiscite on Aceh’s status too. At 
least 500,000 people gathered in Banda 
Aceh in November to call for Acehnese 
self-determination. 

!is marked the beginning of GAM’s 
third revolt. !e movement grew rapidly, 
moving beyond its east coast strongholds 

to gain a significant presence in almost all 
areas of the province. With security dete-
riorating—697 were killed in 1999 and a 
further 1,057 died in the year 2000—the 
government began peace talks. A Humani-
tarian Pause was declared in September 
2000 but had little effect as GAM used 
the opportunity to expand its territory 
to around 70%-80% of the province.29 
National law 44/1999 offered a basic spe-
cial autonomy for Aceh and Law 18/2001 
extended the scope of autonomy to include 
economic issues (a large share of oil and 
gas revenues were to be retained within the 
province) and political matters (direct elec-
tions of the local government executive).30 
However, as violence escalated, special 
autonomy was never fully implemented.31 

At least 5,178 were killed in 2001 and 
2002. New peace talks resulted in the 
December 2002 Cessation of Hostilities 
Agreement (CoHA) but collapsed in 
May 2003.32 !e Indonesian government 
then declared martial law. !e province 
was sealed off and oversight from the 
international media and aid organizations 
were largely banned. Tens of thousands of 
additional troops arrived. In an echo of 
strategies in Timor, the military recruited 
anti-separatist local militia to fight GAM, 
in particular, in the ethnically heterogene-
ous Central Highlands.33 

!e impacts of this new round of violence 
were deep. From the beginning of GAM’s 
latest uprising in 1998 until the signing 
of the Helsinki peace MoU in 2005—an 
estimated 10,612 people lost their lives.34 
!e war also resulted in serious human 
rights abuses.35 A representative survey 



 
12

12%

13%

18%

25%

25%

33%

39%

42%

45%

56%

61%

0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 75%

Darul Imarah - Aceh Besar

Kuta Malaka - Aceh Besar

Badar - Southeast Aceh

Bebesen - Central Aceh

Kuala - Bireuen

Overall

Meurah Mulia- North Aceh

Jeumpa- Bireuen

Tanah Jambo Aye - North Aceh

Krueng Sabee- Aceh Jaya

Jeumpa - Southwest Aceh

conducted in 2008 found that 39% of all 
people in Aceh—or more than 1.5 mil-
lion people—considered themselves to 
be victims of conflict, with displacement, 
conflict-related mental or physical illnesses, 
and/or household damage as the most 
frequently cited issues.36 A similar share of 
respondents who were surveyed in 2012 
(33%) reported that they were conflict 
victims, but their responses varied signifi-
cantly from one area of Aceh to another 
(Figure 2.1). In monetary terms, conflict 
damages and losses exceeded Rp 107.4 
trillion or US$ 10.7 billion, with over half 
of the province’s rural infrastructure dam-
aged.37 !e economic cost of the conflict 
was double that of the 2004 tsunami.38 

Causes of the GAM rebellion

In a context of contested governance, eco-
nomic and politico-cultural grievances led to 
the emergence of GAM. Foremost amongst 
these were economic grievances. !e discovery 
and development of massive natural gas fields 
off the east coast in the early 1970s did not 
benefit most Acehnese.39 By the end of the 
1980s, Aceh was contributing 30% of Indo-
nesia’s oil and gas exports.40 Rapid industrial 
growth in the Lhokseumawe Industrial Zone 
did not develop Aceh’s broader economy 
and negatively impacted traditional peasant 
agriculture and fish farming as farmers’ land 
was appropriated and their communities reset-
tled. Few local people worked in gas extraction, 
both because  extraction is capital intensive 

Figure 2.1: Are You a victim? YES
and because local people lacked 
the necessary skills.41 !e gas 
production zone thus served to 
highlight disparities between the 
rich ghettoes of migrants and the 
surrounding population. In such 
an environment, it was increas-
ingly easy to blame development 
failures on the Indonesian exploi-
tation of Aceh’s natural wealth.42 

Such economic grievances 
combined with resentment 
over perceived cultural domina-
tion by the Javanese.43 Broken 
promises that Aceh would 
receive political and cultural 
autonomy compounded this 
dissatisfaction.44 Crackdowns 
by the Indonesian security 
forces motivated a new genera-
tion of GAM fighters and led 
to the escalation of violence.45 
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!e perceptions of people in Aceh about 
the causes of the GAM-Indonesian govern-
ment war match this analysis. Seven years 
after the end of the war, survey respondents 
identified lack of autonomy, the appropria-
tion of Aceh’s natural resource wealth and 
lack of economic opportunities as the 
primary drivers of the past conflict (Figure 
2.2). Respondents placed less emphasis on 
the actions of the military.
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Most Important

!e Helsinki peace agreement and 
reduced levels of violence

!e 2005 Helsinki peace agreement 
brought the civil war to an end. !e Indian 
Ocean tsunami, is commonly viewed as 
the catalyst for the peace agreement, but 
other factors were more important. !e 
Indonesian government had been seek-
ing to negotiate with GAM prior to the 

Figure 2.2: The Causes of the Civil War 

tsunami.46 Crisis Manage-
ment Initiative, the NGO 
led by former Finnish Presi-
dent Ahtisaari that brokered 
the accord, had formally 
invited both sides to nego-
tiate three days before the 
tsunami struck.47 GAM 
been decimated by martial 
law and realized that its goal 
of an independent Aceh 
was unattainable, at least in 
the short to medium term. 
GAM leaders also under-
stood that international 
support for the independ-
ence of a small Muslim state 
beside the shipping lanes of 
the Straits of Malacca was 
unlikely in the post-9/11 
world.48 On the Indonesian 
side, a new president and 
vice-president who favored 
a political rather than mili-
tary approach to ending the 
Aceh civil war were now in 

power. Importantly, and unlike previous 
post-Suharto presidents, the president con-
trolled the military.49
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Box 2.1. The Aceh Monitoring Mission (AMM)

!e Aceh Monitoring Mission (AMM) played an extremely important role in enduring the 
peace process stayed on track. Mandated in the Helsinki MoU (Section 5), the mission contained 
monitors from EU countries, Norway, Switzerland as well as five ASEAN nations. Although it 
included serving military personnel, AMM was an unarmed civilian mission. From September 
2005 to March 2006, AMM employed 200 monitors spread across 11 field offices and a main 
office in Banda Aceh. Numbers were reduced after this period, and final AMM monitors left at 
the end of 2006. 

!e mission had a wide range of responsibilities including overseeing the implementation 
of the peace deal, facilitating ongoing talks between GAM and the Indonesian government, 
and responding to violations of the accord. In the early months, it played an important role in 
organization and verifying the destruction of GAM’s weapons and the departure of Indonesian 
military troops. !ere were few violations of the accord but AMM played an important role in 
ensuing ongoing trust and confidence between the two sides.

In part this success was because it chose to keep a narrow focus. Relatively little attention was 
paid to issues such as human rights and transitional justice which, whilst mentioned in the MoU, 
were not a priority for either of the signatories. !is meant that these and other human security 
issues were not addressed. But it did ensure that there was no mission creep, that the two parties 
retained confidence in the mission, and that it was able to keep to its planned early exit date.

For assessments of AMM, see Schulze (2007) and Barron and Burke (2008). 

!e Helsinki MoU included provisions 
to disarm and reintegrate rebel forces 
and transfer considerable power from 
the national level to Aceh. Rebel leaders 
agreed to recognize the overall sovereignty 
of Indonesia. Over 30,000 Indonesian 
military and police left the province. An 
unarmed peace mission, the Aceh Moni-
toring Mission or AMM, was deployed by 
the European Union (EU) and the Associa-
tion of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
to oversee the peace process (Box 2.1). A 
national Law on Governing Aceh (LoGA, 
Law 11/2006) implemented many of the 
elements of the MoU. 

Unlike the Humanitarian Pause and the 
CoHA, the Helsinki MoU had an immedi-
ate and lasting impact (Figure 2.3). From 
the beginning of 1999 until July 2005, 
Aceh had seen an average of 133 deaths 
per month.50 In contrast, just seven people 
were killed in the two weeks after the sign-
ing of the peace MoU on August 15, 2005 
and no more than eight people died in any 
of the following 12 months. !e reduced 
level of violence continued. From August 
2005 until the end of 2012, there was an 
average of seven violent deaths per month 
in Aceh. 
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Province Absolute Per year/per 100,000 people
Incidents Deaths Incidents Deaths

North Sulawesi 6,471 418 71.4 4.6
Papua 4,781 451 41.9 4.0

West Papua 1,007 93 33.1 3.1
Maluku 1,913 151 31.2 2.5

West Kalimantan 4,701 206 26.8 1.2
North Sumatra 10,685 1,218 20.6 2.3

Central Kalimantan 1,633 247 18.5 2.8
Lampung 5,168 566 17.0 1.9

West Nusa Tenggara 3,031 297 16.9 1.7
Central Sulawesi 1,740 197 16.5 1.9

East Nusa Tenggara 3,032 323 16.2 1.7
South Sulawesi 4,350 586 14.6 2.0

Aceh 2,606 342 14.5 1.9
East Java 20,369 1,680 13.6 1.1

North Maluku 570 43 13.8 1.0
Greater Jakarta 10,142 1,658 9.0 1.5

Violence did not disappear in postcon-
flict Aceh. From August 2005 until the end 
of 2012, there were at least 5,022 violent 
incidents in the province (over 670 per 
year). Yet levels of violence are now lower 
than in many other Indonesian provinces. 
Between 2006 and 2009, Aceh ranked 13th 
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Figure 2.3. No. Violent Incidents and Deaths in Aceh and Seven Other Provinces 
in Indonesia, 1998-2012

Source: Indonesia National Violence Monitoring System (www.snpk-indonesia.com)

Note: !e seven other provinces include West Kalimantan, Central Sulawesi, East Nusa Tenggara, 

Maluku, North Maluku, West Papua, and Papua. 

Table 2.1. No. Violent Incidents and Deaths by Province, 2006-2009

Source: Indonesia National Violence Monitoring System (www.snpk-indonesia.com). Population data from the 

2010 census. Calculated by the Study Team.

of 16 provinces for which we have data on 
per capita incidents. In terms of per capita 
deaths, Aceh ranks 8th of the 16 provinces 
(Table 2.1). For the 2010-2012 period, 
the number of incidents per capita rose 
slightly to 16.8 per 100,000 people but 
per capita deaths fell to 1.7.
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2.2 Socio-Economic Conditions 
in Aceh

In general, current socio-economic 
conditions in Aceh differ little from the 
Indonesian average. On some indicators, 
Aceh actually performs better than many 
other provinces. However, poverty levels 
and unemployment are still well above the 
national average despite high regional GDP 
and high levels of public expenditure, and 
growth has also lagged. 

Figure 2.4. Annual Population Growth, 1971-2010 

Population

In 2010, Aceh’s population was around 
4.5 million. While this makes Aceh the 14th 
most populous of Indonesia’s 33 provinces, 
the province accounts for less than 3% of 
the national population.51 Almost two-
thirds of Aceh’s population live on the 
province’s east coast. !is is the traditional 
center of Acehnese power and agricultural 
production.52 !ese districts, which were 
also the heartland of the insurgency, were 
highly affected by the war. 

!e war did not significantly shape 
population growth. As Figure 2.4 shows, 
from 1971 to 1995, Aceh’s population 
growth was on par with other provinces 
in Sumatra, which was about 1% higher 
than the national average, in part due to 
extensive transmigration. Annual popula-
tion growth in Aceh fell significantly to 
only 0.4% from 1995 to 2000. During the 
same period, national and Sumatra-wide 
population growth was around 1.2% per 
year. However, population growth in Aceh 
bounced back to around the national and 
Sumatra averages from 2000 to 2010. 

!e economy

From the late 1970s until recently, Aceh’s 
economy was highly dependent on gas 
production. In 1995, this contributed 
two-thirds of the province’s Gross Regional 
Domestic Product (GRDP). However, the 
contribution of gas to the regional economy 
has declined sharply. Whereas in the early 
2000s, it accounted for around 50% of 
GRDP, by 2006 this had fallen to around 
one-third of GRDP and gas accounted for 
only 12% of GRDP in 2010. In 2002, the 
reopening of gas mining sites, which had 
closed in 2001, led to a significant increase 
in Aceh’s economic growth that year (see 
Figure 2.5).53 Nonetheless, declining gas 
production has meant that total GRDP 
growth was negative for every year from 
2004 to 2009, with the exception of 2006 
when hundreds of millions of dollars of 
post-tsunami reconstruction funds flowed 
into the province. 
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Aceh's Total GRDP Growth

Aceh's Without Oil & Gas GRDP Growth

Indonesia's Total GDP Growth
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If the contribution of oil and gas to 
Aceh’s economy is excluded, the province’s 
economic performance has been quite 
acceptable. !e impact of post-tsunami 
funds was reflected in economic growth 
that exceeded the Indonesian average in 
2006-2007. Since the war ended, Aceh’s 
economic growth has been catching up 
with the Indonesian average for 2009-2010.

In 2011, the GRDP per capita in Aceh 
was estimated to be around US$ 2,000 per 
year or, if the gas and oil contribution is 
excluded, US$ 1,700 per year.54 !is is 
much less than the Indonesian average of 
US$ 3,000 per year (without oil and gas). 
Compared with other provinces, North 
Sumatra had annual GRDP per capita 

Figure 2.5. Aceh’s Economic Growth Compared with all Indonesia, 1996-2010

(without oil and gas) of US$ 2,500, while 
the two provinces at the other end of the 
country, Papua and West Papua, which 
were also affected by subnational conflict, 
had GRDPs of US$ 2,800 and US$ 2,300, 
respectively. 

Economic disparities within Aceh are 
also quite high (Figure 2.6). In 2010, 
the two largest cities, Banda Aceh and 
Lhokseumawe, had GRDP per capita of 
over US$3,000, which was higher than 
the national average. In contrast, isolated 
districts such as Simeulue and those located 
near the North Sumatra border (Aceh 
Tamiang, Southeast Aceh, Aceh Singkil, 
and Subulussalam) had only around one-
fourth to one-seventh of the provincial 
capital’s per capita GRDP. 

Source: BPS, calculated by the Study Team.



 
18

GRDP Per Capita - Left Axis No. of Deaths per 100,000 population - Right Axis
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If the current GRDP per capita is com-
pared with the level of violence during the 
war, most of the districts with the highest 
intensity of conflict have medium levels of 
GRDP per capita. However, the lowest con-
flict intensity districts are well distributed 
in per capita GDRP levels with some (such 
as Banda Aceh) among the highest GDRP 
per capita, some with medium levels (such 
as Langsa) and some amongst the lowest 
(the four isolated districts discussed above). 

In terms of employment, based on BPS 
(2012), the open unemployment rate 
for Aceh was 7.9% in 2012, down from 
8.6% two years earlier and much smaller 
than 12% in 2006.55 However, the 2012 
unemployment rate was higher than that of 
North Sumatra and Indonesia (both 6.3%). 

Private investment in Aceh was very 
small from 2009 to 2011. Based on BPS 
(2012), total domestic investment for the 
period was only US$ 40 million, or 9% 
of investment in North Sumatra and 0.2% 
of the Indonesia-wide total. Foreign Direct 
Investment (FDI) was even worse. Between 
2009 and 2011, foreign companies invested 
only US$ 27.5 million in Aceh, 82% of 
which was invested in 2011. !is was only 
3% of the FDI in North Sumatra and only 
0.1% of FDI for all provinces. Barriers to 
investment include perceptions of ongoing 
insecurity and pressures to pay additional 
informal taxes/protection money to former 
combatants.56 

Figure 2.6. GRDP Per Capita in Aceh by District 2010 (US$ million, Nominal) and Con"ict Intensity, 
1998-2005 (Deaths per 100,000 people)

Source: BPS and Indonesia National Violence Monitoring System  

(www.snpk-indonesia.com), calculated by the Study Team.

Notes: Exchange rate: Rp 10,000/US$; * indicates municipality (urban district).
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Public expenditures

With regard to public investment, the 
enactment of the Law on Government 
in Aceh (LoGA) in 2006 led to a sig-
nificant increase in revenue received by 
the Government of Aceh (GoA). A Special 
Autonomy Fund (SAF)57 compensated 
for the significant reduction in natural 
resource sharing revenues received by the 
GoA due to declining local gas production.

In 2012, the GoA and district govern-
ments in Aceh allocated US$ 512 per 
person. Of this total, US$ 297 per person 
was for capital expenditures, goods and 
services, grants, social assistance, and trans-
fers (development expenditures rather than 
those for personnel costs). As indicated in 
Figure 2.7, compared with other provinces 
in Indonesia, Aceh ranked fifth in total per 
capita expenditure. However, if one focuses 
only on development expenditures, Aceh 
ranks sixth, after Riau.

Poverty and the Human Development Index

Aceh remains poorer than most Indone-
sian provinces.58 Based on official statistics, 
in 2011, 19.6% of Aceh’s population was 
living under the poverty line of US$ 34/
month, which is much higher than the 
national average of 12.5%, and the poverty 
rate in the neighboring province of North 
Sumatra (11.3%). Aceh’s poverty rate is 
higher in rural than in urban areas (21.9% 
and 13.7%, respectively). In terms of 
reductions in poverty, in 2011 the propor-
tion of people who were poor in Aceh was 
17.4% lower than in 2007. !is is also 
below the national poverty reduction rate, 
with poverty in 2011 19.2% lower than in 
2007. Nevertheless, the reduction in urban 
poverty in Aceh from 2007 to 2011 (19.6%) 
was slightly higher than the national average 
of 18.5%. 

Figure 2.7. Consolidated Per Capita Development and Administrative Expenditures of 
Provincial and Local Governments Budget Plans, 2012 (US$ per Person)

Source: Ministry of Finance (www.djpk.depkeu.go.id/datadjpk/131/),  

calculated by the Study Team. 
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Aceh’s Human Development Index (HDI) 
was quite good in the past. Based on official 
statistics, in 1996 Aceh’s HDI was 69.4 
with it ranking 9th out of 26 Indonesian 
provinces.59 In 1999, however, Aceh’s HDI 
had declined to 65.3 and 12th in rank.60 
Although the HDI for Aceh increased to 
68.7 in 2004, the province ranked 15th 
out of 30 provinces.61 For the 2004-2010 
period, Aceh’s HDI gave the province a 
rank of 17-18th of 33 provinces. !is put 
Aceh below the provinces of South Sumatra, 
Bangka Belitung, and West Java. In 2010, 
Aceh’s HDI was 71.7, and lower than its 
neighbor, North Sumatra (74.2). 

Within the province, urban areas such 
as the municipalities (kota) of Banda Aceh, 
Lhokseumawe and Langsa, along with 
South Aceh district, have the lowest poverty 
rates in the province: 8%, 14%, 15%, and 
16%, respectively, in 2010. In contrast, in 
the same year around one-quarter of the 
population of Kota Subulussalam, Pidie 
Jaya, Nagan Raya, Bener Meriah, and West 
Aceh were living below the poverty line.62 

As discussed above, the war led to higher 
poverty levels, but this has changed with 
peace. Indeed, since 2005 conflict-affected 
areas have seen higher rates of poverty 
reduction. In 2004, households in highly 
conflict-affected sub-districts were 29% 
more likely to be poor than households 
in areas not affected by conflict, and this 
increased to 43% in 2005. However, the 
peace accord soon erased this disparity, 
with differences disappearing by 2006.63 

!e high intensity conflict area of South 
Aceh is now one of five districts with the 
lowest poverty rate in Aceh, while areas 
such as Kota Subulussalam, which expe-
rienced little violence, are amongst the 
poorest regions, with low HDI. In general, 
other high-intensity conflict areas such as 
Bireuen, North Aceh, East Aceh and Aceh 
Jaya now have poverty rates and HDI 
scores around the provincial average. 

Figure 2.8. No. Con"ict-Related Deaths (1998-Jul 2005), 
Human Development Index & Poverty Rate (2010)

Source: BPS and Indonesia NVMS (www.snpk-indonesia.com), calculated by the Study Team.

Notes: size of the bubble indicates poverty rate – green=low, orange=medium, red=high; * indicates 

municipality (urban district).
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Education

Educational outcomes in Aceh are better 
than the national average. Based on official 
statistics, in 2011  96% of Aceh’s adults 
(over the age of 15) were literate. !is was 
on par with its neighbor, North Sumatra, 
and slightly higher than the national 
average of 93% (BPS 2012). In 2011, net 
participation rates64 in Aceh for elementary, 
junior secondary and high school levels were 
93%, 75% and 61%, respectively. !ese 
were higher than the national averages for 
elementary, secondary and high school 
levels which were 91%, 68% and 48%, 
respectively. Even Indonesia’s capital, Jakarta, 
had lower rates (90%, 69% and 49%, 
respectively). In terms of years of schooling, 
the population in Aceh spends 9.5 years in 
school on average, with the province ranked 
8th among Indonesian provinces and slightly 
higher than its neighbor, North Sumatra 
(9.4 years).65

!ese good educational outcomes may 
be a result of Aceh’s relatively low ratio of 
students per teacher. In 2011, for grades 1 to 
12, one teacher taught an average of 12-13 
students. !is is lower than the national 
average of 15-17 students per teacher. In 
Jakarta, one teacher is responsible for 18-22 
students. 

However, in terms of access to education 
services, Aceh’s situation is worse than 
North Sumatra’s and the national average. 
Only 50%, 16% and 8% of villages in Aceh 
had elementary, junior secondary and high 
schools in their villages.66 Nevertheless, 
with villages in Aceh averaging only 9 km2, 
which is less than the averages for North 
Sumatra (12 km2) and Indonesia (24 km2), 
such low coverage does not necessarily mean 
students in Aceh must travel further to their 
schools. 

Health

Aceh’s health development outcomes are 
not as impressive as in the education sector. 
Based on Susenas data (2010), Aceh’s 
immunization rate for children under five 
is 77%, which ranks Aceh 22nd out of 33 
provinces, although this is still better than 
the rate for North Sumatra (74%). In 2011, 
90% of births were attended in Aceh—a 
level similar to North Sumatra and higher 
than the national average of 81% (BPS 
2012). !e MSR estimated that the cost of 
conflict due to malnutrition (extra medical 
costs for sickness and injury were excluded) 
was US$ 169.9 million.67 

In terms of access to health care, Aceh 
does reasonably well. In 2010, there were 43 
public hospitals across the province.68 On 
average, each serves about 105,000 people, 
while the national average is 1.4 times that 
of Aceh. !e average geographic coverage 
of each Aceh hospital is 1,350 km2, not 
much different from the national average 
of 1,200 km2. In addition, in 2010, there 
were 315 community health centers (pusat 
kesehatan masyarakat or puskesmas) in 
Aceh, with service coverage of 14,300 
people and 184 km2 per center. This 
is significantly lower (better) than the 
national averages of 26,400 people 
and 212 km2 per center.
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Infrastructure

Aceh has relatively low quality domestic 
water supply and sanitation. Only 8% of 
households have access to piped water, which 
is only two-thirds of the Indonesian average. 
In North Sumatra, access to piped water is 
significantly better, at 15% of households. 
Sixty percent of households in Aceh have 
access to private sanitation, which is lower 
than the Indonesian average of 65%. !is is 
also lower than North Sumatra where 75% of 
households have private sanitation.

However, 93% of the households in Aceh 
have electricity, which is slightly better than 
the North Sumatra and Indonesian averages 
of 91%.69 !e quality of the supply, though, is 
relatively poor with, on average, six blackouts 
experienced by private firms every week in 
Aceh in 2010.70 !is is even worse than the 
electricity provision in Eastern Indonesia 
(which saw, on average, four blackouts per 
week in 2011). 

Aceh had 22,457 km of national, provincial 
and district roads in 2011, giving the province 
a road density of 0.4 km per km2 of land. 
Although the density of roads is slightly less 
than in North Sumatra (0.5 km/km2), it is 
better than the national average (0.3 km/
km2). A kilometer of road in Aceh serves 200 
people, which is much less (better) than cover-
age in North Sumatra (360 people/km) and 
the national average of 479 people/km. About 
two-thirds of private sector firms in Aceh per-
ceive that the quality of roads is good, which 
is slightly better than the perception of private 
firms in 19 other provinces that were surveyed 
by KPPOD and !e Asia Foundation.71

Conclusions: key needs in Aceh

On many socio-economic indicators, 
Aceh is doing as well as, or better than, 
many other Indonesian provinces. How-
ever, the above analysis also highlights that 
Aceh is lagging on a number of important 
indicators. Levels of poverty remain very 
high. Years of negative growth, and chal-
lenges associated with declining natural 
resources, have contributed to limited 
employment opportunities. !ere are also 
large inequalities in welfare across Aceh. 
Lack of economic opportunities was a 
prime driver of the GAM rebellion. !us, 
addressing these economic issues may be of 
great importance for consolidating peace 
in Aceh. Historically, lack of progress in 
promoting broad-based development has 
reduced the legitimacy of those who have 
negotiated peace settlements in Aceh and 
led to new uprisings. Using the current 
period of peace to make progress in these 
areas is of critical importance if large-scale 
violence is not to reemerge in the future.
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3. Transforming the 
Con!ict

!is section looks at how different 
forms of contestation and conflict in 
Aceh have evolved since the signing of 
the Helsinki peace agreement. It discusses 
why center-periphery tensions (and 
violence) could diminish and how other 
forms of contestation have emerged in the 
postconflict period. !e section concludes 
with a discussion of how changing conflict 
dynamics have led to different transforma-
tional needs at different points in Aceh’s 
war-to-peace transition.

3.1 Contestation and Con!ict 
in Aceh

Since the signing of the Helsinki MoU, 
the nature of contestation in Aceh has 
changed. As Section 2 discussed, the war 
was essentially a center-periphery struggle 
fuelled by Acehnese grievances that were 
rooted in perceptions of economic inequity 
and lack of political and cultural autonomy. 
Battles between Aceh and Jakarta, carried 
out militarily by GAM and the Indonesian 
armed forces, were also underpinned 
by—and indeed fuelled—local communal 
hostilities. 

Figure 3.1. Changing Forms of Contestation in Aceh
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Since the peace agreement, the nature 
of contestation has changed. Tensions 
between Jakarta and Acehnese elites (and 
Acehnese community) have declined as the 
peace accord has addressed many of the 
issues that drove the civil war and has also 
satisfied elite interests. Issues such as a lack 
of economic opportunities and problems 
with the quality of political autonomy 
remain. But they now play out through 
competition between provincial and 
district-level elites (fighting for control of 
the local political and economic arena) and 
tensions between those elites and segments 
of the community, in particular lower-level 
former combatants. Local inter-group also 
tensions remain. However, they are no 
longer between those who supported and 
those who resisted Aceh’s place in Indone-
sia. Figure 3.1 summarizes schematically 
how contestation has evolved in Aceh.

Such changes in the dominant forms of 
contestation can be seen in the evolving 
nature of violence in Aceh. During the 
civil war, 68% of violent incidents and 
79% of violent deaths came from separatist 
violence (Table 3.1). Since the signing of 
the peace agreement, other issues account 
for the majority of violent deaths in Aceh. 
Since August 2005, two-thirds have been 
the result of crimes, compared with only 
20% during the civil war period. Incidents 
of popular justice, where individuals or 
groups respond violently to the alleged 
misdemeanors of others, are now far more 
common, as is electoral violence. Incidents 
of domestic violence have also become 
increasingly common.72

Type of Violence # Incidents # Deaths
 1998-Jul 2005  Aug 2005-end 2012  1998-Jul 2005  Aug 2005-end 2012 

 Separatism 8,074 68.1% 32 0.6% 8,424 79.4% 11 1.8%
 Crime 3,349 28.3% 2,715 54.1% 2,089 19.7% 402 66.9%

 Popular Justice/Inter-
community Violence 111 0.9% 759 15.1% 18 0.2% 19 3.2%

 Electoral 53 0.4% 332 6.6% 7 0.1% 8 1.3%
 Resource Competition 52 0.4% 198 3.9% 8 0.1% 21 3.5%

 Governance 45 0.4% 194 3.9% 10 0.1% 5 0.8%
 Violence in Law 

Enforcement 37 0.3% 317 6.3% 6 0.1% 52 8.7%

 Domestic Violence 32 0.3% 339 6.8% 20 0.2% 66 11.0%
 Identity (ethnic, 
religious, etc.) 10 0.1% 71 1.4% 0 0.0% 16 2.7%

 Unknown/Others 89 0.8% 65 1.3% 31 0.3% 1 0.2%
 Total 11,852 100.0% 5,022 100.0% 10,613 100.0% 601 100.0%

Table 3.1: Changing Types of Violence in Aceh

Source: Indonesia NVMS (www.snpk-indonesia.com), calculated by the Study Team.
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Since the peace agreement, the locations 
of violent incidents have changed (Figures 
3.2 and 3.3). Some of the districts that 
were highly affected by the civil war con-
tinue to see high levels of violent incidents 
and deaths (e.g. East Aceh, North Aceh, 
Lhokseumawe and Bireuen). However, 
other districts that were less affected by 
civil war violence also now have high levels 
of violent incidents (e.g. Banda Aceh and 
Sabang) or deaths (e.g. Gayo Lues and 
Southeast Aceh).73

As the nature and sites of contestation 
and violence have evolved in Aceh, so too 
have the issues that should be addressed 
to advance Aceh’s transition to sustainable 
peace. !e following sections explore how 
and why contestation has changed in Aceh 
over time and what this means for the ways 
in which development can support Aceh’s 
transition.
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Figure 3.2. Inter-district Variation in Annual Average Number of Incidents During Con"ict (1998-Jul 2005) 
and Postcon"ict (Aug 2005-2012) Periods, per 100,000 Population

Figure 3.3. Inter-District Variation of Annual Average Number of Deaths in Con"ict  
(1998-Jul 2005) and Postcon"ict (Aug 2005-2012) Periods, per 100,000 Population

Source: Indonesia NVMS (www.snpk-indonesia.com), calculated by the Study Team.
Note: * indicates municipality (urban district).

Source: Indonesia NVMS (www.snpk-indonesia.com), calculated by the Study Team.
Note: * indicates municipality (urban district).
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3.2 Center-Periphery 
Contestation

Contestation between the Indonesian 
government and local elites in Aceh signifi-
cantly declined after the peace MoU was 
signed. From August 2005 until the end of 
2012, only 32 of 5,022 postconflict violent 
incidents had clear separatist motivations.74 
Such contestation has largely disappeared 
because the peace accord, and subsequent 
implementing legislation such as the 2006 
national Law on Governing Aceh (LoGA), 
provided a platform to address the con-
cerns and interests of the local elites who 
led the rebellion (Table 3.2). 

Economic opportunities

!e peace agreement allowed many of 
the economic grievances that fuelled past 
conflict to be addressed. As discussed in 
Section 2, dissatisfaction over the distribu-
tion of oil and gas revenues was one of the 
reasons for the GAM rebellion. !e peace 
MoU responded to this, allowing Aceh 
to keep 70% of the revenues from its gas 

and oil and other natural resources (a sub-
stantially bigger share than that retained 
by most other Indonesian provinces).75 

!is helped build GAM’s confidence in 
the agreement although the provision had 
more symbolic than monetary value as 
most resources are nearing exhaustion.76

Beyond oil and gas revenues, the end 
of the civil war saw a major injection of 
funds in Aceh. !ese helped bind GAM 
elites into the agreement, while also raising 
the confidence of Aceh’s populace. In line 
with most internationally-mediated peace 
accords, the Helsinki MoU mandated 
assistance to former combatants and 
other conflict-affected groups. To pay for 
these programs, a Reintegration Fund 
was to be established by the Aceh authori-
ties. By the end of 2008, Rp 3.7 trillion 
(US$ 366 million) had been provided for 
reintegration, with just over half coming 
from donors, NGOs and the private sector, 
and the rest coming from the Indonesian 
and Acehnese governments.77 Govern-
ment funds were under the control of the 
newly formed Aceh Reintegration Board 

Issue driving the civil war Details MoU/LoGA response

Economic opportunities

Resentment over control of 
natural resources

Lack of economic resources 
under the control of Aceh

70% of natural resource revenues 
to remain in Aceh

Reintegration and tsunami funds
Additional subnational revenues

Political and cultural 
autonomy 

Lack of political decision-making 
powers held in Aceh

Limited right to use shariah law
Little opportunity for GAM elites to 

run for public of!ce

Devolution of most powers to Aceh 
authorities

Implementation of shariah law
Actions to facilitate GAM personnel 

running for public of!ce

Security apparatus abuses
Human rights abuses and 

clampdowns fuel anti-Jakarta 
sentiment

30,000 non-local police and 
military leave Aceh

Table 3.2. Center-periphery contestation and the Aceh peace process
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(Badan Reintegrasi Aceh, BRA), which also 
coordinated international assistance. Local 
elites benefitted as well from the vast post-
tsunami humanitarian and reconstruction 
resources. Around US$ 8 billion was 
pledged for tsunami reconstruction, a very 
large sum for a province of just 4.5 million 
people.

By 2008, these funds had almost run out. 
However, special provisions in the LoGA 
raised subnational government revenues for 
the province (Figure 3.4). Under the LoGA, 
for 15 years from 2008, Aceh receives an 
additional 2% of national DAU funds (the 
block grant which the central government 
provides to the regions); for five years from 
2023, Aceh will receive an extra 1% of 
national DAU funds. From 2008 to 2011, 
these revenues, which were renamed the 
Special Autonomy Fund (SAF), led to an 
extra transfer for Aceh of Rp 16 trillion 
(US$ 1.6 billion). Over the full 20 years to 
2028, it is estimated that SAF funds will 
total Rp 100 trillion (over US$ 10 billion). 
!e SAF has more than doubled provincial 
revenues.78 

Political and cultural autonomy

!e peace agreement and its implementing 
law also provided a powerful set of incentives 
and mechanisms for facilitating the incor-
poration of former rebels into local politics 
and the state. !e Helsinki MoU and the 
subsequent LoGA gave the province signifi-
cant powers. Following from the MoU, the 
LoGA stated that Aceh has the authority to 

“regulate and implement government func-
tions in all public sectors except … [those] 
of national character, foreign affairs, defense, 
security, justice, monetary affairs, national 
fiscal affairs, and certain functions in the field 
of religion.79 !is goes far beyond the provi-
sions of past special autonomy arrangements 
for Aceh. !e scope of these powers, along 
with the vast resources under the control 
of the provincial and district governments 
in Aceh, strengthened the incentives for 
former GAM leaders to support the peace 
agreement.

Figure 3.4. Provincial and Local Government Revenues in Aceh 
1999-2012 (US$, 2012 Price) 

Sources: 2012 Aceh Public Expenditure Analysis World Bank 2006b, Ministry of Finance, 

 World Bank database, calculated by the Study Team.

Note: 2012 is based on budget plans; earlier years use realized budget.
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Importantly, the MoU and the LoGA 
created mechanisms for former guerrillas 
to quickly attain power, increasing their 
trust in the settlement and in the national 
government. !e peace agreement stipulated 
a number of changes to the electoral system, 
establishing that independent candidates 
could, for the first time in Indonesia’s history, 
contest the 2006 election and that local par-
ties would be allowed, also for the first time, 
to contest legislative elections from 2009 
on.80 !is staged approach—first allowing 
independent candidates and then independ-
ent parties—allowed former rebels to stand 
for election before GAM had formed a 
political party, a process that required time. 

GAM-linked candidates were victorious 
in subsequent elections. In the 2006 local 
executive elections, they won 10 of 17 seats for 
district heads and the Governor of Aceh’s seat. 
In the 2009 legislative elections, ‘their newly-
formed Partai Aceh (PA) won 33 of 69 seats 
in the provincial parliament and most seats 
in 16 (of 23 in total) district parliaments.81 
!e 2012 local elections secured PA’s position 
as the dominant player in local politics. !ey 
again won the governorship in a landslide and 
were successful in winning 13 of 20 district 
head seats. 

Military withdrawal and security

!e Helsinki MoU also led to the 
withdrawal of over 30,000 police and 
military assigned to Aceh during the civil 
war, but not native to the province. While 
Indonesian security forces have remained 
in Aceh, most are Acehnese. In per capita 
terms, Indonesian forces in Aceh are no 
more numerous than in most Indonesian 

provinces.82 !e removal of the harsh 
face of the Indonesian state helped build 
confidence among the Acehnese that 
center-periphery violence would not return. 

Concrete actions were also taken to 
ensure that the Indonesian military did 
not wreck the peace accord. Indonesian 
President, Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono, 
removed hardliners from within the 
military and made it clear that the military 
must support the government’s position.83 
Sweeteners were provided to the military. 
!e budget for the MoU-mandated troop 
withdrawal was set well above normal levels 
at Rp 526 billion (US$ 58.4 million).84 
!is sum was almost exactly the same as 
the extra budget the military would have 
received if the war had continued.85 !e 
military also continued to receive special 
funding for non-combat activities in 
Aceh.86 Post-tsunami aid provided ample 
opportunities for military leaders to make 
money and many opened new businesses.87 
Military acceptance of the accord also 
solidified as it became clear that the MoU 
provisions on human rights and retroactive 
justice would not be applied.88

Confidence in the peace process and the 
Indonesian state

!e peace agreement thus addressed the 
issues that led to violence between Aceh 
and Jakarta. !e provision of extensive 
resources, autonomous powers, and the 
withdrawal of security forces, increased 
trust among former GAM elites. !e open-
ing of channels for former rebels to enter 
local politics, which led to GAM taking 
political control of the province, allowed 
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the remaining center-periphery issues to be 
addressed through formal channels. 

!e reduction of Jakarta-Aceh violent 
contestation can be seen in views about the 
MoU. GAM leaders have given unanimous 
support for the MoU framework, as have 
other mainstream elites in Aceh, although 
some have complained about how the 
peace agreement has been implemented. 
In the broader population, most people 
support, and are satisfied with, the MoU. 
Two-thirds of 2012 survey respondents 
were satisfied or very satisfied with imple-
mentation of the agreement (Figure 3.5). 
However, the average level of satisfaction 
was higher in low-intensity conflict areas 
(70% respondents were very satisfied/
satisfied and only 18% dissatisfied/very 
dissatisfied). In high intensity conflict 
areas, 60% were satisfied/very satisfied 
and 34% dissatisfied/very dissatisfied.89 
Almost one-half of survey respondents felt 
that the MoU had resolved most of the 
issues that led to the past conflict (Figure 
3.6) and there was no significant variation 
between areas with different past levels of 
conflict intensity. More than half of those 
surveyed in 2012 felt that the Acehnese 
population was the main beneficiary of 
the peace accord.
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Figure 3.5. How Sati!ed are You with 
the Implementation of the MoU?

Indeed, seven years after the signing 
of the peace agreement, most Acehnese 
trust the Government of Indonesia and 
the Indonesian military. Fifty-five percent 
of 2012 survey informants said they now 
feel comfortable talking to police officers 
and 47% said they would be comfortable 
talking to military personnel (Figure 3.7). 
Respondents in high intensity conflict 
areas are less comfortable talking to 
military personnel and police officers than 
those living in low intensity areas. People 
in high-intensity conflict areas are more 
comfortable talking to ex-combatants.

Source: 2012 Quantitative Survey

Figure 3.6. Did the MoU Resolve your 
Problems?

Source: 2012 Quantitative Survey
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Around two-thirds of survey respondents 
thought that all levels of government and 
political parties at least sometimes fail to act in 
a morally correct way (Figure 3.8). However, 
levels of distrust of the national government 
and political parties, both national and local, 
are higher. Interestingly, when comparing 
survey responses in low- and high-intensity 
conflict areas, the latter have more to say 
(fewer people failed to answer, or answered 
‘don’t know’) and have more negative percep-
tions of the actors concerned.

Some issues do remain. !ere have been 
disputes between Aceh’s leaders and the 

Indonesian government over new local 
by-laws (qanun) on the role of the Wali 
Nanggroe and Aceh’s flag.90 !e flag pro-
posed by the Aceh parliament is the same 
as GAM’s flag. After the initial draft of the 
qanun was released, Indonesia’s Minister of 
Home Affairs and the Provincial Military 
Commander (Pangdam) publicly stated 
their disagreement, referring to a GoI 
regulation that does not allow a symbol of a 
separatist movement to be a region’s flag.91 
Nevertheless the provincial parliament 
approved the flag qanun leading to more 
warnings from Jakarta and demonstrations 
in support of the new flag in Aceh.92 

Figure 3.7. Comfortable to Talk To …? (by Con"ict Intensity Level) 
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Figure 3.8. … Acts in a Morally Correct Way?

Source: 2012 Quantitative Survey

Source: 2012 Quantitative Survey
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However, even where there are disagree-
ments, leaders in both Jakarta and Aceh 
have engaged in dialogue to try to solve 
the problems. Given that the terms of 
the current peace settlement fall short of 
GAM’s past goal of achieving independ-
ence for Aceh, there is a risk that perceived 
interventions from Jakarta on issues such 
as the flag can be a source of continued 
instability and can be utilized as part of an 
anti-Indonesia narrative. However, the fact 
that the peace accord has by and largely 
satisfied the interests of local elites mean 
that this is unlikely to lead to renewed 
large-scale unrest.93

3.3 Contestation between 
Elites in Aceh

The peace process has managed to 
resolve—at least for now—the vertical 
Aceh-Jakarta separatist conflict. But it has 
also led to the emergence of new forms 
of contestation within Aceh. Prominent 
among these is sometimes-violent compe-
tition among local elites. !e presence of 
large resources, combined with the powers 
derived from Aceh’s special autonomy 
status, have heightened local political and 
economic competition. To a large extent, 
current divisions among elites are not based 
on the old conflict cleavage which pitted 
leaders who advocated independence 
against those who wanted Aceh to remain 
within Indonesia. Instead, new fissures have 
emerged among the Acehnese elite.

!e split within GAM

A prominent elite divide is between 
different factions within the former rebel 
movement. During the civil war, GAM 
had a strict hierarchical structure to main-
tain discipline. However, like insurgents in 
many other places, GAM has fragmented in 
the postconflict period. Emerging divides 
have not been ideological—i.e. between 
those supporting the peace agreement and 
those opposing it—but between leaders 
fighting for local power.

Following the peace agreement, GAM 
leaders tried to ensure organizational 
cohesiveness. In late 2005, they established 
the Aceh Transitional Council (Komite Per-
alihan Aceh, KPA), with the same territorial 
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structure as GAM’s armed wing, which had 
been formally dissolved as part of the peace 
process. In some areas it has emerged over 
time as a ‘shadow government’ performing 
some of the functions of the state (Box 3.1).

In 2007, KPA established GAM’s politi-
cal party (Partai Aceh). However, a split 
had already developed among ex-GAM 
prior to the 2006 gubernatorial elections, 
when Irwandi Jusuf (a former GAM 
spokesperson) competed against another 
ticket containing Hasbi Abdullah, a GAM 
veteran, with Irwandi winning.94 Over time 
the split between Irwandi’s followers and 
the GAM old guard hardened. By 2012, 
this led to the incumbent governor, Irwandi, 
running as an independent candidate 
against the PA pairing of Zaini Abdullah 

and Muzakir Manaf.95 As discussed below, 
tensions between these factions within 
GAM have sometimes turned violent. Fol-
lowing the gubernatorial election, which 
Zaini, the Partai Aceh candidate, won, 
Irwandi set up a new political party, Partai 
Nasional Aceh (PNA), bringing with him 
many former GAM district commanders.

Control of contracts 

Elite competition has also focused on 
controlling contracts for state-financed 
infrastructure projects and other busi-
ness opportunities. In Aceh, as is the case 
elsewhere in Indonesia, good relationships 
with those in power are vital for aspiring 
entrepreneurs (for example to win contracts, 
gain permits and avoid excessive taxation). 

Box 3.1. The power of KPA

Since its establishment in late 2005, the Aceh Transitional Council (KPA) has emerged as a 
very powerful organization. While its initial purpose was to ensure that the Helsinki MoU was 
implemented, and that former GAM combatants received reintegration funds, the scope of its 
activities has expanded considerably. It now plays a major role in a range of areas including bid-
ding for construction contracts, collecting (some say extorting) funds for Partai Aceh, gathering 
votes at election time, and providing security at the local level. !is political and economic power 
has led many who were not in GAM during the war to attempt to join the organization, and its 
membership has expanded significantly in recent years.

!e locality case study in Tanah Jambo Aye sub-district in North Aceh illustrates the roles KPA 
now play. In this area, which had been a bastion of GAM support, former combatants reentered 
their communities following the signing of the peace agreement with few problems.

Seven years on, former combatants (under the KPA organization) have increasing power in 
their community. KPA has become a shadow police force, is involved in various development 
projects, and works with those formally in power. For example, the district administration 
now asks the KPA to accompany police when clearing out market traders and on other law 
enforcement activities.
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Much ‘private’ business is heavily reliant on 
state money, in particular in the construction 
sector. !roughout Indonesia, contracts are 
awarded based on political connections and 
kontraktor play a prominent role in politics.96

GAM’s accession to political power has 
allowed GAM elites to dominate business. 
Muzakir Manaf, the former leader of GAM’s 
military wing and vice-governor of the prov-
ince since 2012, runs a large conglomerate 
which has been involved in import-export, 
producing steel for tsunami reconstruction, 
horticulture, and upgrading ports.97 Sofyan 
Dawood, the former GAM commander for 
North Aceh, has brokered deals with large 
public and private companies, including 
ones from Malaysia and China.98 Since 
they entered local politics, GAM elites 
have come to dominate the construction 
sector.99 Using their political influence, 
and sometimes veiled threats of violence, 
GAM-linked contractors now control 
much of the sector. !ey do so not only 
by directly handling contracts but also by 
playing a brokering role, taking a cut on 
contracts they ‘facilitate’. With large state 
budgets available, construction profits can 
be significant. Aspinall concludes that GAM 
networks have earned tens of millions of 
dollars from contracting.100

!e large budgets available in Aceh, plus 
the fragmentation of GAM structures, has 
meant that competition over contracts has 
been fierce and sometimes violent. 

ALA, ABAS, and ethnic tensions

Another source of contestation has 
flowed from the movement by elites in the 

province’s central highlands and west coast 
to secede from the province.101 !e locality 
case studies conducted for this study in 
ALA (Aceh Leuser Antara, consisting of 
the districts in central Aceh) and ABAS 
(Aceh Barat Aceh Selatan, West Aceh and 
South Aceh) found that people perceive 
that they have been neglected by the 
provincial government in infrastructure 
development and the allocation of special 
autonomy funds. !ese areas, in particular 
the Central Highlands, have large ethnic 
minority populations.

!e move by areas to secede from Aceh 
is not a new one. However, tensions have 
heightened in the postconflict period and 
especially since GAM—who are almost 
entirely ethnically Acehnese—have 
come to power. Discontent over the Wali 
Nanggroe qanun has fuelled resentment 
as, no doubt, will the Aceh flag issue. For 
local elites in districts where the ethnic 
Acehnese are not dominant (Central 
Aceh, Bener Meriah, Southeast Aceh, and 
Gayo Lues), elites view the two qanun as 
unacceptable as they imply the cultural 
domination of other ethnic groups by the 
ethnic Acehnese. !is has led to a series 
of protests. For example, on 14 February 
2013, students from the ALA/ABAS Free 
Movement demonstrated in Banda Aceh 
over the provincial government’s decision 
to allocate US$ 9.5 million to build a 
palace for the Wali Nanggroe and another 
US$ 4.5 million for annual support for the 
Wali Nanggroe.102 

Prospects for secession are slim at present: 
the Helsinki MoU explicitly prohibits it; 
the provincial parliament is dominated by 



 
34

GAM who are vehemently against splitting 
the province; and few in Jakarta (who must 
approve the creation of any new admin-
istrative area) would want to risk peace 
by allowing a split to occur. Yet there is 
potential for increasing tensions between 
ethnic Acehnese elites, representing former 
GAM heartlands, and those in other parts 
of the provinces.

Electoral violence 

One consequence of increasing inter-
elite contestation has been high levels of 
electoral violence. From 2008 until 2012, 
this has accounted for a larger proportion 
of all violent incidents in Aceh than in any 
of Indonesia’s other postconflict provinces, 
apart from North Maluku.103 

!e 2006 elections were fairly calm but 
the 2009 and 2012 contests saw much 
more violence. In 2006, there were only 11 
incidents of pre-election violence, whereas 
in 2009 there were 91 incidents and, in 
2012, 167 incidents. More worrying, and 
unlike most Indonesian provinces, Aceh 
has seen a significant number of election-
related deaths. 

In 2009, the split within GAM was less 
marked as Irwandi supported Partai Aceh 
candidates. However, the military, still 
coming to terms with Irwandi’s victory, 
ran an aggressive intimidation campaign104 
and at least five Partai Aceh/KPA figures 
were killed in the run up to the elections.105 
Election day itself was largely peaceful.

In 2012, the intra-GAM split, between 
followers of Irwandi and those who 

supported the Zaini-Muzakir ticket, led 
to significant violence.106 Much of this 
violence has occurred in former-GAM 
strongholds where divisions within the 
former rebel group are the most pro-
nounced.107 In late 2011 and early 2012 
contests, seven people were killed from 
violence directly associated with the elec-
tions and another half-dozen or so deaths 
in this period plausibly relate to electoral 
tensions.108 One prominent example was 
the assassination in July 2011 of Teungku 
Cagee, a former GAM commander who 
defied KPA orders by supporting the 
incumbent Irwandi for governor. In late 
2011 and early 2012, there were a series of 
shootings, many of which targeted migrant 
Javanese laborers. Some believe that Partai 
Aceh organized the shootings to warn 
Jakarta to delay the planned local elections 
until Irwandi was no longer governor and 
could not use his position as an advantage 
when campaigning for re-election.109 

Collaboration

Yet the seriousness of inter-elite tension 
should not be overstated. While violence 
between elites has occurred, larger-scale 
violence is rare compared to some other 
postconflict areas in Indonesia such as 
Maluku.110 For example, Irwandi Jusuf, the 
losing candidate in the 2012 gubernatorial 
election, decided to establish a new party 
rather than resist Partai Aceh violently. 
!is shows that inter-elite competition in 
Aceh can potentially be managed through 
democratic processes.

Aceh is remarkable too for the levels of 
collaboration between former enemies. For 
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example: GAM’s Muzakir Manaf set up a 
wind energy company with a senior member 
of Indonesian intelligence;111 local elites 
from national parties have joined former 
GAM in business ventures; the former Indo-
nesian military commander for Aceh, Lt. 
General Sunarko, joined Partai Aceh’s cam-
paign team for the 2012 elections, perhaps 
as a result of his collaboration with former 
GAM on business projects; and GAM lead-
ers have joined Indonesian security forces in 
sometimes illicit business ventures, including 
illegal logging. !e period between the sign-
ing of the peace MoU and the 2009 election 
was still one of uncertainty, with the rules 
of the game changing and turf boundaries 
in flux, and as a result local elite tensions 
were widespread. However, since Partai 
Aceh’s victory in 2009, a new status quo 
has been in place and local elites have by 
and large adjusted this, choosing not to 
contest GAM’s dominant political and 
economic role in the province. With the 
exception of the Partai Aceh/Irwandi 
rift, former enemies have tended to swap 
violent contestation for collaboration.112

3.4 Contestation between Aceh 
Elites and Locals

Post-MoU, there have been increasing 
tensions between members of the Aceh 
elite—including the former GAM com-
manders who now control Aceh’s politics 
and economy—and community members. 
Rising inequality within Aceh has led to 
small-scale but frequent violence.

Resentment and violence from lower-
level ex-combatants

Many lower–level ex-combatants have 
used violence to improve their economic 
circumstances because they believe that 
they have no alternative. After the peace 
agreement was signed, expectations were 
high among former rebels. After years of 
harsh conditions in the forests and moun-
tains, they expected to prosper as a result 
of the peace. Prior to joining GAM, over 
96% of ex-combatants had been employed 
but six months after the MoU, around 
three-quarters still had no work.113 Most of 
the former rebels interviewed cited lack of 
employment or lack of income generation 
opportunities as their greatest concern.114 
By mid-2008, the employment picture 
had changed. A representative survey 
of ex-combatants found that 85% were 
working, a higher rate than for those who 
were not ex-combatants.115 However, these 
jobs often did not meet the expectations of 
former combatants; after years of fighting, 
they thought they were entitled to better 
jobs with higher incomes and status. !e 
2006 survey found that the vast majority 
of ex-combatants wanted jobs as traders, 
with only a small proportion content to 
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farm, the residual occupation in Aceh.116 
Despite this, by 2008 former combatants 
were more likely than regular civilians to 
derive their income from rice farming or 
agricultural wage labor, and were less likely 
to be employed as civil servants, traders or 
teachers.117

!e dysfunctional reintegration program 
has contributed to resentment.118 !e 
MoU had envisioned providing assistance 
to 3,000 former combatants but it soon 
emerged that GAM’s strength was perhaps 
seven times that number.119 To solve the 
problem, assistance was provided to 
an additional category—GAM non-
combatants.120 Reintegration assistance 
was distributed through former GAM 
commanders and they redistributed the 
funds to former combatants as well as 
other supporters. Some former combatants 
complained because they received as little 
as Rp 30,000 (US$ 3), which is only uang 
rokok (money for cigarettes).121 Even when 
former combatants did receive assistance, 
on average, their households fared no 
better than households that received no 
assistance.122 !e reintegration program 
created new demands for, and expectations 
of, assistance among former combatants 
and led to their rising disillusionment 
when this was not forthcoming.123

Reintegration failures were compounded 
by growing inequalities within the former 
rebel movement. !e political incorpora-
tion of former GAM elites has allowed 
them to enjoy the spoils that come with 
power in Indonesia’s regions. Many senior 
GAM figures have erected grand houses 
and drive imported SUVs or Mercedes. 

Former commanders now make regular 
visits to Singapore or Kuala Lumpur for 
shopping or medical checks. 

While GAM elites have benefitted from 
their entry to politics and businesses such as 
contracting, access to these areas has been 
closed to most lower-level GAM. During 
the civil war, differences in wealth within 
GAM were relatively slight. But after the 
civil war ended, sharp disparities emerged 
and have led to great frustration, especially 
at the sub-district (sagoe) level. In rural 
villages, many ex-combatants are illiterate 
and have lower expectations. In contrast, 
those at the sagoe level often have greater 
ambitions, but do not have the sway with 
higher-level GAM figures to secure projects 
of their own. 

One consequence is that a larger share 
of ex-combatants are dissatisfied with 
the implementation of the MoU than 
is the case with those who did not fight. 
Fifty-seven percent of ex-combatants sur-
veyed in 2012 said they were dissatisfied, 
compared to 26% of non-combatants.124 
Ex-combatants were also more likely to say 
that the MoU had not solved the issues that 
led to the civil war (23% compared with 
13% of non-combatants).

In this environment, many lower-level, 
former fighters have turned to crime. Many 
former combatants have used violence for 
pecuniary purposes during the civil war. 
It is thus not surprising that some have 
continued to do so in the postconflict 
period.125 !is has been most pronounced 
in GAM’s old heartlands on the east coast. 
In 2008, the police in Aceh claimed that 
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Broader resentment over lack of eco-
nomic development and poor governance

Beyond ex-combatants, there is also 
growing disappointment in Aceh over a 
perceived lack of economic development 
and continuing poor governance.

As GAM leaders have come to dominate 
Aceh’s politics, they have continued the 
practices of Aceh’s old elite. !ey have 
quickly learned the local political rules of 
the game and understand well the opportu-
nities for theft from the state’s coffers. !ey 
have benefitted from a general tolerance 
of corruption from oversight bodies such 
as the State Audit Agency (BPK) and the 
police who are wary about taking action 
that could lead to problems.129 

Two 2003 studies by Bank Indonesia 
and Padjajaran University found that 
Aceh was the most corrupt province in 
Indonesia.130 Immediately following the 
Helsinki MoU, many in Aceh felt that 
corruption would decline as the province 
gained more control over its affairs. Yet 
this confidence soon eroded. A Transpar-
ency International Survey in 2010 found 
that 46% of Acehnese felt that corruption 
levels were similar to before the peace 
agreement, while 39% felt that corruption 
had worsened. A 2010 study by KPPOD 
and !e Asia Foundation found that Aceh 
ranked 22nd of 32 Indonesian provinces 
surveyed in terms of district heads’ action 
against corruption. Based on a study of 
good budgetary practices conducted in 20 
districts in four Indonesian provinces by 

armed crimes were 22 times higher than 
before the Helsinki MoU (Jones 2008). A 
prosecutor in North Aceh observed that 
there were cases of armed crime in her area 
every month. Between 2008 and 2011, 
crimes involving firearms increased the 
most sharply.126 !e International Crisis 
Group estimates that 90% of criminal 
activity in East Aceh district is carried out 
by ex-combatants who are disappointed 
that they have not receive their share of the 
postconflict spoils.127 

Lower-level former combatants have 
also used violence to signal discontent 
and continuing coercive capacity to elites 
with the aim of increasing downwards 
patronage flows. Senior GAM figures such 
as Sofyan Dawood, Ilyas Pasee, Zakaria 
Saman, and Muzakir Manaf have all had 
grenades thrown at their houses (Box 3.2). 

!ere have been other attacks aimed at 
politicians who have criticized former com-
batants continuing practices of demanding 
shares of projects and imposing illegal 
taxes.128 !ese attacks have been intended 
to intimidate rather than kill—grenades 
were thrown at buildings rather than at 
people, and in most cases, nobody was 
injured.
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Box 3.2. Attacks on GAM elites

Since GAM have come to power, there have been a number of attacks on the houses and 
officers of elites from the former rebel movement. Sofyan Dawood’s house was attacked 
in April 2007. !e same month a box containing an active grenade was found outside 
the office of Ilyas Pasee, the GAM North Aceh district head, with a letter in Acehnese 
threatening him if he “continued to commit infractions in his duties”. A grenade was 
also thrown at the house of the Lhokseumawe vice-mayor (World Bank 2007b). Similar 
incidents continued the following month with grenades thrown at the house of the head 
of the Pidie district parliament, at the parliament building in Bener Meriah district, and at 
the offices of two sub-district heads in Central Aceh district (World Bank 2007c). Zakaria 
Saman’s house in Pidie district was burned in March 2012, and in June 2012, grenades 
were thrown at his residence in Banda Aceh. !e attacks were likely motivated by strug-
gles over economic resources, in particular resources from aid and illegal logging. While 
no-one was caught, it is likely that the perpetrators were disgruntled GAM members 
who felt their targets had not passed on a large enough share of the lucrative projects they 
controlled (ICG 2007b).

Seknas FITRA and !e Asia Foundation 
(2012), three out of five districts in Aceh 
scored the lowest, although Banda Aceh 
scored the highest. 

One reason for continuing corruption 
in Aceh is lack of central government 
oversight. In recent years, corruption cases 

pursued by the state in Aceh make up a 
very small share of the Indonesia-wide total 
(Table 3.3). !ere is a general tolerance of 
corruption in Aceh from oversight bodies 
such as the State Audit Agency (BPK) and 
the national Corruption Eradication Com-
mission (KPK).

Table 3.3. Corruption Cases and Potential Losses 

Source: Indonesia Corruption Watch database.

Year

Government of Aceh and all Local 
Governments in Aceh

All Provincial and Local Governments in 
Indonesia

No. of Cases 
(% of Total)

Potential Losses in US$ 
million (% of Total) No. of Cases Potential Losses 

in US$ million

2010 3 (0.8%) 0.2 (0.1%) 375 237.6

2011 37 (9.2%) 8.1 (0.3%) 404 2,379.1

2012 (Semester 1) 13 (4.9%) 6.7 (4.4%) 266 152.1
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Figure 3.9. Unresolved Problems in Aceh
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!e primary reason for this is that the cen-
tral government has been wary not to rock 
the political boat in Aceh. Tolerating the 
(mis)appropriation of state funds was a way 
to ensure the allegiance of former insurgent 
elites to the peace settlement; cracking down 
on such practices is perceived as having the 
potential to have a negative effect on peace.131 

As discussed in Section 2.2, while Aceh 
does well on many indicators of human 
development, slow economic growth and 

high poverty levels continue. Natural gas 
production and post-tsunami reconstruc-
tion, which were the main drivers of Aceh’s 
postconflict economy, have both declined 
sharply132 and two-thirds of respondents 
surveyed in 2012 felt that lack of economic 
opportunities continued to be one of Aceh’s 
most important problems (Figure 3.9). One-
third of respondents also felt that the peace 
agreement had only benefitted the elite, not 
the public at large. 

!is has led to some disillusionment with 
democratic processes in Aceh. Participa-
tion in elections is high in Aceh. Ninety 
percent of respondents surveyed in 2012 
said they voted in the gubernatorial elec-
tions that year. Of those who did not 
vote, most said that practical rather than 
ideological issues had stopped them (for 

example illness or travel at the time of the 
election). But the survey also showed that 
few have confidence that participation in 
elections or peaceful protests can improve 
local conditions (Figure 3.10).
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3.5 Inter-communal 
Contestation

A final form of contestation in post-
conflict Aceh is between local communal 
groups. !is has continued since the war, 
but the axes around which group identities 
and differences are constructed, and across 
which violence occurs, have evolved since 
the peace agreement.

Old conflict cleavages are becoming less 
important

Aceh saw some inter-communal violence 
during its civil war. !e separatist war was 
not ethnic, in that it did not pit two identity 
groups living side by side against each other. 
In general, there were not major divides 
between those who supported Acehnese 
independence and those who did not. !ere 
was a strong degree of support for GAM’s 
goals, if not always its means, among the 
civilian population in most areas of Aceh. 

However, localized inter-communal 
tensions were present and violence did 

occur in some areas. !ere was suspicion 
of in-migrant Javanese communities who 
were viewed by many as collaborating with 
the Indonesian military and this led to 
some targeted killings.133 While the ethnic 
Acehnese make up 79% the province’s 
population, other ethnic groups also exist 
such as the Gayo in the Central Highlands. 
!e military recruited from among these 
groups when forming anti-separatist mili-
tias and some Gayo also supported GAM. 

In the early postconflict period, some 
worried about the potential for violence 
between ex-militia and ex-GAM com-
batants or other revenge-taking acts.134 
However, such violence did not emerge to 
any significant extent. !ere was acceptance, 
indeed often celebrations, when combatants 
returned home after the peace deal, includ-
ing in ethnically heterogeneous areas. A 
representative survey of 642 ex-combatants 
six months after the MoU was signed found 
that 90% had experienced no problems on 
their return. In more than three-quarters of 
villages surveyed, traditional peusijuk (wel-
coming) ceremonies were held to celebrate 
the return of combatants.135 A 2007 study of 
every rural village in Aceh found high levels 
of social capital and improvements in social 
cohesion and village solidarity following 
the Helsinki MoU.136 Only 7% of villagers 
interviewed said there were low levels of 
trust between ‘those who returned from the 
mountain’ and other community members.

Nor has trust diminished over time. Of 
more than 1,000 former GAM members 
surveyed in 2008, only seven reported 
some difficulties with being accepted since 
they returned to their villages.137 Even in 
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areas such as the Central Highlands, where 
pro-government militia were strong, trust 
has grown. Across all areas surveyed, 97% 
of women and 96% of men reported that 
the presence of former combatants was 
not a source of division in their commu-
nity. Around 90% of informants also said 
they would be happy to welcome former 
combatants into their family through mar-
riage and that former combatants could be 
among their close friends.138 None of the 
more than 1,500 informants surveyed in 
2012—including people in areas where 
militia groups had been active—said there 
had been any violence between former 

fighters and communities in their village in 
the past year (Table 3.4 below). Only 11% 
of informants said they felt uncomfortable 
talking to ex-combatants.

Where acts of violence between different 
ethnic groups have occurred, they have 
been dealt with quickly and effectively. A 
deadly attack on a KPA office by former 
anti-separatist militia in 2008, for example, 
did not lead to fresh incidents of violence 
(Box 3.3). Indeed there has been very little 
trouble in the Central Highlands and 
certainly much less than many initially 
expected.

Box 3.3. Atu Lintang and the prevention of violence escalation

On 1 March 2008, an attack by members of former anti-separatist militia on the KPA 
office in Atu Lintang in Central Aceh resulted in five deaths, the largest loss of life in a 
single incident since the Helsinki MoU (World Bank 2008c). 

!e background was a dispute over control of the district’s central bus station, which 
had been controlled by members of a former militia group. With rising KPA power, a 
turf battle began over who would control the station and the attendant opportunities for 
‘taxation’. 

!e response was rapid with the authorities, police and KPA all acting to contain 
spillovers. Twenty-five suspects were in detention within two weeks and KPA circulated 
instructions for its members not to take revenge. KPA circulated instructions to its mem-
bers not to rake revenge and Malik Mahmud, the senior GAM leader, led a meeting of all 
17 KPA commanders on 4 March to ensure that there was no violent response. Messages 
went down through the government and military hierarchy to anti-separatist groups that 
such actions would not be tolerated. 
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Source of con"ict Major source 
(%)

Minor source 
(%)

Led to violence in 
last 6 months (%)

People who get assistance vs. those who don’t 9.1 33.4 0.3

Rich vs. poor 4.2 14.8 2.0

New migrants vs. communities 3.9 18.4 0.9

Former !ghters vs. communities 2.9 23.5 0

This village vs. other village 2.8 12.6 0.1

Old migrants vs. communities 2.1 14.6 0.1

Young vs. old 1.1 13.9 0.1

Men vs. women 0.3 8.3 0.1

New forms of inter-communal conflict 
and violence

Inter-communal violence in postcon-
flict Aceh is more likely to relate to local 
economic competition and jealousies. 
When asked about sources of conflict in 
their village, respondents surveyed in 2012 
highlighted differences between those who 
received aid and those who did not, and 
between the rich and poor; the latter was 
more likely to have resulted in violence. 
Tensions between migrants and those 
receiving them, and between former com-
batants and others, were less pronounced 
(Table 3.4).

Besides criminal acts, the most common 
source of violence in postconflict Aceh 
is acts of vigilante popular justice where 
individuals or groups use violence to 
respond to the perceived misdemeanors 
of others. From 2008-2012 such inci-
dents make up a larger share of violent 
incidents in Aceh (16%) than in the other 
eight Indonesian provinces for which 

data are available, and the incidence of 
such violence has risen sharply. In 2005, 
there were 20 popular justice incidents. 
!is increased in 2006 and 2007, jump-
ing to 120 incidents in 2008. Since then, 
there have been more than 100 incidents 
per year, with 144 cases of popular justice 
violence recorded in 2012.139

These incidents do, to an extent, 
reflect a lack of social cohesion as do 
other incidents involving intolerance of 
minorities, including the forced closing 
of churches,140 the murder of a ‘non-
orthodox’ religious leader, and abuses 
of power by shariah officers.141 However, 
these are best interpreted as being a result 
of weak state security and justice institu-
tions rather than of deep rooted hatreds. 
!ose attacking each other were usually 
not on different sides during the civil war.

Table 3.4. Sources of Local Con"ict in Aceh

Source: 2012 Quantitative Survey
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was of prime importance. However, as 
confidence in the settlement grew, and 
the autonomy agreement has been put 
in place, center-periphery contestation 
was replaced by inter-elite and elite-local 
tensions. !e most pressing need now is 
to develop institutions to mediate inter-
elite competition and to support peaceful 
development. !e development of such 
institutions will be key to ensure that 
violent center-periphery contestation 
does not reemerge as it has done so 
frequently in Aceh’s past.

To what extent has development assis-
tance, from both the government and 
donors, addressed these changing trans-
formational needs? !e report continues 
with an analysis of what aid has done and 
the ways in which it has supported Aceh’s 
war-to-peace transition.

Type of contestation
Needs

Civil war period 
(1998 - mid 2005)

Early postcon"ict period
 (mid 2005 - 2008) Later postcon"ict period (2008)

I. 
Center-periphery

Con!dence: Build 
con!dence of 

warring parties that 
an agreement can 

be reached

Con!dence: Build con!dence of formerly 
warring parties in peace settlement
Institutions: Develop institutions to 

implement peace agreement

Con!dence: Maintain 
con!dence of formerly warring 

parties in peace 
Institutions. Ensure institutions 

in place to mediate relations 
between the center and 

periphery 

II. Inter-elite Not priority issue Not priority issue
Institutions: Ensure institutions 
in place to mediate inter-elite 

competition

III. Elite-local Not priority issue Not priority issue
Institutions: Improve 

functioning of institutions to 
support peaceful development 

IV. 
Inter-communal

Not priority issue

Con!dence: Build con!dence of local 
groups in peace settlement

Institutions: Develop institutions to 
deliver local assistance in con"ict-

sensitive ways

Institutions: Ensure institutions 
in place to mediate inter-
communal competition

3.6 Changing Transformational 
Needs

As the nature of contestation in Aceh 
has evolved over time so too have the 
needs to be addressed to ensure that 
Aceh’s transition to sustainable peace 
continues. Table 3.5 shows how the 
dominant conflict issues have changed 
in Aceh (bolded cells represent the most 
pressing needs for each time period).

While the civil war was still raging, 
the most pressing need was to build 
the confidence of warring parties that 
an acceptable peace agreement could 
be reached. In the early days after the 
signing of the peace accord, building 
the confidence of elites and commu-
nity members in the settlement and 
developing institutions to implement it 

Table 3.5. Changing Transformational Needs in Aceh 
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4. Aid in Aceh

4.1 Overview of Aid in Aceh 

Over the past decade, levels of devel-
opment assistance to Aceh have been 
extremely low, then extremely high, and 
then relatively low again. !e types of 
programs funded, and the approaches used, 
have also altered over time.

!e civil war period: little aid

For most of the civil war period, there 
were few international donors funding 
programs in Aceh. !e 2002-2003 CoHA 
peace process in Aceh allowed some devel-
opment efforts to start again in areas such 
as maternal health (the United Nations 
Population Fund) and university education 
(Canada).142 !e United States and Japan 
also funded low-key initiatives to support 
peace through local civil society groups 
and some international NGOs worked in 
Aceh with European or American funding. 
However, when the peace process collapsed 
in May 2003, and martial law was imposed 
in the province, almost all international aid 
personnel and programs withdrew. It was 
only after the December 2004 tsunami hit 
Aceh’s shores that aid agencies returned to 
work in Aceh again.

One exception was the Kecamatan 
Development Program (KDP), which 
for most of the conflict period was the 
only major foreign-funded program in 
Aceh. A national government program 
designed to alleviate poverty after the 

1997 Asian economic crisis, the World 
Bank-financed KDP provided block 
grants to communities who developed 
proposals and competed for funds at 
the sub-district (kecamatan) level. !e 
first phase of KDP operated in Aceh 
from 1998 to 2001, and covered eight 
districts (78 kecamatan). From 2002 to 
2004, the program expanded to cover 
ten districts (87 kecamatan), including 
conflict ‘hot-spots’ such as North Aceh, 
East Aceh, Bireuen, Pidie, Aceh Besar, 
and South Aceh. In total, in this six year 
period, around US$ 3.8 million/year was 
disbursed to finance village-level infra-
structure and economic activities under 
a women’s revolving fund (SPP) scheme. 
After the tsunami, KDP was scaled up to 
cover every sub-district in Aceh.

Post-tsunami: massive aid volumes

!e December 2004 tsunami brought 
a great increase in aid to Aceh. By the 
end of 2007, post-tsunami rehabilitation 
and reconstruction commitments had 
totaled US$ 7.77 billion, exceeding the 
amount of funds required to rebuild Aceh 
to pre-tsunami levels (estimated at US$ 
6.2 billion).143 Multilateral and bilateral 
donors made 41.7% of commitments, 
while 29.6% and 28.7% of the pledges 
were contributed respectively by NGOs 
and the Indonesian government.
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!is level of aid is substantially 
higher than that reported in the 
OECD’s Aid Statistics (Figure 
4.1).144 !e total aid commit-
ment in that database was US$ 
2.57 billion for 2005 to 2007, 
significantly less than the US$ 
3.24 billion that Masyrafah and 
McKeon estimated for total 
multilateral and bilateral loans 
and grants to Aceh.145 Nonethe-
less, Figure 4.1 indicates the 
general trend of foreign aid to 
Aceh—very low amounts during 
the conflict period, peaking right 
after the tsunami and going down 
to a low level in recent years.

Although much smaller in volume than 
post-tsunami aid, the signing of the peace 
agreement in August 2005 increased the 
level of postconflict aid to the province. !e 
Multi-Stakeholder Review of Post-Conflict 
Programming in Aceh MSR stated that, 
on top of tsunami allocations, US$ 173.5 
million was allocated for peacebuilding by 
the Government of Indonesia (GoI) and the 
Government of Aceh (GoA), and another 
US$ 192.1 million came from donors, the 
private sector and NGOs. By December 
2009, no less than 38 donors and 89 organi-
zations were implementing 140 postconflict 
programs in Aceh.146

!e MSR also estimated that US$ 218 
million of donors/private sector/NGO funds 
committed for post-tsunami reconstruction, 
and US$ 298 million of GoI tsunami funds, 
went to programs in non-tsunami impacted 
regions that would indirectly support 

reintegration and peacebuilding processes. 
In addition, US$ 13 million of provincial 
and district government budgets (APBA and 
APBK) were allocated for programs working 
in highly affected postconflict areas. 

Reductions in aid and donors’ assistance

An update of donor programs in Aceh was 
conducted as a part of this study. As shown 
in Figure 4.2a, in recent years the level of aid 
(including that from the government) has 
declined substantially. !e average annual 
aid allocation for 2011-2012 was only about 
40% of that for 2005-2008. For direct 
reintegration and postconflict programs in 
2011-2012, aid was less than 20% of the 
allocation in the early postconflict period. 
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Figure 4.1. Level of Aid to Aceh based on OECD data, 2002-
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Figure 4.2. Annual Aid Allocations 2005-08 
and 2011-12 (in US$ million, 2012 price)147

Another important change has been the 
declining role of foreign donors, the private 
sector and NGOs in financing programs 
in Aceh (Figure 4.2b). !e Indonesian and 
Aceh governments provided less than half 
of the assistance in 2005-2008, while 90% 
of aid in the 2011-2012 period came from 
the provincial and district governments.

Local government (both the GoA 
and district governments in Aceh) have 
spent a significantly increasing amount 
on ‘development’ in the last few years.148 
In 2005, they spent US$ 599 million (at 
2012 prices), but this increased to over 
US$ 1 billion by 2008. For the 2008-2012 
period, when special autonomy resources 
have been flowing, development spending 
has been relatively constant at around US$ 
1.26 billion per year. 

!is study identified only 24 programs 
in Aceh, worth a total of US$ 290 million, 
that have been financed by foreign aid in 
2011 and 2012. Of this, 99% of funds 
are allocated to programs that are not spe-
cifically postconflict, although they may 
indirectly contribute to peacebuilding. As 
shown in Figure 4.3, 36% and 35% of 
the foreign-funded programs in Aceh are 
allocated, respectively, for post-tsunami 
and community-based/community-
driven development. Programs addressing 
governance issues are limited to 10% of 
the overall commitment.

Figure 4.3. Distribution of Foreign Aid  
in Aceh by Sector, 2011-2012
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4.2 Early Postcon!ict Aid and 
Development Programs in 
Aceh

Programs in the early post-MoU period 
focused primarily on supporting the rein-
tegration of former GAM combatants and 
political prisoners, and providing support to 
conflict-affected communities.149 !ere was 
some support to local governance, primarily 
to the ad-hoc Aceh Reintegration Agency 
(Badan Reintegrasi Aceh, BRA). Tsunami 
reconstruction programs have in general 
tended not to focus on postconflict issues. 

Direct individually-targeted reintegra-
tion assistance

!e peace agreement acknowledged that 
the transition from military to civilian life 
could be challenging and that former com-
batants could be further marginalized in the 
process. !rough the following, the MoU 
provided measures to aid the reintegration 
of pardoned political prisoners, former 
combatants and other groups:

!e provision of a Reintegration Fund to 
provide "economic facilitation" to former 
combatants, pardoned political prisoners 
and affected civilians (Clause 3.2.3);
!e rehabilitation of public and private 
property destroyed or damaged in the 
conflict (Clause 3.2.4);
!e allocation of farm land, employment 
or social security for former combatants, 
political prisoners and affected civilians 
(Clause 3.2.5).

!e MoU made it clear that the respon-
sibility for developing such programs and 
providing financing lay with the Indone-
sian and Aceh governments, rather than 
with international donors. However, the 
initial programs were largely financed and 
implemented by internationals. Having 
been invited by GoI to oversee the release of 
political prisoners and develop a program of 
support for ex-combatants, IOM, with EU 
funds, implemented a “safety net” program 
that provided the following:

Political prisoners: just two weeks after the 
peace deal was signed, IOM coordinated 
the release from prison and the orderly 
return home of roughly 1,900 political 
prisoners from a dozen prisons and deten-
tion centers around the country.
Publicizing and socializing peace: IOM 
printed booklet-sized copies of the peace 
MoU for distribution throughout Aceh, 
produced radio public service announce-
ments, and provided editorial and 
advertising space in local newspapers to 
government agencies that were contribut-
ing to public information efforts.150 
Information, counseling and referral service: 
IOM provided this support for around 
1,900 political prisoners and 3,000 
ex-combatants, each of whom received 
in-kind assistance worth Rp 10 million 
(US$ 1,000). !is social support program 
later expanded to cover an additional 
5,500 unemployed, vulnerable youth, 
many of whom had links to the former 
rebel movement.

In parallel, the Indonesian and Aceh 
authorities set up a government-financed 
reintegration program to deliver assistance 
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Table 4.1. Early Postcon"ict Aid and Development Programs in Aceh, 2005-2008

Aid Modality Main programs General Objectives

Direct, individually-
targeted reintegration 

assistance 

Government living allowance for political prisoners, 
ex-combatants and victims of con"ict
BRA housing and cash payments to combatants and 
families of persons killed 
EU Aceh Peace Process Support (APPS), which 
provided assistance to BRA, AMM and IOM support for 
reintegration of ex-combatants and others (Euro € 15.85 
million)
International Organisation for Migration (IOM) Con"ict 
Reintegration Program, largely funded by EU (cash 
payments to political prisoners and in-kind assistance to 
ex-combatants) 
Strengthening Sustainable Peace and Development in 
Aceh (SSPDA), a program funded by UNDP for improving 
the livelihoods of ex-combatants and con"ict victims, 
particularly women and vulnerable groups

To provide ‘social protection’ to former 
combatants, pardoned political prisoners, and 
affected civilians

To rehabilitate private property destroyed or 
damaged in the con"ict

Group assistance and 
community- driven 

development

IOM Makmu Gampong Kareuna Dame (Village Prosperity 
through Peace) program: !nancial assistance worth Rp 
50 million (US$ 5,500) for each of 230 con"ict-affected 
communities
IOM-USAID peacebuilding and community stabilization 
initiative in the Central Highlands of Aceh
BRA-KDP Program, !nancial assistance to villages (1,724 
villages), worth around US$ 11,000/village.
Japanese-funded NGO projects

The rehabilitation of public property/
infrastructure destroyed or damaged in the 
con"ict

Job creation and social safety net through 
labor intensive economic activities

Institution-building

UNDP Strengthening Sustainable Peace and 
Development in Aceh (SSPDA) program: Assistance to 
BRA and Bappenas
USAID Aceh Technical Assistance Recovery Project 
(A-TARP), which included support to BRA (US$ 17 million, 
but not all for peacebuilding work) 
USAID Local Governance Support Program (LGSP), 
which provided support to improving local governance 
institutions, including the local electoral commission 
GIZ Aceh District Response Facility (ADRF) for 
district and city legislatures (DPRK) and a range of 
governmental institutions
LOGICA community reconstruction and the restoration 
of government services under the slogan ‘active 
communities—responsive government’
Support for Poor and Disadvantaged Areas (SPADA), 
US$ 25 million in Aceh and Nias to strengthen 
governance, promote growth and improve service 
delivery in Aceh and Nias
World Bank analytic work (mainly DFID-funded)
UNDP-EU Strengthening Access to Justice for Peace 
and Development in Aceh, US$ 5.65 million to support the 
implementation of the MoU 
International Center for Transitional Justice (ICTJ), € 
0.24 million to support gender and transitional justice, 
truth-seeking, and reparations activities

To strengthen BRA to help ensure and guide 
the sustained economic integration of former 
combatants

To support the implementation of the Law on 
Governing Aceh, in line with the reintegration 
process.

To ensure that con"ict-sensitive planning is 
integrated into the government’s development 
priorities for Aceh
Shape government (and donor) decision-
making through evidence and analysis

Tsunami 
reconstruction

Agency for the Rehabilitation and Reconstruction of 
Aceh and Nias Program (BRR)
Multi Donor Fund (MDF): Reconstruction of private 
(housing) and public infrastructure, livelihood programs, 
and good governance
Other CSOs and bilateral aid 

Rehabilitation and reconstruction
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to target groups identified in the MoU. 
!eir initial expectation was that GAM 
would provide a list of 3,000 combatants 
who would receive support (the number of 
GAM troops who were to demobilize under 
the MoU). GAM, however, did not provide 
this list for several reasons. First, there were 
concerns that the peace process would 
collapse, making it easy to arrest combat-
ants. Second, GAM leaders wanted control 
over reintegration funds to reinforce their 
own structures. !ird, there was a selec-
tion problem: although the MoU referred 
specifically to 3,000 combatants, the actual 
number of ex-combatants was some seven 
times higher. As a short-term solution, the 
government provided three rounds of jadup 
(living allowance or social security payment). 
Each payment of Rp 1 million (US$ 100), 
although ostensibly only to 3,000 GAM, 
was actually spread much more widely 
through GAM’s network and support base.

In March 2006, the Aceh Reintegration 
Agency (BRA) was established under the 
authority of the Governor of Aceh. BRA 
developed a program to rebuild houses 
destroyed during the conflict and also pro-
vided cash payments to ex-combatants and 
households that had lost a family member 
(diyat). Over time, programs for other 
groups, such as the anti-separatist militia, 
were also established. 

!e EU-funded Aceh Peace Process 
Support (APPS), with Euro 15.85 million, 
provided technical assistance to BRA and 
support for the social and economic rein-
tegration of former combatants, prisoners 
granted amnesty, and victims of conflict.

Many of these individually-targeted pro-
grams experienced difficulties. !ere were 
few, if any, mechanisms to verify claims, 
monitor whether assistance reached those 

Category Planned no. 
bene!ciaries

Form of 
assistance Amount (US$)

GAM combatants 3,000 Cash 2,500/person

GAM ‘non-combatants’ 6,200 Cash 1,000/person

Political prisoners 2,035 Cash 1,000/person

Pro-Indonesia militia 5,000 Cash 1,000/person

GAM who surrendered before the 
MoU (and usually joined militia 

groups)
3,204 Cash 500/person

Individual victims of con"ict (mid to 
late 2007) 1,059 Cash 1,000/person

Households that had lost a family 
member (diyat) 33,424 Cash 300/person/year

Households with damaged housing 31,187 Cash allocation 3,500/house

Physically-disabled persons 14,932 Cash 1,000/person

Table 4.2. Individually-targeted BRA Reintegration Programs, 2005-2007

Source: Forbes (2007a, 2007b); BRA (2008).
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who were to receive it, or if the money was 
beneficial. Some ex-combatants received 
multiple forms of assistance (for example, 
from both BRA and IOM), while others 
received little or nothing.151 !e MSR also 
found that individual assistance had little 
measurable impact on economic welfare: 
households that did not receive assistance 
improved faster economically than house-
holds that did receive support.152 

Group assistance and community-
driven development

While individual support was the domi-
nant form of reintegration assistance, some 
programs also sought to deliver broader 
support to conflict-affected communities. 
For most of the early post-MoU period, 
such programs were financed by interna-
tional donors.

IOM managed a community peace 
dividend program called Makmu Gampong 
Kareuna Damē (Village Prosperity !rough 
Peace) that delivered quick-impact com-
munity projects worth Rp 50 million (US$ 
5,500) to each of 230 conflict-affected 
communities. Each village also received 
Rp 1 million (US$ 110) to hold a peusijuk 
(traditional welcoming ceremony) as a 
reconciliation activity and celebration 
of project completion. In addition, the 
UNDP Strengthening Sustainable Peace 
and Development in Aceh (SSPDA) 
program also operated a livelihood 
improvement program for ex-combatants 
and women and vulnerable groups that 
were victims of conflict. With EU funds, 
IOM also built at least 49 small-scale 
infrastructure projects in non-GAM areas 
in the Central Highlands.

From mid-2006 to mid-2007, BRA 
adopted a community-based approach to 
targeting conflict victims.153 With support 
from the World Bank, BRA adopted the 
Kecamatan Development Program (KDP), 
which already operated in every village in 
Aceh, to deliver in total of US$ 20.4 mil-
lion to 1,724 villages (one-third of those 
in Aceh). !e evaluation of the BRA-KDP 
program shows that assistance to conflict 
victims through the community-based 
approach was successful in reaching a large 
number of conflict-affected people (over 
230,000), had substantial welfare impacts, 
but was less successful in improving social 
relations and building trust in state.154

Local government institution-building, 
including BRA

A third stream of donor assistance focused 
on building the capacity of government 
institutions responsible for delivering the 
postconflict program.

!e UNDP SSPDA program, which 
was implemented from 2005 to 2008 
with funds of US$ 15.2 million provided 
technical assistance to BRA, the National 
Development Planning Agency in Jakarta 
(Bappenas), as well as support for improv-
ing the livelihoods of selected beneficiaries. 
!e USAID Aceh Technical Assistance 
Recovery Project (A-TARP), a US$ 17 mil-
lion project in operation from May 2005 
to May 2008, was targeted at post-tsunami 
reconstruction, but also provided assistance 
to strengthen democracy and, through 
BRA, to support the peace process in Aceh. 
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Donors provided some support as well to 
other local government agencies. Phase 1 of 
the AusAID-financed LOGICA program 
(2006-2009) worked on restoring govern-
ment services in the worst tsunami-affected 
areas of Aceh under the slogan ‘active 
communities—responsive government’. 
LOGICA aimed to strengthen the capac-
ity of local government to respond to 
community needs through efficient, appro-
priate and transparent planning and service 
delivery. !e USAID Local Governance 
Support Program (LGSP), a nine-province 
program, also provided technical assistance 
in areas such as financial management 
and electoral monitoring. !e GIZ Aceh 
District Response Facility (ADRF) targeted 
the district and city legislatures (DPRK) 
as well as supporting a number of local 
government leaders. However, LOGICA, 
LGSP and ADRF did not work explicitly 
on issues related to the peace process. !e 
World Bank Support for Poor and Disad-
vantaged Areas Project (SPADA)—which 
promoted good governance—included 
a focus on improving dispute resolution. 
SPADA applied the bottom-up, demand-
driven approach of KDP at the district 
level in order to improve line ministry 
decision-making and practices of line min-
istries there. However, while the quality 
of many projects funded was good, it had 
little impact in shaping broader patterns of 
service delivery or transforming governance 
practices.

!ere was also some assistance aimed 
at strengthening the justice sector. !e 
UNDP-EU Strengthening Access to 
Justice for Peace and Development project 
sought to improve the clarity of the legal 

framework by developing guidelines on 
the jurisdiction and procedures of local 
customary (adat) law, through support to 
the establishment of transitional justice 
mechanisms, and by increasing legal 
awareness and access to legal counsel. It 
also aimed to strengthen the institutional 
capacities of formal and informal justice 
delivery systems. However the broad sweep 
of the project—justice was conceived as 
also encompassing the redress of economic 
grievances, aid distribution, human rights 
violations, and assistance to vulnerable and 
marginal groups—limited the substantive 
impacts it had.

!e World Bank also developed a large 
analytical program that included: the pub-
lication of monthly conflict monitoring 
updates, a needs assessment for GAM, an 
Aceh-wide survey of village development 
needs, public expenditure analyses, aid 
monitoring, a growth diagnostic and pov-
erty assessment, and a number of studies 
on issues such as elections and violence, 
decentralization in Aceh, evaluations of 
peacebuilding programs and failures of the 
reintegration program. !e program aimed 
to both generate knowledge to inform the 
development of World Bank programs but 
also to shape the decision-making of gov-
ernment agencies (national and local) on 
the postconflict programming. However, 
the program probably had a larger impact 
in contributing to the development of 
donor programs than to the make-up of 
the government program.155
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Tsunami programs

Programs focused on peacebuilding 
were dwarfed by the level of assistance for 
tsunami reconstruction.156 Many tsunami 
projects indirectly addressed postconflict 
needs.157 As noted above, around 7% of the 
‘tsunami funds’ reached areas affected by the 
conflict that were not hit by the tsunami. 
Over 23% of GAM returnees surveyed in 
2006 claimed that their family house was 
destroyed or damaged by the tsunami and 
some received support through tsunami-
focused programs.158 Tsunami assistance 
helped rebuild some infrastructure than had 
been damaged during the civil war and some 
former combatants no doubt gained work on 
large-scale construction projects. Up to 500 
former GAM were found work at BRR.159 

However, in general tsunami resources 
were not used strategically to address 
postconflict needs. !e Multi Donor Fund, 
a US$ 600 million plus pot of money for 
tsunami reconstruction assistance, for 
example, did not expand into conflict 
programming.160 Districts in Aceh that 
experienced the highest level of conflict 
damage (East Aceh, Bireuen, North Aceh, 
Pidie and Nagan Raya) all received very 
little tsunami money.161 

4.3 Current Major Aid and 
Development Programs in 
Aceh 

Over time, the types of aid programs in 
Aceh have changed (Table 4.3). Tsunami 
reconstruction funds have largely been 
spent,162 and government assistance is now 
far larger than international aid.

Currently programs fall into four catego-
ries—two of which involve direct work on 
postconflict and peacebuilding issues: 

Continuing individual assistance to con-
flict victims (under BRA, with funding 
from the Acehnese provincial authorities);
Support to build the capacity of both 
governmental and non-governmental 
institutions focused on postconflict develop-
ment, through three major donor-funded 
programs. 

In addition, two other types of programs 
may contribute indirectly to maintaining 
peace:

Community-based and community-
driven development programs (CBD and 
CDD).163 !is is supported through two 
main programs: PNPM (formerly called 
KDP, GoI with funds from the World 
Bank and other donors), and Financial 
Assistance for Village Development 
(Bantuan Keuangan Pemakmue Gampong, 
BKPG), co-financed by GoA and district 
governments in Aceh; 
Support to improve local governance and 
public service delivery, with the Local 
Governance and Infrastructure for Com-
munities (LOGICA) program the largest. 
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Type of 
Intervention Program Objective Implementing 

Agency and Donor
Allocation, Coverage and 

Timeframe

Individual 
assistance 

Postcon"ict 
assistance

Compensate for losses 
due to the con"ict

BRA, funded by GoI 
through the GoI 

Ministry of Social 
Affairs and the Aceh 

government

US$ 30 million for 2009 (GoI + 
GoA); around US$ 20 million for 
2010-2011 (GoI + GoA) + US$ 4 
million for 2012 (GoA). Covers 
all districts in Aceh, from 2006 

until now

Con"ict-
related 

institution-
building

CPDA

Strengthen institutions 
to support consolidation 

of peace and 
development

The World Bank, 
funded by the 

governments of 
Australia and the 

Netherlands through 
various international 
and local institutions

Average US$ 1.35 million/ year, 
2010-2013

Gender-
Responsive 

Approach for 
Reintegration 

and Peace 
Stabilization

To support the 
reintegration of female 

ex-combatants and 
vulnerable women who 
had been left out of the 
of!cial disarmament, 

demobilization and 
reintegration (DDR) 

process

UNDP grants 
to civil society 
organizations

Average US$ 265,000/year, 
2010-2011

APPS

Support progressive 
normalization of 

relations between the 
MoU signatory parties

Grants from EU to 
CMI, GIZ, IOM and 

FFI

Average US$ 265,000/year, 
2011-2012

Local 
governance 
and public 

service 
delivery

LOGICA 2 Responsive public 
service delivery

AusAID through 
contractor

Average US$ 6.3 million/year, 
covers six districts, 2010-2014

KINERJA

Improve public service 
delivery in health and 

education and through 
the business enabling 

environment 

USAID through 
contractor

Average US$ 280,000/year, 
covers !ve districts, 2012-2013

Aceh 
Governance 

Transformation 
Program 
(AGTP)

Enhance the capacity of 
the provincial executive 
to create a institutional 
and policy framework 

for successful transition

UNDP direct 
execution 

Average US$ 2.8 million/year, 
2008-2012

CDD/CBD

PNPM 
Improve local 

governance and socio-
economic conditions

GoI, supported by 
the World Bank and 

other donors

Average US$ 50 million/ year, 
covers all sub-districts in 

Aceh, 1998 until now

BKPG

Accelerate 
development, reduce 

poverty, empower 
communities, and 
strengthen village 

governance 

GoA and district 
governments in 

Aceh, supported by 
GoI and the World 

Bank

Average US$ 33 million/ year, 
covers all villages in Aceh, 

2009 until now

Table 4.3. Major Aid and Development Programs in Aceh, 2011-2012
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district office of BRA verifies the claim, BRA 
pays tranches of funds directly into the bank 
account of each beneficiary.

In practice, however, the process of obtain-
ing compensation is very different. For 
example, 68 houses were burned in a village 
in Tanah Jambo Aye sub-district in North 
Aceh, one of the centers of conflict, but 
only 28% received compensation. Strong 
competition in obtaining assistance has 
opened up opportunities for middlemen to 
operate. Members of the Aceh Transitional 
Committee (KPA) and/or Partai Aceh are 
perceived by the community as “key” to 
receiving compensation (Box 4.1). Most of 
the beneficiaries interviewed did not mind 
paying a bribe of US$ 250 to a middle-
man because they received US$ 4,000 in 
compensation. 

According to interviewees, implementa-
tion of diyat compensation has been even 
worse. In two villages in Meurah Mulia 
sub-district (also in North Aceh), com-
munity members suspect both inclusion 
as well as exclusion errors. !ey believe 
that several former combatants who were 
not eligible for compensation forced the 
village head (keuchik) to falsify letters 
endorsing their applications for compensa-
tion. However, villagers have no proof of 
this as compensation funds are transferred 
directly to recipients’ bank accounts. 

Monitoring and hence accountability 
of individually-targeted assistance imple-
mented by BRA is lacking. Several of the 
case study researchers who tried to contact 
the district office of BRA in North Aceh 
were not able to meet anyone since the 

In contrast to the early years of peace, 
in the last two years there have been only 
three donor programs specifically focused 
on postconflict issues, collectively worth 
less than US$ 2 million per annum. 
These are: (i) Consolidating Peaceful 
Development in Aceh (CPDA), a World 
Bank-administered trust, funded by the 
governments of Australia and the Nether-
lands; (ii) the continuation of the EU Aceh 
Peace Process Support (APPS) program; 
and (iii) Gender-Responsive Approach 
for Reintegration and Peace Stabilization 
funded by UNDP. !e Indonesian and 
Aceh governments, through the Aceh 
Reintegration Agency (BRA), allocated 
US$ 25 million for reintegration in 2011-
2012, more than twelve times the total for 
donor funding for postconflict issues. 

Individual assistance to conflict victims

In contrast to the early postconflict period, 
BRA is now the only agency providing 
individually-targeted assistance to conflict 
victims. Funds are from GoI, managed by 
the Ministry of Social Affairs in Jakarta, as 
well as local government sources. As shown 
in Table 4.3 above, the BRA budget has 
steeply declined from US$ 30 million in 
2009 to US$ 4 million in 2012.164 Based 
on the 2012 locality case studies, the main 
activities supported by BRA in recent years 
are reconstructing houses and providing 
cash compensation to those who lost a 
family member during the conflict (diyat). 
In theory, the process of obtaining both 
housing and diyat compensation are the 
same. !e victim makes an application, this 
is endorsed by the village and sub-district 
heads (keuchik and camat) and, after the 
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Box 4.1. BRA bene!ciary selection in Jeumpa, Bireuen

!e impression one gains in one village in Jeumpa where research was conducted is that 
questioning BRA is tantamount to challenging the policies of Partai Aceh and former GAM 
combatants. According to four village officials, the selection of a recipient of BRA assistance is 
based on the level of damage to the house and the economic conditions of the family. However, 
residents feel that close relations with the village head and the level of one’s militancy during the 
conflict strongly determine who receives assistance.

One beneficiary of the BRA home rehabilitation program in another village is a mother of ten, 
whose house was damaged around 2001 or 2002. Although she was clearly entitled to assistance, 
she had to submit five applications to the district BRA staff and provide Rp 200,000 in “grease 
money” each time. She also requested aid directly from the district head, his wife, and even a 
prominent local GAM figure. Eventually she received Rp 40 million, which was transferred 
directly to her bank account.

At of the time of this research, the woman had managed to rebuild most of her damaged 
home; only the roof remained unfinished. As well as assistance from BRA, she also received help 
from a GAM figure in the village. According to her, the funds BRA provided were not enough 
to cover the full cost of repairing her home and replacing her damaged furniture. She thought 
she would receive Rp 60 million, and is still hoping for the remaining Rp 20 million. She would 
even provide a small fee to someone who helped her obtain the money.

A resident of the same village whose father was killed in an armed clash between GAM and the 
military, has twice submitted a diyat application to the district BRA. However, at the time of this 
research, he had received nothing. He repeatedly asked the local BRA sub-district coordinator 
about the status of his application but received no information. Even though he supplemented 
his application with a letter from a former GAM sub-district commander, this did not help as 
he lacks a personal connection in the BRA office.

A former GAM member who lives in another village, even signed a receipt for money but never 
received it. As the heir of his older brother, who was killed in the conflict in 2001, he has been 
applying for diyat money since 2006, and signed a receipt for it in 2009. But at the time of this 
research, he had received nothing.

!e amount received by the beneficiaries of the diyat program appears to be far less than it 
should be. As local residents understand it, they should receive Rp 15 million per heir over a 
period of five years. But they only received Rp 3 million in 2006 and the same amount in 2008.

Due to fear of violent reprisals, none of these problems have ever been reported to the police. 
Nor have residents considered reporting their problems collectively.
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office was always closed. Direct transfer to 
beneficiaries did not reduce opportunities 
for providing ‘kick-backs’ and made it 
difficult for communities and village gov-
ernments to monitor the implementation 
of the program. Although communities 
strongly believe there has been corruption, 
collusion and nepotism, they do not have 
the courage (or hope) to report the cases 
to the police.

Conflict-related institution -building

Consolidating Peaceful Development in 
Aceh (CPDA) is the largest program cur-
rently operating that aims “to strengthen 
national and local institutions to support 
the consolidation of peace and development 
in Aceh.” CPDA is operated through a trust 
fund administered by the World Bank, and 
executed by two international NGOs and 
two local CSOs, with oversight by the CPDA 
Secretariat under the World Bank. !e 
program supports a wide range of activities 
on both the supply and demand sides to pro-
mote more conflict-sensitive development 
and to address postconflict vulnerabilities. 
!ere is no program evaluation measuring 
the outcomes and impact of the program 
but, based on the program’s progress report, 
it appears to be delivering important outputs 
that contribute to its objective.165 

On the supply side, CPDA supports 
GoA’s Local Development Planning Board 
(Bappeda) in including peacebuilding as a 
priority in Aceh’s Long- and Medium-term 
Development Plans (respectively, the RPJPA 
and the RPJMA). !is includes establishing 
an inter-agency peace working group to 
draft a Consolidation of Peace Action Plan, 

and Replace ‘improve’ with improving 
downward accountability by developing a 
database of village-level information. !e 
program has also helped GoA’s Training 
and Education Board (BKPP) to develop a 
conflict-sensitive training module for pro-
vincial and local government officials. At the 
national level, CPDA is helping the National 
Development Planning Agency (Bappenas) 
to develop a strategy for consolidating peace. 

On the demand side, CPDA has sup-
ported three institutions at a local state 
university in conducting research to 
inform the policy-making process. !is 
has included public expenditure analyses 
and capacity strengthening, as well as 
research on conflict and development. 
!e program has also supported an Aceh 
researchers’ forum in developing policy 
briefs to inform the development of the 
RPJPA and the RPJMA. A Jakarta-based 
civil society organization was supported 
too in collecting and analyzing data and 
maintaining a database on violent conflict 
in Indonesia, including Aceh.166 In addi-
tion, CPDA has followed up on several 
findings of the MSR. !is includes creat-
ing employment for at-risk Aceh youth as 
environmental stewards and building the 
capacity of PNPM facilitators and the local 
community to provide legal assistance. 

Two other much smaller programs have 
also aimed to build conflict-related institu-
tions in recent years. !e EU Aceh Peace 
Process Support program, which supported 
AMM, CMI, BRA and much of IOM’s 
work in the early post-peace agreement 
years, continued providing around US$ 
265,000/year in 2011 and 2012, when 
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it closed. !e program has provided four 
grants in recent years: to CMI, to GIZ’s 
Aceh District Response Facility (which 
aims to build relations and communication 
between provincial and district govern-
ments), to IOM for community policing, 
and to Fauna and Flora International (FFI) 
for a community ranger program that is 
co-financed by CPDA. !e UNDP gender 
program has provided grants to local 
NGOs, primarily in South Aceh district.

!e USAID SERASI program also ran 
from 2008-2011 in a number of conflict-
affected provinces, but with Aceh work 
concentrated in the early years of that 
period. !e program, which totaled US$ 
8.4 million in Aceh worked primarily on 
providing small grants to 74 local civil 
society organizations but also funded 
some support to BRA and other local 
government institutions. Community 
members interviewed in the LCS did not 
identify any SERASI-financed activities. 
No program evaluation report is currently 
publically available.167

Local governance and public service 
delivery

!ree other major programs have the 
objective of improving local governance 
and public service delivery: LOGICA 
2, AGTP, and KINERJA. LOGICA and 
AGTP are implemented solely in Aceh 
with higher-level outcomes aimed at 
promoting a stable and peaceful Aceh.168 
KINERJA also covers three other prov-
inces in Indonesia (West Kalimantan, East 
Java, and South Sulawesi). LOGICA and 
KINERJA are implemented by contractors 

who receive funds directly from each donor 
and engage various international and local 
organizations to deliver the activities.

Based on an independent progress 
report, LOGICA-2 is highly relevant to 
government and effective in creating an 
enabling environment for community 
empowerment, as well as relatively effi-
cient and successful in promoting gender 
equality.169 However, the progress report 
also indicated that peacebuilding and 
social cohesion activities were not achiev-
ing their desired outcomes.170 

!e 2012 locality case studies conducted 
interviews in four sub-districts that 
received assistance from both phases of 
LOGICA. At the sub-district (kecamatan) 
level, leaders were positive about the 
program, and especially about its engage-
ment with them (other donor-funded/
NGO programs typically go directly to 
villages without sub-district consultations). 
Villagers also liked the participatory deci-
sion-making and employment LOGICA 
generated, and its outputs were highly 
utilized. However, the program was 
perceived as a community-based “NGO 
program” rather than as a local governance 
or peacebuilding program.

Since field implementation began in 
2011 in Aceh and the three other prov-
inces, KINERJA has focused on improving 
local governance and public services in 
three sectors (health, education and the 
business-enabling environment). The 
program works in five randomly-selected 
districts in Aceh, only one of which (Bener 
Meriah) was a relatively high-intensity 
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conflict area. !e program considers Aceh 
a ‘normal’ Indonesian province, with 
no major adjustments made except that 
the Aceh program is expected to have a 
stronger link between district govern-
ments and GoA. !is is because GoA, 
unlike other provinces in Indonesia, has 
relatively high budgeting and ‘leveraging’ 
power vis-à-vis district governments.171 
With only one district-level overlap with 
the 2012 locality case studies (Southeast 
Aceh), it is not surprising that the LCS did 
not identify any community-level activi-
ties. At the time this report was written in 
late 2012, no program evaluation report 
was available. 

AGTP, which has worked almost 
exclusively on providing consultants to 
the provincial government, also has no 
accessible program evaluation.

Community-based and community-
driven development programs

!e two community-level programs, PNPM 
(formerly known as KDP) and BKPG, are 
important not only due to their large scale (in 
2012 almost US$ 100 million was allocated for 
community grants) and full coverage of sub-
districts and villages in Aceh, but also because 
of their visibility at the community level. !e 
2012 survey asked respondents about the 
most important projects in their village. !e 
two programs were considered to be the most 
important programs by 10% and 2% of the 
respondents, respectively. While these figures 
are low, no other program was mentioned by 
a significant proportion of the respondents.172 

The two programs have very similar 
objectives—improving local-level 
governance and socio-economic condi-
tions—but also have some differences. 
These differences and their implications 
are summarized in Table 4.4. 

The 2012 locality case studies show 
that the two programs have different 
strengths and weaknesses, and different 
stakeholders have different perceptions 
of each of them (see Section 5.3). The 
LCS also revealed that PNPM is gener-
ally perceived as GoI’s rather than as a 
World Bank program. In contrast, KDP 
was accepted by the communities in 
high-intensity conflict areas in the late 
1990s due to its “World Bank brand-
ing”, while other GoI programs were 
rejected.173
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Aspect PNPM BKPG Implications and Community 
Perceptions

Bl
oc

k g
ra

nt
 

al
lo

ca
tio

n Sub-district (kecamatan) 
level, based on population 

and several poverty 
indicators

Village level; uniform in 
one district. Different 

levels of district 
government co-!nancing 
can result in village-level 
allocation in one district 

differing from others

There is certainty in BKPG that 
each village will receive a grant 
every year, which allows multi-
year !nanced projects. This is 
not the case for PNPM

Su
b-

di
st

ric
t 

Pr
og

ra
m

 
M

an
ag

em
en

t A Kecamatan Facilitator 
(FK) and an Engineer (FT) 

hired and paid by the 
Provincial Government 

(PG)

Utilizes FK and FT of 
PNPM, plus additional FT 
and FK. Assistants hired 

and paid by the PG.

PNPM’s FK and FT have limited 
incentives to monitor the 
BKPG process and project 
implementation

Pl
an

ni
ng

 P
ro

ce
ss

Bottom-up and 
competitive from hamlet 

and village to the 
kecamatan level

The Village Planning 
Board (Tuha Lapan) 
prepares a project 

proposal to be considered 
in community discussions

BKPG has more limited 
community participation. 
In practice, it is dif!cult to 
encourage the community 
to participate 
In practice, inter-village 
competition in PNPM is 
often replaced by a rotation 
system to ensure that all 
villages receive funds over 
several years
PNPM’s FK and FT are too 
busy holding discussions 
and that limits their ability to 
assist the community

Di
sb

ur
se

m
en

t 
an

d 
m

an
ag

em
en

t o
f 

fu
nd

s

Activity Implementation 
Team (TPK) is selected 

from the community and 
the TPK’s Treasurer is 

responsible for managing 
the funds

The fund is transferred 
to a village account 

managed by the Village 
Treasurer (a position in 
the village government)

PNPM fund management is 
more transparent, but has 

limited leverage to improve 
village governance since the 
fund does not go through the 

formal structure 

Table 4.4. Major Differences between PNPM and BKPG

Sources: 2012 LCS, PNPM and BKPG program documents.
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 In addition, the 2012 quantitative survey 
revealed that the respondents who said that 
PNPM was the most important program 
in their villages had a more positive per-
ception of aid addressing their needs and 
benefitting the villagers (58% and 64%, 
respectively) compared with respondents 
overall (52% for each). 

However, PNPM ‘fans’ were slightly 
less confident about corruption, collusion 
and nepotism (KKN) related to the aid 
programs implemented in their villages. 
Only 35% of the respondents who selected 
PNPM as the most important program in 
their village said that there was no KKN 
related to public funds, while 38% of 

respondents overall thought that abuse of 
funds was not occurring. KKN was also 
identified as a problem in the 2012 LCS. 
In study villages, there were two fraud cases 
related to PNPM: a community member 
who was tasked to deposit money at the 
local bank ran away with it, and program 
implementation ceased as a result; in 
another location, the Provincial Manage-
ment Consultant for PNPM asked that 
activity team personnel be replaced due 
to a conflict of interest. !ese stories show 
that PNPM has a relatively strong moni-
toring system and, more importantly, that 
it follows up on problems. !is may have 
resulted in wider knowledge about KKN 
cases than in other programs.
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!e study team was not able to identify 
a BKPG- or Aceh-specific impact evalua-
tion of PNPM. However, the national-level 
PNPM Rural Impact Evaluation shows 
that the program had a positive impact 
on increasing the per capita consumption 
of poor households and helping people 
to gain employment and access to health 
care and to move out of poverty. However, 
respondents indicated that the program 
did not prevent households from falling 
into poverty, it did not benefit disadvan-
taged groups other than the poor, nor did 
it improve school enrollment rates.174

With relatively strong branding and 
government ownership, wide coverage, 
significant funds spent at the village and 
sub-district levels, extensive community 
participation, a strong monitoring and 
evaluation system, and relatively positive 
developmental impacts, PNPM and, 
possibly, BKPG could be considered to 
have had a positive impact in building the 
community’s trust and confidence in both 
the national (PNPM) and the provincial 
(BKPG) government.
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(b) District Governments in Aceh 

Regular provincial and local govern-
ment development programs

An important source of funds for 
development programs in Aceh is the 
budgets of GoA and district governments 
(APBA and APBK). As indicated in 
Figure 4.4, in real terms overall planned 
APBA expenditure in 2012 was US$ 951 
million, which was almost five times 
2005 expenditures. !is increase was 
mainly due to increasing revenue from 
the special autonomy fund (see Section 
3.2). !e real value of APBK spending 
also increased one-and-a-half times over 
the same period. 

Figure 4.4. GoA and District Government Expenditure 
in Aceh by Type, 2005-2012, (US$ million, 2012 prices)

Sources: Aceh Public Expenditure Analysis (World Bank 2006b) and 

Ministry of Finance database  

(www.djpk.go.id/datadjpk/131/), calculated by the Study Team.

Note: 2012 value is based on budget plans, while other years are based 

on budget realizations.
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In 2012, the total development budget 
(capital, goods and services, and others) 
of the GoA and of district governments in 
Aceh reached US$ 1.35 billion or US$ 302 
per capita, which is double the national 
average of US$ 150 per capita. However, 
at the district level, especially, there have 
been significant increases in personnel 
expenditures. !ese rose from 40% of 
total expenditure in 2006 to 60% of total 
expenditure in the 2012 budgets. !e latter 
is significantly higher than the national 
average of 51%. As estimated by the 2011 
Aceh Public Expenditure Analysis, district 
governments in Aceh spent 7% of the Aceh 
Gross Regional Development Product 
(GRDP), which was much higher than 3% 
at the national level.175 !e 2011 expendi-
ture analysis also indicated that Aceh’s civil 
servants had increased by 11%, from about 
65,000 in 2009 to 72,300 in 2011.

A possible explanation for high edu-
cational outcomes in Aceh (see Section 
2.2) is high education sector spending. 
Provincial and district government budget 
allocations for the education sector in Aceh 
were relatively high in 2011 at US$ 122 
per capita (about 1.8 times the country’s 
average).176 

!e provincial and local governments of 
Aceh also show positive signs of improving 
the poor health situation in the province. 
In 2011, they budgeted US$ 47 per capita 
for the sector, which was more than two 
times the public health budget allocation 
in North Sumatra province and twice the 
Indonesian average.177 !is high level of 
spending is, in part, due to the cost of the 
Aceh Health Insurance (JKA) program.178

For infrastructure spending, GoA and 
district governments in Aceh allocated 
US$ 68 per capita for infrastructure in 
2011, about 2.4 times the national aver-
age.179 Aceh ranks sixth of all provinces on 
the infrastructure budget per capita.180 
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4.4 Developmental Outcomes

It is difficult to measure whether aid and 
development programs have contributed 
to better development outcomes in Aceh. 
Most individual programs do not have 
comprehensive evaluations that measure 
the development outcomes attributed to 
their activities. Of all the projects discussed 
above, only the BRA-KDP program that 
assisted conflict victims had a rigorous 
impact evaluation.181

However, based on official statistics, even 
after the conflict ended development out-
comes in Aceh have not progressed as well 
as they have in other parts of Indonesia. 
Given the relatively high levels of foreign 
aid and domestic government spending 
in the province after the tsunami and the 
peace agreement, this suggests that most 
inputs have not achieved much.

As discussed in Section 3, Aceh’s economy 
(excluding gas and oil) accelerated in 2009-
2011. However, given negative economic 
growth for most of the last 15 years due 
to the conflict, the tsunami and declining 
oil and gas revenues in Aceh, boosting the 
economy is extremely important. 

With regard to the number of people 
living below the poverty line, Aceh has 
been successful in reducing the proportion 
of urban and rural poor from 19% and 
30%, respectively, in 2007, to 14% and 
22% in 2011. Nonetheless, these are still 
higher percentages than the Indonesian 
average of 9% for urban poverty and 16% 
for rural poverty. While Aceh’s urban 
poverty reduction rate from 2007 to 2011 

was higher than the country’s average (20% 
versus 19%), its rural poverty reduction 
rate was only 17% (less than Indonesian 
average of 19%).

In 1996, prior to the latest conflict, the 
Human Development Index (HDI) for 
Aceh was ranked 9th among Indonesia’s 
provinces, and this declined continuously 
so that in 2007 Aceh ranked 17th. As of 
2010, this had not changed. !at year, 
Aceh’s HDI was only 1.9% higher than it 
was in 2007, and improvement was lower 
than the Indonesia’s average of 2.4%.

Although the official statistics do not 
show positive results, at the micro-level, 
communities have relatively positive per-
ceptions, at least for some sectors. Based on 
the 2012 quantitative survey, communities 
are relatively satisfied with health, educa-
tion and security from crime and violence 
(Figure 4.5). !e first two results may be 
attributable to the high investment from 
GoA (see previous page). Health, education 
and security are also perceived to be better 
than before the 2005 peace agreement. 
However, the levels of satisfaction with 
assistance to the poor, the elderly and other 
disadvantaged groups in the community, as 
well as with the justice/legal system, are low. 
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Figure 4.5. Satisfaction with Service Delivery 
and Comparison with the Con"ict Period

!ese seemingly positive 
results should, however, be 
treated cautiously. First, as 
reflected in public service 
surveys in other provinces 
in Indonesia, community 
expectations are low, in gen-
eral, leading to a relatively 
high satisfaction level. Fur-
thermore, satisfaction levels 
reported in Aceh are lower 
than in surveys conducted in 
other provinces, which show 
satisfaction rates with health 
and education that are above 
80%.182 Second, as shown in 
Figure 4.5(b), the proportion 
of the community that per-
ceives public service delivery 
as the same or worse than in 
the past, is greater than those 
who perceive it to be better. 
!is includes their responses 
on the question of security 
from crime and violence, 
which one may expect to 
have improved significantly 
since the MoU. 

Sources: 2012 Quantitative Survey
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What determined the types of aid 
projects in postconflict Aceh and how 
they were implemented? In part, deci-
sions on how to spend aid money were 
based on diagnoses of needs and theories 
about how these could be addressed. 
However, in understanding the make-up 
of postconflict assistance—both from 
the government and that provided by 
donors—it is also necessary to consider 
the political objectives and incentives of 
key actors. !ese include the Indonesian 
government, the local government in 
Aceh and GAM, and major donors and 
international agencies. !is section first 
considers national- and provincial-level 
political dynamics, and how international 
agencies adapted to these, and made 
decisions about how to use funds in both 
the early and later postconflict periods 
(Sections 5.1 and 5.2). !e section then 
examines the community level, looking 
at how power structures shaped the ways 
in which aid programs have been imple-
mented and their transformational and 
developmental impacts (Section 5.3).

5. Aid and Politics in Aceh

5.1 Politics and Aceh’s Initial 
Postcon!ict Programs

As the last section showed, postconflict 
assistance in the early years after the 
peace agreement focused primarily on 
providing reintegration assistance to 
conflict-affected individuals and their 
communities. !ere was relatively little 
focus on improving the functioning 
of local government agencies, beyond 
those tasked with implementing the 
reintegration program or using post-
tsunami assistance for reconstruction 
and development in areas affected by the 
conflict. Attempts to improve the quality 
of local government institutions were 
largely unsuccessful. Few donors worked 
with leaders from GAM to support the 
movement’s transformation into a politi-
cal party. Decisions on what to fund, and 
approaches adopted, were a product of 
the interacting incentives of the national 
government, the Acehnese authorities, 
GAM elites, and the donors.
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National government incentives and 
politics: delivering the MoU promises

In November 2005, three months after 
the Helsinki MoU was signed, Presidential 
Instruction 15/2005 on the Implementa-
tion of the MoU was issued. It set out roles 
for, and issued instructions to, 18 different 
national line ministries and agencies.183 !e 
National Planning Agency (Bappenas) took 
on the role of coordinating international 
development agencies supporting the 
peace process, and of developing plans 
for, and overseeing, national government 
assistance for postconflict reconstruction 
and reintegration. 

In the early post-MoU months, Bap-
penas, as with other central agencies 
responsible for implementing parts of the 
agreement, focused primarily on ensuring 
that reintegration programs—as stipulated 
under the MoU—were developed and 
financed. Ensuring such programs were in 
place, and that they satisfied the demands 
of the two parties to the MoU, was a larger 
priority for the national government than 
the developmental impacts of programs. 
As a result, Bappenas and the Indonesian 
government supported the development 
of a postconflict program that delivered 
cash to beneficiaries agreed in the MoU. 
However, when it became clear that funds 
were not improving the welfare of recipients 
and that some money was not going to the 
intended beneficiaries, the national govern-
ment did not exert much pressure to change 
approaches. 

Creative thinking on how best to deal 
with postconflict needs was largely absent. 
!e vast tsunami resources—both from 
government and from donors—could have 
been used to support conflict-affected indi-
viduals and areas. However, these resources 
fell under the remit of the special tsunami 
reconstruction agency (BRR), which was 
based in Aceh but had national agency 
status. Under the Presidential Instruc-
tion, BRR was tasked only with including 
former GAM in the organization, not with 
using tsunami resources more broadly for 
postconflict needs.184 Indeed, while BRR 
later developed some small reintegration 
programs, by and large it was reluctant to 
plan or implement a reintegration program 
or take on broader postconflict work.185 
!e agency was already struggling to deal 
with the immense challenges of tsunami 
reconstruction and wanted to avoid what 
was seen as bumpy political terrain.186 As 
a result, planning and implementing gov-
ernment programs for post-tsunami and 
postconflict needs progressed in parallel, 
with minimal connection between them.
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Local government and GAM incentives 
and politics: reintegration funds for 
patronage

Presidential Instruction 15/2005 envi-
sioned that the Aceh government would be 
responsible for planning and implementing 
reintegration support. In the early months 
after the peace MoU was signed, special 
funds were provided to the governor to 
support ex-combatants. In late 2005, the 
acting governor, under strong pressure 
from many former GAM commanders 
and keen to win the election the follow-
ing year, provided three rounds of jadup 
(social security benefits) through GAM 
commanders.187 Realizing the need for a 
more systematic approach to reintegration, 
a reintegration agency (Badan Reintegrasi 
Aceh, BRA) was established in March 2006 
under the authority of the Governor of 
Aceh to channel and coordinate reintegra-
tion assistance. 

Table 5.1. BRA’s Programs and Political Dynamics in Aceh 

!e evolution of BRA’s programs reflects 
the changing nature of political dynamics 
in Aceh (Table 5.1). !e shape of the early 
BRA projects—which provided individ-
ual assistance to former combatants and 
housing for conflict victims—reflected 
agreements made between GAM and 
the Indonesian government in discus-
sions chaired by the international peace 
monitors (the Aceh Monitoring Mission, 
AMM). Both sides were concerned with 
providing money to former combatants 
and conflict victims in order to maintain 
peace; they were less concerned about 
transparency or the effectiveness of 
delivery mechanisms. BRA programs 
reflected this, with cash doled out with 
little monitoring or support to ensure that 
the money was used well.

Period Dynamic Donor Support Main programs

2005-2006

Led by ‘technocrats’
Main objective: to integrate 

ex-combatants to support  the 
peace process

USAID, UNDP, 
EU (technical 
assistance/ 

capacity 
building)

Individually-targeted 
assistance to 

combatants, con"ict 
victims, and housing

Mid-2006-
mid-2007

Still led by ‘technocrats’
Faced major problems due to 

inability to manage requests for 
assistance

As above, plus 
World Bank 
program for 

victims

Individual assistance 
for ex-combatants; 
housing; BRA-KDP 

– community-driven 
development project, 

targeted at high 
intensity con"ict 

areas

Mid-2007-
now

Increasingly led by 
ex-combatants (Aceh-level 

down to district level), 
especially from 2010

BRA-KDP was stopped

Practically none Back to individually-
targeted assistance
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While the ex-combatant program con-
tinued with money provided first through 
ex-commanders and then directly to a list 
provided by GAM, mid-2006 saw a change 
in assistance for conflict victims. GAM and 
the Indonesian government ahd agreed on 
ten criteria for who counted as a victim; 
BRA subsequently announced that anyone 
covered by these criteria was entitled to 
Rp 10 million (over US$ 1,000). However, 
within months, over 48,500 applications 
for around 700,000 people were submit-
ted to BRA. In addition to not having the 
funds to cover so many applications, BRA 
also had no way to establish whether claims 
were accurate or any means of delivering 
the funds. 

Under extreme pressure (deaths threats 
to BRA staff and large demonstrations 
outside the BRA office) the agency’s 
management asked the World Bank to 
help design a program that would devolve 
decision-making about who should receive 
funds to the community level. !e BRA-
KDP program, which was built on the 
national Kecamatan Development Pro-
gram, subsequently provided block grants 
to over 1,700 communities (one-third of 
the total in Aceh) worth around US$ 20.4 
million.188 !is diffused tensions associ-
ated with BRA’s promises of assistance for 
victims.189 

It was planned that the remaining villages 
would be covered in a second round of the 
BRA-KDP program. However, in mid-
2007, BRA decided to revert to its initial 
scheme of individually-targeted assistance, 
despite strong popular support for the 
program. Again, this decision was due to 

the political incentives of those in charge 
of BRA. In late 2006, the GAM-affiliated 
Irwandi Jusuf won the governorship and 
GAM won many district head contests. As 
they came to power in the province, GAM 
figures put pressure on BRA to use their 
programs—including those for conflict 
victims—to provide assistance to former 
GAM combatants. After GAM took 
control of BRA, government reintegration 
funds were used increasingly for patronage. 

Donor incentives and politics: lack of 
questioning of government approaches

In the early postconflict years, donor 
agencies largely did not shape government 
approaches. !eir own programs were 
also shaped to a great extent by both the 
external political environment and internal 
constraints.

Following the peace agreement, inter-
national donor agencies were primarily 
concerned with ensuring that the govern-
ment would allow them to work in Aceh 
and that their vast tsunami reconstruction 
projects were shielded from postconflict 
pressures.190 !e early post-tsunami days 
were marked by extreme caution and 
risk aversion on the part of many NGOs 
and donors, especially on contentious 
political issues.191 International agencies 
remembered that prior to the tsunami 
they were largely not allowed to operate 
in Aceh. Antagonizing the government 
could jeopardize not only their tsunami 
reconstruction programs but also adversely 
affect their projects elsewhere in Indonesia. 
In particular, the UN agencies—negatively 
associated by many in the government 
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with the Indonesian withdrawal from East 
Timor—were extremely careful in the 
months before and following Helsinki not 
to offend Jakarta. 

This had two consequences. First, 
donors felt most comfortable supporting 
the national government’s plans for post-
conflict assistance. !ey did not question 
the government’s strategy for reintegra-
tion and postconflict development 
that focused peacebuilding programs 
primarily on individual assistance and 
kept these separate from programs for 
tsunami reconstruction. Donors never 
formed their own coordination group, 
although informal meetings between 
donor representatives were sometimes 
held in Banda Aceh’s cafes. Second, in 
general donor agencies working on 
tsunami reconstruction chose not to 
use their programs to deal with needs in 
conflict-affected areas. A study of donor 
practices in mid-2005 found that, by and 
large, agencies had not considered how 
their massive projects could help cement 
the peace or how to ensure that their 
projects were ‘conflict sensitive’.192

One important exception was the 
European Union. !e EU funded the 
work of the Crisis Management Initiative 
to host and mediate the Helsinki talks 
and also provided funding for AMM, the 
peace mission. At the same time, they 
started channeling funds to the Inter-
national Organization for Migration. 
IOM’s head—who was close to Hamid 
Awaluddin, the Minister of Justice and 
Human Rights and the leader of the 
government delegation in the Helsinki 

negotiations—carved out a role support-
ing the release and return of political 
prisoners and providing assistance to 
former combatants.193 

Over time, as government sensitivities 
about international involvement receded, 
donors and other agencies became more 
confident in seeking a major role in shap-
ing the postconflict program. !e World 
Bank conducted an initial conflict assess-
ment that was published and sent to 
Bappenas the week the peace agreement 
was signed.194 !is provided the basis for 
Bappenas’ call for international support 
in the areas of reintegration, public infor-
mation about peace, and building the 
capacity of the police. UNDP provided 
consultants to Bappenas and BRA to 
support the formulation of the national 
government strategy and reintegration 
budgets. USAID supported the develop-
ment of a Joint Forum (Forum Bersama) 
where the Indonesian government, GAM, 
Acehnese civil society, and internationals 
could discuss the postconflict program. 
In addition to supporting the public 
information work and the BRA-KDP 
victims program, the World Bank devel-
oped a large analytic program, which, as 
discussed previously, included an assess-
ment of the needs of former GAM and 
ongoing conflict monitoring updates, 
in the hope of shaping government and 
donor decision-making.

Yet while many—although certainly 
not all—of these activities were valu-
able, they had a relatively limited role in 
shaping national and local government 
strategies for postconflict programming. 
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Forum Bersama was incorporated into 
the BRA structures but never developed 
beyond being a talk shop with little 
link to project development and was 
eventually wound up. Initially, UNDP 
consultants had minimal influence on 
government strategies, in part because 
of language difficulties and lack of 
understanding of government processes. 
When UNDP switched to providing 
technical assistance by Indonesians, they 
often focused only on technical tasks—
such as developing budgets—rather 
than on shaping larger strategies. !e 
World Bank’s regular conflict monitor-
ing reports, which provided space to 
highlight emerging issues such as high 
levels of ex-combatant unemployment, 
helped shape donor priorities. However, 
with government actions driven by peace 
process politics, the conflict monitoring 
updates and other analytic products 
usually did not lead to evidence-based 
decision-making by the national or local 
government.

Further, little thought was given to who 
would occupy positions in Aceh’s local 
government institutions or to building 
the capacity of these actors. As previously 
explained, the 2006 Law on Governing 
Aceh provided mechanisms for GAM’s 
leaders to enter politics, initially as inde-
pendents and then through their own 
political party. Irwandi’s victory in 2006, 
alongside the victories of GAM-linked 
figures in many district elections, showed 
that former GAM were likely to play a 
prominent role in Aceh’s politics in the 
future. Yet there was almost no work to 
support GAM’s transition from a rebel 

movement to a political party. Donors 
were worried about being seen by the 
national government as being too close 
to the former insurgent group. Many, 
bound by limits in their mandates on 
the extent to which they could engage in 
‘political’ work, also felt they had little 
ability to support GAM’s evolution. !e 
small international NGOs who did try to 
build the capacity of GAM as a political 
actors found themselves ill equipped to 
do so, lacking personnel with Indonesian 
language skills or knowledge of the local 
context.

In summary, politics shaped the 
types of reintegration programs that 
were developed and how they were 
implemented. Donors tried to have an 
influence, but were inherently limited in 
their ability to do so.
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5.2 Politics and Aceh’s Current 
Postcon!ict Programs

Over time, the role of the national 
government in designing and financing 
postconflict programs has diminished.195 
As international donors and development 
agencies became less active in Aceh, local 
government priorities largely determined 
the make-up of postconflict programs. 

Local government and GAM incentives 
and politics: extending patronage while 
maintaining some legitimacy

!e series of elections from 2006 to 2012 
resulted in the accession of GAM leaders 
to the heart of Aceh’s polity. Over time, 
the former rebel group (under the banner 
of Partai Aceh) has managed to gain near 
oligarchic control of provincial and local 
politics.196 With control of state resources, 

Box 5.1. Dana Aspirasi and Partai Aceh

!e power of GAM has increased since the conflict ended. !e provincial and most 
district legislatures are now dominated by Partai Aceh. Each member of the provincial 
parliament receives an annual allocation of around Rp 5 billion (US$ 500,000), referred to 
as “aspiration funds” (dana aspirasi), which they can spend as they wish. Legislators usually 
distribute these funds directly to their constituents. In Tanah Jambo Aye sub-district, for 
example, these proposals are submitted through Partai Aceh channels at the village and 
district levels. 

!e proactive head of one village in Tanah Jambo Aye has ensured that his village 
receives a great deal of aid from the aspiration funds. !ese funds have been used to build 
a prayer hall, mosque, and irrigation facilities. !is village head works very closely with 
a KPA member from the sub-district, who has close personal relationships with many 
high-ranking KPA and Partai Aceh personnel up to the provincial level. In contrast, 
the village head in the other village studied in the sub-district has few connections and 
consequently, his village has received little aid from the aspiration funds.

and of BRA, GAM elites chose to continue 
to prioritize top-down, individually-based 
reintegration programs. Around US$ 73 
million of national and provincial budgets 
were spent on such programs between 
2009 and 2012. Ex-combatant leaders 
favored individual aid not for its develop-
ment impact but because they could use 
the money for patronage. As explored in 
Section 5.3 below, access to funds is effec-
tively determined by KPA, which controls 
the BRA structure. Providing such funds to 
local followers provides a means to buy the 
loyalty of lower level former combatants, 
many of whom were upset at the large 
inequalities in economic status emerging 
within the movement (see Section 3.4). 
!is was necessary both to limit local level 
unrest and for campaigning purposes when 
elections came around.
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Many local line ministry programs—in 
particular, those related to the construction 
of public infrastructure—have a similar logic 
(Box 5.1). Large shares of local government 
budgets are used to reward GAM followers 
and prevent them from pressing those in 
power for a share of the profits made possible 
by winning elections. In September 2008, 
18 months into his term of office, the Aceh 
Besar district head shocked many by tender-
ing his resignation in front of the district 
parliament. Initially he refused to disclose 
his reasons. However, it soon emerged that 
he had been under constant pressure from 
his tim sukses (electoral campaign team) 
to give them bureaucratic positions and 
contracts. Allegedly, he grew tired of such 
pressures and decided to resign because he 
could not impose higher moral standards on 
the bureaucracy.197 

In this context, Aceh’s new leaders have 
little incentive to build the capacity of state 
institutions or to promote good govern-
ance. Nevertheless, leaders have recognized 
the need for some more broadly popular 
programs to benefit the population. Politi-
cians, facing electoral competition, have also 
recognized that delivering good results in at 
least a few sectors is important for achieving 
legitimacy and for assuring continuing sup-
port in elections.

!us, on coming to power at the end of 
2006, Governor Irwandi developed three 
large flagship programs: (i) the Village 
Development Financial Assistance program 
(BKPG), which was based on the popular 
national KDP/PNPM program; (ii) the 
Aceh Heath Insurance program (JKA), 
which provided free healthcare; and (iii) a 

program that provided free primary educa-
tion across Aceh as well as scholarships for 
university study abroad. !ese ran in parallel 
with individual reintegration assistance (as 
well as regular local line ministry programs) 
and promised greater development impact.

Irwandi failed to win reelection in 2012. 
However, the new governor (from Partai 
Aceh/GAM), who was aware of the three 
programs’ popularity, pledged to continue 
financing BKPG, free health care, and free 
primary education. 

Donor incentives and politics: rec-
ognizing the importance of building 
institutions but facing challenges in 
doing so

Over time, donors working on peace-
building in Aceh have moved away from 
supporting individually-based reintegration 
programs and BRA. !ere are a number of 
reasons for this.

First, there has been growing understand-
ing of the evolving political context and 
problems with reintegration programs. 
Given that Aceh was closed to foreign aid 
workers until the tsunami, early postconflict 
programs were often developed with limited 
understanding of local conditions. Many of 
the programs (such as those from IOM and 
UNDP) were largely shaped by short-term 
consultants who were experts in peacebuild-
ing and reintegration programs but new to 
Aceh. Consequently, these experts recom-
mended types of programs that had been 
successful in other countries.198 Over time, 
donors tended to put longer-term staff 
and consultants in their Aceh field offices.  
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!ese people were well placed to observe the 
impact of GAM’s rise to power and some of 
the negative consequences of the reintegration 
programs that were being implemented.199

Second, there was decreasing confidence 
from internationals in the performance of 
BRA. Donors such as UNDP and USAID 
had tried hard to shape both BRA’s strategy 
and the design of its programs. Yet it soon 
became clear that the technical quality of 
programs was not a priority for BRA.200 After 
the BRA-KDP program was closed down, 
the World Bank made a decision not to work 
with the reintegration agency but to partner 
with other local government bodies such as 
the governor’s office and the local planning 
agency (Bappeda).

!ird, consensus grew among donors that 
problems in Aceh now related primarily to 
poor governance and weak institutions. !e 
Multi-Stakeholder Review concluded that 
broader-based economic growth would have 
more beneficial effects for ex-combatants and 
conflict victims, and greater positive impacts 
on social cohesion, than individually-
targeted programs.201 Such approaches 
required moving decision-making power on 
postconflict programs away from BRA to 
the planning agency and local line ministries. 
However, building the capacity of these agen-
cies would require significant work.

!ese changing priorities have been 
reflected in the new generation of interna-
tionally–supported, postconflict programs 
in Aceh (as outlined earlier in Table 4.3). 
Aid efforts now focus on institution-build-
ing (the World Bank), improving local 
governance and public service delivery 
(AusAID, USAID), and community devel-
opment projects (World Bank-supported). 
In many ways, such programs are similar to 
those in other areas of Indonesia. Only the 
World Bank’s CPDA and, to a lesser extent, 
AusAID’s LOGICA, has a specific conflict/
peacebuilding focus. For most donors still 
engaged in Aceh, the province is largely 
viewed as a ‘normal’ Indonesian province.

However, the ability of international 
programs to shape governance practices in 
Aceh has been limited. Declining interest 
in Aceh had led to a massive reduction 
in the level of support compared to the 
early post-tsunami/post-MoU period. By 
2012, donors were contributing less than 
10% of total development aid.202 Even in 
less challenging circumstances, reforming 
poor governance is extremely challenging 
and can take decades. With the political 
incentives of those in power in Aceh 
working against the development of state 
capacity to promote social and economic 
development, programs which have had a 
short duration have struggled to improve 
institutional performance and state service 
delivery beyond the village level. 
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5.3 Community-level 
Power Dynamics and 
Development Programs 

While national and provincial politics 
have shaped the choice of government and 
non-government development projects, 
local-level political dynamics shape how 
projects operate. Aid projects interact with 
local sets of power structures. However, 
different programs work through—and 
support—different sets of local political 
actors and hence may bolster, or weaken, 
different actors at the local level.

Local institutions in Aceh

Aceh has a well-established set of formal and 
informal institutions. In terms of formal gov-
ernment structure, the village (called gampong 
in Acehnese) is the lowest autonomous body 
with budgeting power. !e gampong is led by 
a keuchik (village head) who, in accordance 
with Indonesian law, is democratically and 
directly elected by the villagers every five 
years.203 !e village executive has a secretary 
and other staff who are selected by the villagers, 
rather than by the keuchik. A village council 
(tuha peut) is selected by the community 
through village discussion, and has legislation, 
budgeting and controlling power, in addition 
to responsibilities for gathering information 
on community needs and aspirations and 
maintaining religious and traditional values. 
Another important customary (adat) institu-
tion at the village level is the tuha lapan, which 
is officially responsible for assisting the keuchik 
in ‘developing the village.’204 In practice, as 
observed in the 2012 locality case studies, the 
tuha lapan is perceived as being responsible for 
village development planning council. 

Administratively, as elsewhere in Indonesia, 
the formal structure above the village in Aceh 
is the sub-district (kecamatan). However, the 
keuchik is not accountable to the head of the 
kecamatan (the camat), since the kecamatan 
is a ‘deconcentrated’ office of the local 
government. In Aceh another important 
adat institution is the mukim, which has 
geographic coverage between the kecamatan 
and the gampong. A mukim is headed by an 
imeum who is selected through a mukim-level 
discussion and, interestingly, is inaugurated by 
the district-level regent/mayor.205

Trust and confidence in local leaders

Based on the 2012 perceptions survey, reli-
gious leaders and village council members are 
more trusted than any other leaders—on aver-
age, around half of respondents indicate that 
religious leaders and tuha peut members act 
in a morally correct way (Figure 5.1). Survey 
respondents have less trust in the village head: 
only 36% of the community think that s/he 
acts in a morally correct way, while 55% of 
the population disagrees. Nevertheless, this 
is still much better than respondents’ level of 
trust in local and international NGOs. Inter-
estingly, in contrast with their perceptions of 
government and political parties, respondents 
in high-intensity conflict areas are more 
positive about village-level leaders and NGOs, 
compared with those in low-intensity conflict 
areas, perhaps because they have relied on 
them more in the past.
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Communities in Aceh are relatively skepti-
cal about their ability to improve conditions 
in their village—more than half think any 
action would not improve, or would have 
little impact on, conditions. However, com-
plaining to the village head, local religious 
leaders, and village government are perceived 

as being more effective than complaining to 
other actors. Comparison between survey 
responses in low- and high-intensity conflict 
areas shows that people in the latter are less 
likely to believe that complaining to almost 
any of the actors listed in Figure 5.2 would 
improve conditions in their village.206
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Figure 5.1. … Acts in a Morally Correct Way? (by Con"ict Intensity)

Source: 2012 Quantitative Survey

Figure 5.2: Could Complaining to … Improve Village Conditions?

Source: 2012 Quantitative Survey
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!e 2012 LCS confirms these findings. 
In general, formal village-level government 
institutions and religious leaders seem to 
have stronger influence and decision-mak-
ing power, than other actors. !is is the case 
in all of the localities studied, regardless of 
whether the village experienced a high or 
low level of civil war violence, whether it 
is ethnically homogenous or heterogene-
ous, rich or poor, tsunami affected or not, 
or located on the north-east coast, in the 
Central Highlands, or on the west coast. 

More than half of respondents to the 
2012 survey think that the community 
at large is the primary or second-most-
important decision-maker in their village, 
indicating a relatively high level of public 
participation (Figure 5.3). However, 63% 
and 41% of respondents also think that the 
village head/government and community 
leaders are the main decision-makers in 
their village, showing the importance of 
both formal and informal elites in village-
level decision-making processes. 

Interaction between projects and local 
power dynamics

!e interaction between local political 
dynamics and aid programs is different for 
different types of aid project. !e follow-
ing sections use the locality case studies to 
explain these differences focusing on the 
four types of projects discussed in Section 
4.3: direct individually-targeted assistance 
(BRA); CDD programs (PNPM); CBD 
programs (BKPG and others, including 
LOGICA); and regular, local government-
funded, development programs.207

Formal government actors

At the sub-district level, the camat has 
a very limited role in implementing or 
overseeing community-level institutions 
and programs. He or she has to endorse 
PNPM and BRA assistance proposals, but 
there is little indication of more substantive 
interventions in the programs. !e only 
indication of the camat’s intervention was on 
the decision to use a rotation system to select 
beneficiary villages for PNPM rather than 
using inter-village competition (see Section 
4.3), a step taken to avoid inter-village con-
flict. In most localities covered in the 2012 
locality studies, the camat and the kecamatan 
office had almost no knowledge about aid 
and development programs implemented 
in their jurisdiction, with the exception of 
PNPM and LOGICA. !e former involves 
inter-village meetings and the latter specifi-
cally focuses on improving governance at the 
district and sub-district levels. 

Figure 5.3: Village Level Decision-Maker
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Box 5.2. Limited Competition in Keuchik Elections

!e 2012 LCS covered 19 villages in ten kecamatan in six districts (kabupaten). Of 
these, there was real competition in keuchik elections in only four villages, and none of 
these led to violent conflicts. In other villages, the level of competition was very limited. 

In three villages—a mix of high- and low-intensity conflict areas during war—no villager 
was willing to run in the keuchik election. Lack of rewards (limited salary and benefits) 
were cited as the main reasons for this. 

Two other villages did not have a keuchik election. !e incumbent was seen as very 
charismatic and nobody wanted to compete against him and village election by-laws 
require that at least two candidates compete in the election. In ten other villages, which 
were a mix of low- and high-intensity conflict areas, relatively urbanized and relatively 
rural areas, and east, north, west, and central Aceh, a candidate competed who was 
“expected to lose.”

In contrast, the formal village govern-
ment—the keuchik, village secretary, and 
the tuha peut—have a role in all types of 
programs, albeit with high variation across 
programs. For BRA’s individual-assistance 
programs, the village leadership has the 
power to endorse (or reject) proposals. 
However, they are in a weak position to 
influence decision-making compared 
with those linked to BRA at the district 
level. Although PNPM tries to limit the 
interventions of formal government actors, 
in reality the village government still has 
an important role in influencing decisions 
on the use of funds. !e village govern-
ment has an even more important role in 
BKPG and other CBD projects. !e BKPG 
proposal is usually prepared by them and 
then discussed with the community. !e 
process of identifying activities in other 
CBD projects also seems to be similar to the 
BKPG mechanism. Program staff identify 
activities with the village government before 
consulting with community representatives, 

who are replaced by the tuha peut in some 
cases. Nonetheless, community members 
interviewed in the LCS did not complain 
about this. 

!e keuchik has a very important role to 
play in many regular, local government-
funded programs. !e LCS revealed that 
decisions on whether a village will receive 
a project funded from the local budget 
(APBK) are often determined by the 
strength of the relationship between the 
keuchik, district government officials, and 
members of the district parliament. In some 
cases, villages receive projects because of a 
personal relationship between the district 
decision-maker and the village. !e quality 
of proposals identified through the state-
mandated, bottom-up planning processes 
(musrenbang) is far less important in deter-
mining what is funded. !is may result in 
limited interest in becoming a keuchik in 
Aceh (see Box 5.2 and the discussion on ex-
combatants and GAM supporters below).
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Box 5.3. Issues with the Women’s Revolving Fund (SPP)

Although there have been some cases of successful use of the SPP revolving fund, such 
as women’s groups setting up enterprises in two villages, and expansion of businesses 
for individual women, the 2012 LCS found two problems with SPP implementation, 
although these were not specific to Aceh (see, for example, Akatiga 2010).

1. !e strict PNPM rule that non-performing SPP loans can influence the disbursement 
of funds for other PNPM activities has created an incentive for facilitators and village 
communities to choose SPP beneficiaries who already have businesses. !ese are not 
necessarily the poor. 

2. In most cases, women’s groups that use SPP funds are not sustainable, mainly due 
to non-performing loans. Most recipients receive loans for consumption and for 
emergency situations, rather than for economic activities. Some groups also decided 
to stop operating. !e high interest rate charged by PNPM for SPP loans was cited as 
the main reason for this. 

Women groups

Although not containing specific instruc-
tions, Aceh By-law (Qanun) No. 5/2003 on 
Village Government specifically mentions 
that women, as well as youth, religious and 
customary (adat) leaders, and intellectuals, 
should be considered for membership of 
the tuha peut. !e 2012 LCS found that 
several villages in three sub-districts had 
women tuha peut members.208 However, in 
general women’s influence on village-level 
decision making seems limited. 

In contrast, a woman member of PNPM’s 
Activity Management Team (TPK) in Darul 

Imarah (Aceh Besar) became an important 
village-level activist, leading the village 
cooperative, pre-school center, and health 
post. PNPM specifically tries to promote 
women’s empowerment through a specific 
women’s group proposal preparation 
discussion (MKP), by requiring women 
to participate in the inter-village decision-
making meeting (MAD), and by financing 
a revolving fund for women (SPP). BKPG 
also has a SPP allocation. However, the 
2012 LCS found that women’s participa-
tion is usually limited only to the MKP 
and preparing SPP proposals.209 Several 
concerns were raised about implementation 
of the SPP revolving fund (Box 5.3). 
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Of the 19 villages in the ten sub-districts 
studied through the LCS, none had used 
BKPG funds to finance the infrastructure 
usually needed and requested by women 
(health posts, childcare facilities, and 
water supply). All of the funds used for 
infrastructure were used for roads and their 
supporting infrastructure such as drainage 
and retaining walls apart from one village 
which used funds for a community pray-
ing hall (meunasah). PNPM funding for 
infrastructure was slightly more responsive 
to women’s needs. !e LCS researchers 
found ‘women-type infrastructure’ in 
two sub-districts, Darul Imarah and Kuta 
Malaka, both in Aceh Besar. Similar types 
of infrastructure were built in the same 
sub-district (health posts in both villages 
in Darul Imarah and water supply in both 
villages in Kuta Malaka), suggesting that 
district-level consultants and kecamatan 
facilitators strongly promoted women’s 
participation and projects. However, this 
was not the case in the other sub-districts 
studied.

Box 5.4. Cooptation by GAM in Jeumpa, Bireuen

!ere has been very little effort by KPA/PA to “take over” PNPM and BKPG. !e 
scale of the activities is relatively low, compared with the regular projects funded by the 
provincial and district budgets, making PNPM and BKPG fairly unattractive. In addition, 
specifically for PNPM, the existence of a facilitator team that has a strong position in 
verifying proposals from the hamlet level, together with the rigid mechanism, means that 
they need to follow project processes. However, there are indications that nepotism is 
rife in the process of selecting the assistant field facilitators. Many are relatives of officials 
working at BPM, the ministry responsible for the program. Even so, people do not feel 
that former GAM members intervene to fill these positions.

Ex-combatants and GAM supporters

As discussed in Section 4.3, ex-combat-
ants—particularly those who have good 
relationships with the KPA, Partai Aceh, 
and/or the district-level BRA office—are 
key to getting individual assistance from 
BRA. However, beyond BRA programs, 
the LCS found no systematic effort by ex-
combatants to capture community-level 
aid (Box 5.4).

In areas such as Tanah Jambo Aye in 
North Aceh, which were previously conflict 
hotspots, ex-combatants and KPA/Partai 
Aceh members do indeed dominate village 
governments and PNPM organizational 
structures. However, this appears to be a 
natural result of the large number of GAM 
supporters living there with no evidence 
that a systematic effort to capture these 
institutions has taken place.
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!ere are several reasons why ex-GAM 
are not pursuing village-level funds and 
why they have not tried to take over the 
village government structure in more 
heterogeneous villages. First, as discussed 
above, there is high community trust 
in incumbent village governments and 
religious leaders. In other words, an 
entrenched local elite beyond GAM exists 
in many areas. 

Second, village government positions 
are unattractive. During the war, keuchiks 
were under great pressure from both 
GAM and the Indonesian military; in the 
postconflict period, they face high com-
munity expectations to obtain projects 
for their villages. During the war, keuchiks 
were required to collect funds from the 
community and to give the money to 
GAM (pajak nanggroe) as well as to assist 
in the recruitment of both GAM and anti-
GAM militia. In the postconflict era, their 
salary and other benefits are considered 
inadequate. 

!ird, there are other alternatives to the 
formal government structure for ex-com-
batants. Politically, KPA, with its parallel 
structure from the kecamatan up to the 
provincial level, provides a better way 
for ex-combatants to establish links with 
higher-level decision-makers. Economi-
cally, provincial- and district-level projects 
and contracts have higher monetary value, 
less transparent governance processes and 
hence are easier to control or ‘tax’ (see 
Section 3).

Other community elites and project staff

Decision-making on development 
projects is also sometimes influenced by 
other local elites and project staff but, in 
general, villagers accept this. In a village 
in Krueng Sabee sub-district (Aceh Jaya, 
one of the areas worst hit by the 2004 
tsunami), both funds from PNPM (2011) 
and BKPG (2011 and 2012) were used to 
build tsunami evacuation roads. A village 
in Kuala sub-district (Bireuen) used funds 
to rehabilitate a soccer field. Although 
villagers in both communities indicated 
that other types of infrastructure—health, 
education, and sanitation facilities—were 
also needed, local elites and/or project staff 
had pushed for these projects. However, 
most villagers interviewed did not mind 
that they had played this role. Most agreed 
that the tsunami evacuation roads and the 
soccer field were a high priority. Project 
processes—which involved the commu-
nity at large, albeit with some degree of 
domination by elite groups—seemed to 
be adequate for the community to accept 
the choice of project to be funded.

Impact of aid on community-level 
political dynamics

In summary, the ways aid and develop-
ment programs work at the local level 
in Aceh is a result of existing local-level 
power structures, reflecting rather than 
changing these dynamics. However, differ-
ent programs work with different power 
structures.
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BKPG and other community-based 
development programs enhance the 
pre-existing power of formal village 
governments and, in some cases, other 
existing village elites, but not the power 
of ex-combatants. BRA assistance, on 
the other hand, has enhanced the power 
of ex-combatants, particularly those 
who have links with district-level BRA 
officers, and has undermined the formal 
government structure. Similarly, regular 
local government programs, particularly 
in GAM stronghold areas, contribute to 
expanding the power of ex-combatants, 
particularly its elites. 

PNPM is the only large current program 
that specifically attempts not to enhance 
the power of existing community-level 
elites at the expense of wider community 
participation. !e LCSs found that the 
program is relatively successful in pro-
viding non-elites with access to project 
decision-making, and its relatively strict 
mechanism makes it difficult for existing 
elites to co-opt the program. However, 
despite one case where PNPM women 
activists played a more important role 
in wider, village-level decision-making 
processes, in general, the program is 
not changing village-level governance 
beyond PNPM implementation. !is is 
not, however, specific to Aceh. Research 
conducted elsewhere in Indonesia has 
found evidence of positive impact on the 
functioning of local institutions and on 
social relations after three or four PNPM 
cycles.210 However, many other CDD and 
CBD projects appear to have more limited 
impact in improving village governance 
beyond the programs themselves.211

By and large communities were not sat-
isfied with the non-transparent, and in 
many cases corrupt, implementation of 
BRA’s individually-targeted assistance. In 
contrast, the communities did not raise 
concerns about the selection of CDD 
and CBD projects, even when village-
level elites played a disproportionate role 
in choosing what funds would be used 
for. In general, they are satisfied as long 
as two conditions are met: (i) they are 
consulted on the proposal even if they 
are not involved in preparing it; and (ii) 
the local community has the opportunity 
to participate in project implementation, 
although they do not always participate 
if there are better economic opportuni-
ties available.

!e differences between the BRA and 
local government programs, on the one 
hand, and the CDD/CBD programs, on 
the other, also show how different types 
of aid can strengthen different sets of 
elites at the local level. !e former pro-
grams appear to have strengthened the 
hand of former GAM leaders at the dis-
trict and local level. In contrast, the latter 
programs work through and strengthen 
the position of other local elites. In 
many but not all areas, these elites are 
not former combatants. !is analysis 
suggests that even in an environment of 
oligarchic GAM-controlled politics at 
the provincial and district levels, some 
programs may build local countervailing 
power.
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6. Is Aid in Aceh Contributing  
to Peace and Development?

To what extent has aid—from government 
and donors—supported Aceh’s war-to-peace 
transition? !is section brings together the 
previous analysis of transformational needs 
at different points in Aceh’s peace process 
(Section 3), of the dominant aid programs 
in Aceh (Section 4), and the reasons why the 
approaches taken were adopted (Section 5). 
It assesses the extent to which aid programs 
addressed changing needs and the implica-
tions for Aceh’s transition.

6.1 Initial Postcon!ict 
Assistance Programs in 
Aceh 

In the early period after the signing of 
the Helsinki MoU, the key peace-building 
needs were: (a) to build the trust and confi-
dence of combatant elites in the Indonesian 
state and in the peace agreement; and (b) to 
ensure that local-level issues, such as those 
related to the return of ex-combatants, 
would not cause problems. Short-term 
measures were needed to show the serious-
ness of the government in implementing the 
peace accord and to provide an immediate 
peace dividend for former combatants and 
conflict-affected villages. It also required the 
development of institutions to implement 
the peace agreement—in particular the 
reintegration program for former combat-
ants, political prisoners, and conflict victims. 

!e make-up of early postconflict aid 
reflected this. Programs focused primar-
ily on building the confidence of, and 
generating buy-in from, those who could 
potentially de-rail the peace process. !is 
required providing funds to formerly-
warring elites and getting benefits quickly 
to groups such as ex-combatants who 
could cause problems. !e early reintegra-
tion program—both that funded by the 
government (money for ex-combatants 
through GAM structures) and donors 
(IOM’s programs for political prisoners 
and ex-combatants)—focused on ensuring 
that funds rapidly reached potential spoil-
ers of the peace. IOM’s prisoner program, 
which supported the return of over 1,900 
incarcerated GAM in the initial weeks after 
the signing of the MoU, played a particu-
larly important role in boosting GAM’s 
confidence in the settlement. A pragmatic 
decision was made early on that govern-
ment funds would also be channeled to 
anti-separatist militia groups, even though 
they were not covered under the MoU, and 
GAM agreed to this.212 !e government 
and donors also invested heavily in joint 
GAM-government public information 
programs to help boost confidence that the 
peace agreement was legitimate and that 
both parties were committed to it. 
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!e development effectiveness of such 
aid was not viewed as a priority. Both 
donors and government dressed up 
program designs in the rhetoric of devel-
opment—reintegration assistance, for 
example, would help ex-combatants find 
jobs and boost the local economy. But the 
unspoken consensus was that it was more 
important to use aid to create a visible sign 
of government commitment to the peace 
accord and to make sure that funds reached 
those whose actions could wreck the peace 
deal. As a result, early reintegration pro-
grams focused on providing ‘goodies’ and 
‘toys’ for potential troublemakers. Funds 
were channeled through GAM structures 
to strengthen former rebel elites’ support 
for the peace process. !e fact that funds 
were not being used transparently or, from 
a technical standpoint, efficiently, was of 
little concern to policymakers. While some 
donors had misgivings about this, by and 
large they fell in behind the government 
strategy.

!ere was little focus on institution-
building from either the government or 
donors in this initial period but this grew 
as a priority from early 2006. Donor agen-
cies started to invest in technical assistance 
to the two main agencies responsible for 
reintegration programming: the Aceh 
Reintegration Agency (BRA) and, to a 
lesser extent, the national planning agency 
in Jakarta (Bappenas). !e national and 
Aceh government all agreed that reintegra-
tion programming should be separated 
from regular government planning and 
service delivery programs. As such, invest-
ments focused on building up transitional 
institutions such as the ad-hoc BRA to 

ensure that it could manage reintegration 
programs. !is mirrored donor approaches 
to working with the government on tsu-
nami reconstruction, where support was 
given to the ad-hoc tsunami reconstruction 
agency (the BRR), rather than to estab-
lished local government agencies. Some 
technical assistance and capacity building 
programs—such as GIZ ADRF, USAID 
LGSP, the UNDP justice program and 
the World Bank SPADA programs—did 
attempt to improve regular service deliv-
ery. However, these efforts did not focus 
on improving the conflict sensitivity of 
government programs.

Was aid in the early postconflict period 
transformative? Aid did play a role in 
helping to address important issues in 
the early postconflict period. As Table 6.1 
shows, the dominant types of aid programs 
were aligned with the most important 
transformational needs in the months fol-
lowing the MoU. !e priority was building 
confidence in the peace agreement among 
elites, communities and ex-combatants, 
and aid programs focused on these issues. 
Over time, international aid programs 
also helped the government to develop 
institutions such as BRA to implement key 
elements of the peace accord such as the 
reintegration program. To a large extent, 
aid programs did work on the priority 
issues in the early postconflict period.



 
87

Type of contestation
Transformational need Focus of government 

programs Focus of donor programs
Con!dence Institutions

I. Center-periphery

Build con!dence 
of formerly warring 

parties in the 
peace settlement

Develop 
institutions 

to implement 
the peace 
agreement

‘Compensation’: 
reintegration assistance 
for ex-combatants and 
Acehnese in general

‘Compensation’: 
reintegration assistance 
for ex-combatants and 
Acehnese in general

Support to BRA/Bappenas

II. Inter-elite Not a priority issue

III. Inter-communal

Build con!dence 
of local groups 

in the peace 
settlement

Develop 
institutions 
to deliver 

assistance 
in con"ict-

sensitive ways

Support for victims and 
community projects

Support for victims and 
community projects

IV. Elite-local Not a priority issue

Table 6.1. Aid and initial peacebuilding needs

However, aid programs played a support-
ing rather than decisive role. In the early 
days, other factors beyond aid programs 
were key in ensuring that the peace accord 
held. As discussed in Sections 2 and 3, 
both GAM leaders and the Indonesian 
government had strong reasons for sup-
porting the peace agreement. Elements 
of the MoU that provided increased 
autonomous powers to the province and 
channels for former combatant elites to 
enter local politics were more important 
in generating and sustaining support and 
confidence than reintegration or other 
peacebuilding programs. Aid agencies, in 
other words, helped support the transition 
through their programs; but the stars were 
already aligned in ways that allowed for 
Aceh’s peace process to flourish.

!e lack of focus on developmental 
impacts—and the elements of program 
design that could support these such as 
transparent targeting systems, monitoring 
of assistance, and efforts to support the 
broader growth-enabling environment—
may have been justified in the short term 
when the priority was ‘getting money out 
the door’. But over time this led to new 
sources of contestation such as jealous-
ies between those who were receiving 
assistance and those who were not. !e 
failure to effectively use post-tsunami 
reconstruction programs to support 
rebuilding, development and job creation 
in conflict-affected areas also resulted in 
missed opportunities. And the lack of 
focus on institution-building of  local line 
ministries, made it more difficult later on 
to make the transition to broader, conflict-
sensitive development.
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6.2 Current Postcon!ict 
Assistance Programs in Aceh

While aid programs and approaches were 
by-and-large aligned with priority transfor-
mational needs in the early postconflict years, 
this has not been the case in more recent years 
(Table 6.2, below). Over time, the issues 
related to cementing peace, and sources of 
contestation, have changed. Trust between 
Aceh and Jakarta, and building the confidence 
of elites and communities in the peace process, 
are no longer pressing issues. Instead, the 
dominant peacebuilding issues in Aceh now 
concern increasing inter-elite contestation 
and communities’ (including lower–level, 
former ex-combatants) lack of trust in Aceh’s 
leaders. Addressing these issues requires 
building impartial and effective government 
institutions that manage elite competition, 
support equitable growth, and deliver services 
and goods to Aceh’s population. Communi-
ties’ confidence in the post-MoU settlement is 
important. But with the devolution of power 
to Aceh, such confidence largely depends on 
the quality of local institutions.

!ose donors continuing to provide fund-
ing have recognized these issues and have 
shifted the focus of their programs accord-
ingly. Aid programs, by and large, are not well 
suited to dealing with inter-elite competition 
and donors are not working directly on this 
issue.213 !e main donor projects in Aceh now  
all focus on governance and/or service delivery 
issues. Donors are no longer supporting BRA 
or individually-based reintegration assistance.

However, donors working on these impor-
tant issues face immense challenges. Funding 
for such programs is minute compared with 
local government budgets. Donors, too, are 

unable to channel funds directly through 
local governments. Under Indonesian law, all 
on-budget donor resources must go through 
national ministries. As such, it is nearly 
impossible to use the promise of funds to 
achieve improvements in local government 
practices. As political power has consolidated 
in Aceh with Partai Aceh’s takeover of local 
governments and government agencies, there 
are few incentives for elites to improve govern-
ance and build institutions. Regarding donor 
support for governance reform, it may be a 
question of ‘too little, too late’. 

Programs are having some positive effects. 
For example, the World Bank’s work under 
CPDA that supports public expenditure 
analyses and civil society demand for good 
governance helped shape the content of the 
new mid-term development strategy for the 
province. But these achievements are very 
much at the margins. 

Most postconflict programs are now 
financed through state resources. In general, 
current local government programs are not 
aligned to changing needs in Aceh. !e 
government has continued to support 
individually-targeted reintegration programs 
through BRA. Such programs made sense in 
the early period when the key need was  to 
build confidence in the peace settlement. But 
with former GAM fully incorporated into 
the state, the rationale for continuing them 
is weak. Furthermore, badly targeted and 
delivered assistance is leading to resentment 
and reduced trust in local authorities. !ere 
has been little interest from politicians and 
bureaucrats in developing programs that 
improve the functioning’ of government and 
state institutions. 
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Type of contestation
Transformational need Focus of government 

programs
Focus of donor 

programsCon!dence Institutions

I. Center-periphery
Maintain con!dence of 
formerly warring parties 

in peace

Ensure institutions in place to 
mediate relations between the 

center and periphery

‘Compensation’: 
reintegration 

assistance for 
ex-combatants and 

GAM supporters

II. Inter-elite Not a priority issue Ensure institutions in place to 
mediate inter-elite competition

III. Inter-communal Not a priority issue
Ensure institutions in place 
to mediate inter-communal 

competition

IV. Elite-local Not a priority issue
Improve the functioning of 

institutions to support peaceful 
development

Regular line ministry 
projects where money 
can be easily diverted

Focus on building 
government service-
delivery for con"ict 

sensitive development

PNPM and BKPG, the government-
financed and donor-supported 
community-driven/based programs, do 
appear to be an exception in that they are 
effectively delivering government resources 
to rural communities in ways that may 
bolster confidence in the local and national 
state. As the last section noted, such pro-
grams help strengthen non-GAM elites in 
villages and thus may provide some checks 
against GAM’s increasing control of Aceh’s 
politics and economy. Yet this is not translat-
ing into changes at higher levels in the power 
structure.

!e limited ability of donors to shape 
government priorities, and the mismatch 
between government aid programs and 
new postconflict needs, means that, 
cumulatively, aid has had little positive 
effect on new sources of contestation. 
Indeed, dominant government approaches 
to aid delivery in the province may be 
contributing to a worsening of such forms 
of contestation.

If donor support had focused on govern-
ance and institution-building issues earlier 
on, when funds were large and when politi-
cal power was not so consolidated, it may 
have been possible to have some positive 
effects in this area although working on 
governance reform is challenging and needs 
long time horizons. However, donors in the 
early postconflict period preferred to focus 
on immediate needs (building confidence) 
and worked with transitional government 
structures (BRA) rather than local line 
ministries. For tsunami reconstruction this 
made sense: BRR was a professional and 
effective counterpart to donor agencies and 
played a large role in ensuring the success 
of the reconstruction effort. Yet, arguably, 
emergency postconflict programs could 
have been delivered with at least as much 
competence through regular line ministries 
such as the social affairs agency. If the gov-
ernment and donors had chosen to work 
with established agencies, it would have 
been less difficult to make the transition 
from the programs needed in the short 

Table 6.2. Aid and later peacebuilding needs

Source: Bolded issues are priority needs
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term to cement peace and the conflict 
sensitive development approaches needed 
in the longer run. BRA was the result of a 
political agreement allowing GAM to play 
a major role in deciding how reintegration 
funds were used. It may have been possible, 
though, to provide a similar mechanism 
within existing government structures—for 
example, by creating a new bureau within 
the local social affairs agency.

In the early peace process years, gov-
ernance work that focused on regular 
line ministries and local legislatures and 
executives had little impact. USAID, the 
EU, World Bank, and UNDP all put some 
funds into this work, using a range of 
strategies including the provision of tech-
nical assistance, the development of new 
planning processes, and efforts aimed at 
improving public expenditures. However, 
none of the programs were built on strong 
knowledge of the local political economy, 
programs did not develop relationships 
with reformers from within, and the funds 
provided were small compared with wider 
government budgets. For aid to be effective 
in improving local government institutions, 
it would have had to be much more politi-
cally aware and engaged.

Governance reform work has also lost 
momentum as ex-GAM increasingly have 
oligarchic control and little incentive to 
improve institutional performance. !is 
is leading to new forms of contestation 
(between elites and between elites and 
community members), which could 
worsen over time. 

To be sure, the forms of contestation and 
violence in Aceh today are of far less signifi-
cance than those during Aceh’s civil war. In 
many ways, they are similar to those in other 
areas of Indonesia. However, Aceh’s history 
shows that large-scale violence has often 
reemerged when it has become clear that 
peace settlements have not led to improve-
ments in the welfare of Aceh’s population. 
As Reid writes:

Each past phase of violent conflict has 
been ended with some kind of solution to 
the ‘Aceh problem’. Usually that solution 
relied on a heavy element of force followed 
by accommodation with a particular elite 
group. Given the latent distrust in the 
population as a whole, that elite had to be 
trusted by Jakarta to mediate effectively, 
and to maintain its legitimacy to lead. !e 
arrangements always broke down eventually, 
for reasons that necessarily differed in the 
details. In essence, it might be said, however, 
that the elite being trusted to mediate for 
Aceh gradually lost legitimacy because of its 
compromises, its self-interest, or its growing 
inefficiency. With that a new challenge arose 
from within society, connected with the past 
motif of resistance, and offered the hope to 
restore pride, integrity and prosperity.214

Promoting institutional strengthen-
ing—in areas such as rules for resource 
allocation and ensuring better govern-
ment service delivery—will be key if 
armed conflict is not to re-emerge as it 
has so often in Aceh’s past. 
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7. Conclusions and Recommendations 

!is chapter concludes in three parts. 
First, is a recap and reflection on the main 
findings of the report. Second, are recom-
mendations regarding how development 
agencies can continue to support Aceh’s 
war-to-peace transition to address new 
issues and ensure that large-scale violence 
does not return. !ird, and finally, the 
chapter draws on the experiences with aid 
in Aceh’s transition to provide tentative 
ideas about what can be done in other 
subnational conflict areas emerging from 
prolonged violence.

7.1 Findings 

Levels and types of contestation and 
needs

!e likelihood that large-scale violence 
will re-emerge in Aceh is slight in the 
near term. !e Helsinki peace agreement 
provided a strong basis for addressing the 
concerns, and satisfying the needs, of 
the elite groups who led the organized 
violence. With strong support from the 
Indonesian government and local elites, 
center-periphery contestation has largely 
ended and there is now little support for 
armed struggle. However, in devolving 
powers and resources to the region, the 
settlement has decentralized the forms 
of conflict and contestation. Tensions 
and struggles are now between different 
individuals and groups within Aceh. With 
violence and contestation fragmented 

and localized, and with the absence of 
an anti-Jakarta narrative to frame issues, 
fresh armed rebellion is unlikely.

However, over the longer term, the 
potential for new rebellion should not be 
dismissed. Aceh’s war-to-peace transition 
is at an advanced stage but this is not 
irreversible. Violent uprising against a 
perceived occupier or an illegitimate gov-
erning elite has been a frequent theme in 
Aceh’s modern history. As in many other 
subnational conflict areas, violence has 
been cyclical, with rebellions followed by 
peace settlements, and followed again by 
new uprisings. In the past, peace failed 
to hold in Aceh because elite agreements 
failed to translate into deeper changes 
that improved the welfare of the broader 
population. !e current peace agree-
ment has been exceptionally successful 
in lowering levels of violence and in 
incorporating former rebels into the 
state. However, the lesson from Aceh’s 
historical experience is that peace should 
not be taken for granted. 
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Breaking Aceh’s historical cycle of 
violence requires a deeper transformation 
of community-state relations. For leaders 
to be deemed legitimate, and for their 
powers not to be violently contested, 
ordinary Acehnese need to see benefits 
from peacetime development. Without 
this, disgruntled or power-seeking elites 
can re-ignite violent struggle. Aceh is 
doing well on many development indica-
tors but lags in terms of poverty levels 
and economic growth. Given that frus-
trations with a lack of equitable and just 
development lie at the heart of previous 
uprisings in Aceh, reducing poverty is 
vital. In a context of widespread corrup-
tion and predation, effective institutions 
are needed to bolster development out-
comes and build state legitimacy. 

Aid in Aceh

!e Aceh case shows the advantages of 
having high volumes of aid in place to 
support a war-to-peace transition. Aid 
did not lead to peace in Aceh—other 
factors were far more important. But 
the high levels of donor and government 
assistance following the Indian Ocean 
tsunami and the peace agreement did play 
a supporting role. Assistance provided 
early income streams to ex-combatant 
elites and boosted their confidence in 
the peace settlement.

!e negative impacts associated with 
the decline of short-term postconflict aid 
that have been seen in some countries 
have not eventuated in Aceh, in large part 
because rising subnational government 
revenues filled the gap. For at least the 

next two decades, subnational revenues 
in Aceh will be larger than in most other 
areas of Indonesia. 

!us, the major change in Aceh has 
been not in the levels of resources but 
from resources provided by international 
donors to those provided by the national 
and provincial governments. Given that 
government funds are managed by those 
who win local office, they create a strong 
incentive for ex-combatants to compete 
politically. In this sense, such funds 
may be more useful at generating—and 
sustaining—the buy-in of former bel-
ligerents to the peace settlement than 
international aid projects that, while 
not immune to cooptation, tend to have 
more checks and balances on how money 
can be spent. 

Aid and local power dynamics

!e Aceh case confirms a conclusion 
emerging from the two related studies 
of subnational conflict in southern 
!ailand and southern Philippines: that 
existing power structures shape how aid 
is used and its impacts to a greater extent 
than aid shapes power structures. !is 
is true both at the macro level (in the 
capitals where project plans are made) 
and at the micro level (in villages where 
most beneficiaries live).
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!e broad approach of Aceh’s initial 
postconflict program was determined 
largely by elites in Jakarta and Banda 
Aceh. !e national government, local 
governments and GAM elites all favored 
a postconflict program that focused pri-
marily on providing individually-based 
reintegration assistance, that was separated 
from broader post-tsunami programming, 
and that did not have welfare impacts as 
its main priority. By and large, interna-
tional donors supported this strategy, in 
part because it fitted global ideas on the 
importance of short-term confidence-
building programs in the period following 
a peace agreement. However, donors were 
also reluctant to challenge a government 
that had previously restricted access to 
Aceh, and donors wanted to shield their 
much larger tsunami programs from the 
complexities of postconflict politics. !us, 
even in an environment where they were 
contributing more than half of aid funds, 
donors occupied a back seat in strategy 
development and program formulation.

Now with much less financing coming 
from international aid, donors find it 
even harder to shape decision-making on 
Aceh’s postconflict strategy and programs. 
Although donors recognize the need for 
institution-building and government 
capacity building, with international aid 
now only a tiny fraction of government 
aid budgets, and with local elites in power 
who have little incentive to build the 
capacity and quality of the local state, it 
is very difficult for donors to affect change.

At the community level, the imple-
mentation of projects—both those of 
government and of donors—is shaped by 
existing power structures and elites. But 
different types of projects work with, and 
strengthen, different sets of elites. For top-
down projects, such as BRA’s reintegration 
assistance and many regular line ministry 
programs, villagers who are connected 
to people in power at the district or pro-
vincial level play the predominant role in 
determining who benefits. With GAM’s 
accession to politics, the former GAM 
power structure is particularly important 
with regard to who benefits from pro-
grams, and programs, in turn, strengthen 
the power of GAM/KPA figures at the 
local level. In contrast, bottom-up 
programs work with and strengthen the 
hand of other actors. BKPG and PNPM, 
the government block grant programs 
for villages, involve greater participation 
from communities and less from higher-
levels of government. GAM, by choice, 
has not captured village governments in 
most areas and strong informal leadership 
institutions pre-date the GAM insurgency. 
Villagers tend to trust this elite and thus 
turn to them when decisions are made on 
the use of local development funds. !e 
community-driven and –based programs 
may thus be strengthening a counter-elite 
to former GAM at the local level.
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!e impacts of aid on Aceh’s transition

Our analysis of Aceh provides a mixed 
picture on the ability of aid to shape war-
to-peace transitions. 

Historically, aid has not been an impor-
tant factor in determining when a peace 
agreement will be achieved. Some believe 
that tsunami aid brought peace to Aceh. 
But the negotiations that resulted in the 
Helsinki MoU pre-dated the tsunami 
and the aid which followed. !ere is little 
evidence that in previous periods, such as 
in the years before the CoHA peace agree-
ment, that the promise of aid gave warring 
parties an incentive to make peace.

If aid has little ability to trigger peace 
processes, can it support them once 
they are under way? Here, there is more 
positive evidence. Aid did play a role in 
boosting short-term confidence in the 
peace settlement by showing the national 
government’s commitment to peace and 
by meeting some short-term, emergency 
needs. !e opportunities that arose from 
post-tsunami assistance also helped bind 
former fighters to the peace agreement. 
Early postconflict reintegration aid helped 
build confidence on the part of former 
GAM and communities that the national 
government was serious about its role 
in maintaining peace. A range of other 
projects—including ones in areas such as 
public information about the peace agree-
ment— helped bolster support for peace. 
Undoubtedly assistance to areas that were 
harshly affected by the conflict has had 
a positive impact on the lives of affected 
individuals and communities. Again, the 

main reasons why a peace settlement was 
agreed, and why it has lasted, have very 
little to do with aid per se. But, at times, 
aid has played a useful supporting role. 

However, the Aceh case shows the 
extreme difficulty that aid can have in 
dealing with the issues that often emerge 
as peace processes mature and areas move 
along the spectrum from war to enduring 
peace. In Aceh there is now a need to 
improve the institutions of local govern-
ance but assistance has had little impact 
toward meeting this goal. In part, this may 
be due to limitations in the strategies of 
donors. !e focus on institution building 
only came after power had consolidated 
with Aceh’s postconflict elections. By the 
time donors were focused on these issues, 
their budgets—and hence their leverage—
had declined markedly. 

!is paper has argued that institution-
building work could have, and should 
have, started much earlier. Approaches 
adopted for governance work were also 
largely ineffective. Yet we need to be 
humble about the limits of international 
agencies’ capabilities in this area. Inter-
national development agencies know how 
to do some things fairly well. !ey can 
build roads and irrigation systems, design 
functioning mechanisms to get funds 
into villages, and fix—at least on paper—
national budgeting systems. Yet, even as 
international development agencies have 
come to realize the importance of state 
institutions for development outcomes, 
so too it has become clear how difficult 
it is to build these. Institutions are a 
product not only of design—something 
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donors can help with—but also of the 
political incentives of those who occupy 
and constitute them. In the absence of 
strong internal pressure for institutional 
reform, we know little about how to turn 
bad governments into good ones. 

7.2 Recommendations for Aid 
in Aceh

!e analysis points to the following rec-
ommendations for donors and aid agencies 
in Aceh

Stay engaged. Long-term peace in Aceh 
cannot be taken for granted yet. !e 
World Development Report for 2011 
stressed that transitions out of war take 
at least a decade.215 Aceh should make it 
to a decade of peace, a time period when 
scholars have argued the risk of resump-
tion of civil war is greater.216 Nevertheless, 
Aceh’s history shows a vicious cycle of 
rebellion reemerging after periods of dor-
mancy when the expectations of groups 
within Acehnese society (and their lead-
ers) of equitable and just development 
are not met. At present, there is strong 
support for peace within Aceh, but this 
could change over time. It is important 
for aid agencies to continue working 
with government at all levels—national, 
provincial, and district—to promote 
equitable growth. 
Focus on improving governance and service 
delivery. New forms of contestation, and 
potential future threats to peace, largely 
relate to the quality of government insti-
tutions within Aceh. !e incumbent elite 

in Aceh has little incentive to improve 
governance and, as just discussed, inter-
national agencies may be ill-equipped 
to support governance improvement. 
However, there are areas where govern-
ance work in Aceh and elsewhere has 
had some impact. Experimenting with 
the following approaches, and adjusting 
to changing political dynamics, is crucial:
 » Build better understanding of local 
political dynamics. !is includes 
identifying development actors, formal 
and informal, and learning about 
their incentives, power, and interests 
in reform. In addition, it is extremely 
important to work with provincial and 
local political institutions. One simple 
example is to be more active during 
election time. Prior to elections try to 
ensure that the candidates promote 
governance and public service agenda. 
After them, work to influence mid-
term strategies and flagship programs. 
Aid agencies should not play a direct 
intervention role but can support and 
facilitate local development actors.

 » Develop alliances with reformers 
in government agencies and local 
politicians (for example, local legisla-
tive council members) to improve their 
technical capacity. Even where elected 
representatives and bureaucrats are 
not ‘reform-minded’, strong alliances 
among reformers—outside and within 
the government—can lead to sig-
nificant reforms.217 In the Indonesian 
bureaucratic context—where there is 
often strong ‘buy-in’ from manage-
ment while regulations/plans do not 
necessarily lead to implementation—it 
is very important for aid to also work 
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with technical level staff and not focus 
solely on issuing regulations.

 » Support active citizenry. !is may 
include: continued public expenditure 
analyses and economic monitoring as 
well as disseminating the information 
widely; supporting local civil society 
groups and academics to advocate for 
sound policy; documenting and dis-
seminating examples of good practice 
from Aceh and elsewhere; and support-
ing journalists in holding politicians to 
account.

 » Work with local governments on 
developing, and improving, flag-
ship programs, such as BKPG. !ese 
programs, where popular, can generate 
political capital for the politicians who 
sponsor them.

 » Work with central government 
to raise the costs to local elites of 
governing malpractices. !is may 
include helping to increase the quality 
of audits in Aceh and to strengthen the 
anti-corruption commission.

Sponsor monitoring and analytic work 
aimed at generating real-time informa-
tion that allows for approaches to be 
tailored in response to changing local 
dynamics. For reasons of sustainability, 
it will be necessary to build the capacity 
of local research groups.

7.3 Recommendations for 
Other Subnational Con!ict 

Areas

!e experience of international donors 
supporting Aceh’s war-to-peace transition 
also provides some insights that may have 
relevance for donors working on subna-
tional conflicts in other countries, especially 
where a peace process is beginning:

Start work on institution-building right 
away after peace is agreed. In most post-
conflict contexts, aid agencies focus first 
on delivering rapid assistance to bolster 
confidence in the peace agreement and 
only turn to broader institution-building 
work later on. !e Aceh experience 
shows that while such ‘quick win’ peace 
dividend work is important, it is also 
important to think from the beginning 
about how to build institutions that can 
manage the transition from war to peace 
for the longer term. It should be easier to 
shape institutions before elite power has 
consolidated. 
Experiment with different approaches to 
institution-building. !e Aceh experi-
ence shows that traditional approaches 
to governance work (placing consult-
ants in government offices, introducing 
new planning processes, etc.) are often 
ineffectual. Organizations supporting 
institution-building work need to 
be much more politically aware and 
engaged, taking advantage of opportu-
nities as they arise. Supporting NGOs, 
civil society groups and the media so 
they focus on improving the account-
ability of government is usually useful.
Advantages and disadvantages of using 
transitional institutions. In Aceh, as 
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in other countries, the government 
and donors chose to deliver assistance 
through ad-hoc bodies (the postconflict 
BRA and the post-tsunami BRR) rather 
than regular government structures. !e 
advantages of using ad-hoc mechanisms 
can include quicker disbursement of 
funds and working with structures that 
are often less plagued by poor govern-
ance practices because they are new. 
However, the experience of BRA shows 
that without significant investment in 
capacity, transitional institutions can be 
prone to many of the same problems of 
regular government ministries. Experi-
ence in Aceh also shows that it can be 
extremely difficult to shut down such 
ad-hoc agencies even when they are no 
longer needed. !is can make the transi-
tion from ‘emergency’ programming to 
longer-term, postconflict development 
more difficult. Where transitional insti-
tutions are used in the early postconflict 
period, it is thus important to: (a) define 
a limited time-span for their work and 
stick to it; and (b) give them sufficient 
authority and capacity to perform their 
tasks in a professional way.
Support the transformation of rebel move-
ments into political/governing movements. 
State organizations are not only a prod-
uct of the rules of the game that define 
them but also the people who occupy 
them. Where helping former combat-
ants to become political leaders is part 
of the strategy for ending violence (and 
it usually is), consider how to bolster 
former rebels’ capacity to govern.
Where investing in CDD, do so over long 
time periods. CDD has been a useful 

mechanism in Aceh for delivering sub-
stantial amounts of assistance to rural 
areas in ways that have development 
impacts and that are popular. CDD 
can thus be a way of ensuring that at 
least some government funds are having 
positive welfare impacts in environ-
ments of dysfunctional government 
institutions. CDD also provided rein-
tegration assistance in ways that limited 
local conflict and may be a useful com-
ponent of DDR programs elsewhere. 
However, if CDD programs are to have 
positive social and institutional spillover 
impacts, they must not provide only a 
one-shot insertion of funds. Effecting 
behavioral change requires sustained 
engagement and must include the 
financing of public goods (where local 
collective action is required) as well as 
private benefits. 
Use resources and expertise to improve 
government projects. In middle-income 
states, government resources for peace-
building and postconflict development 
will likely eclipse international invest-
ments over the longer term. As such, it 
may be most effective to use a decent 
share of the international aid budget 
to improve the performance of govern-
ment programs.



 
98



 
99

References

Aditjondro, George Junus (2007). “Profiting from Peace: !e Political economy of Aceh’s Post-
Helsinki reconstruction.” INFID Working Paper No. 3. Jakarta: International Ngo Forum 
on Indonesian Development.

Akatiga – Center for Social Analysis (2010). Marginalized Groups in PNPM-Rural. Bandung: 
Akatiga.

Amnesty International (AI) (2004). “New Military Operations, Old Patterns of Human 
Rights Abuses in Aceh (Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam, NAD).” 7 October. Available at: 
< http://195.234.175.160/en/library/info/ASA21/033/2004/en> (accessed 15 October 
2012)

Anderson, Bobby (2013). “Gangster, ideologue, martyr: the posthumous reinvention of Teungku 
Badruddin and the nature of the Free Aceh Movement.” Conflict, Security & Development 
13(1): 31-56.

Asian Development Bank (ADB) (2009). Progress Report Project No. 39127: Indonesia: Aceh–
Nias Rehabilitation and Reconstruction.

Aspinall, Edward (2005). !e Helsinki Agreement: A More Promising Basis for Peace in Aceh? Policy 
Studies no. 20. Washington, D.C.: East-West Center.

Aspinall, Edward (2007). “!e Construction of Grievance: Natural Resources and Identity in a 
Separatist Conflict.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 51(6): 950-972.

Aspinall, Edward (2008). “Peace without justice? !e Helsinki peace process in Aceh.” HD 
Report. Geneva: Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue.

Aspinall, Edward (2009a). Islam and Nation: Separatist Rebellion in Aceh, Indonesia. Stanford: 
Stanford University Press. 

Aspinall, Edward (2009b). “Combatants to Contractors: !e Political Economy of Peace in 
Aceh,” Indonesia 87: 1–34.

Aspinall, Edward (2011). “Aceh's no win election.” Inside Indonesia 106 (October-December). 
Available at: http://www.insideindonesia.org/weekly-articles/aceh-s-no-win-election 
<accessed 8 December 2012>

Aspinall, Edward and Harold Crouch (2003). !e Aceh Peace Process: Why it Failed. Policy Studies 
No. 1. Washington, D.C.: East-West Center.

Awaluddin, Hamid (2009). Peace in Aceh: Notes on the Peace Process between the Republic of 
Indonesia and the Aceh Freedom Movement (GAM) in Helsinki. Jakarta: CSIS.

Barber, Richard (ed.) (2000). Aceh: !e Untold Story. Bangkok: Asian Forum for Human Rights 
and Development. 

Barron, Patrick (2007). “Getting Reintegration Back on Track: Problems in Aceh and Priorities 
for Moving Forward.” Paper presented at the conference, ‘!e Peace Process in Aceh: 
!e Remainders of Violence and the Future of Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam,’ Harvard 
University, 24-27 October.



 
100

Barron, Patrick (2008). “Managing the Resource for Peace: Reconstruction and Peacebuilding 
in Aceh,” in Aguswandi and Judith Large (eds.) Reconfiguring Politics: !e Indonesia-Aceh 
Peace Process. London: Conciliation Resources, pp. 58-61

Barron, Patrick (2009). “Peace without Reintegration: Lessons for DDR !eory and Practice 
from Aceh”, in Small Arms Survey (eds.), Small Arms Survey 2009: Shadows of War. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 248-283.

Barron, Patrick (2010). “Community-Driven Development in Post-Conflict and Conflict-
Affected Areas: Experiences from East Asia.” Background paper for the 2011 World 
Development Report. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

Barron, Patrick with Paul Arthur and Peter Bartu (2012). “Sub-National Violence in Middle and 
Higher Income Countries.” Background paper for the 2011 World Development Report. 
Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

Barron, Patrick, Muhammad Najib Azca, and Tri Susdinarjanti (2012). After the Communal 
War: Understanding and Addressing Post-Conflict Violence in Eastern Indonesia. Yogyakarta: 
CSPS Books.

Barron, Patrick and Adam Burke (2008). Supporting Peace in Aceh: Development Agencies and 
International Involvement. Policy Studies no. 47. Washington, D.C.: East-West Center.

Barron, Patrick and Samuel Clark (2006). “Decentralizing Inequality? Center-Periphery Rela-
tions, Local Governance, and Conflict in Aceh,” Conflict Prevention and Reconstruction 
Paper No. 39. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

Patrick Barron, Samuel Clark, and Muslahuddin Daud (2005). Conflict and Recovery in Aceh: 
An Assessment of Conflict Conditions and Options for Supporting the Peace Process. Jakarta: 
World Bank.

Barron, Patrick, Samuel Clark, and Blair Palmer (2010). “Incorporation and Institution-
Building: Autonomy and Elections in Postconflict Aceh.” St Antony’s International Review 
6(2): 124-144.

Barron, Patrick, Rachael Diprose, and Michael Woolcock (2011). Contesting Development: 
Participatory Projects and Local Conflict Dynamics in Indonesia. New Haven, CT.: Yale 
University Press.

Barron, Patrick, Macartan Humphreys, Laura Paler, and Jeremy Weinstein (2009). “Community-
Based Reintegration in Aceh: Assessing the Impacts o BRA-KDP.” Indonesian Social 
Development Paper no. 12. Jakarta: World Bank.

Beeck, Christine (2007). “Re-paving the road to peace: Analysis of the implementation of 
DD&R in Aceh Province, Indonesia.” BICC Brief 35. Bonn: Bonn International Center 
for Conversation (BICC).

BPS (Central Statistical Agency) (2012). Statistical Yearbook of Indonesia 2012. Jakarta: BPS.
BPS (Central Statistical Agency). Provincial and National Human Development Index, 1996 

-2011. http://www.bps.go.id/tab_sub/view.php?kat=1&tabel=1&daftar=1&id_
subyek=26&notab=2 (accessed February 25, 2013)

BRA (Aceh Reintegration Agency) (2008). “Economic Section Update.” Unpublished docu-
ment. November.



 
101

Burke, Adam and Afnan (2005). “Aceh: Reconstruction in a Conflict Environment: Views from 
Civil Society, Donors and NGOs.” Indonesian Social Development Papers No. 8. Jakarta: 
World Bank.

Clark, Samuel and Blair Palmer (2008). “Peaceful Pilkada, Dubious Democracy: Aceh’s Post-
Conflict Elections and their Implications.” Indonesian Social Development Paper No. 11. 
Jakarta: World Bank.

Collier, Paul, Anke Hoeffler, and Mans Soderbom (2008). “Post-Conflict Risks,” Journal of Peace 
Research 45(4): 461-478.

CPDA Secretariat (2012). Progress Report to the CPDA Steering Committee and Technical Team: 
Period: January-June 2012. Jakarta: World Bank.

Ehrentraut, Stefan (2010). “Dividing Aceh? Minorities, Partition Movements and State-Reform 
in Aceh Province.” Asia Research Institute Working Paper no. 137. Singapore: ARI/NUS.

Forbes Damai Aceh (2007a). “Update.” 5 June. Unpublished document.
Forbes Damai Aceh (2007b). “Update.” October. Unpublished document.
Frodin, Lina (2007). “!e Challenges of Reintegration in Aceh,” in Aguswandi and Judith 

Large (eds.) Reconfiguring Politics: !e Indonesia-Aceh Peace Process. London: Conciliation 
Resources, pp. 54-57.

Huber, Konrad (2004). !e HDC in Aceh: Promises and Pitfall of NGO Mediation. Policy Studies 
no. 9. Washington, D.C.: East-West Center.

Human Rights Watch (HRW) (2001). “Indonesia: the War in Aceh.” Vol. 13, no. 4. August. 
Available at: http://www.hrw.org/reports/2001/aceh/indAcehh0801.pdf (accessed 10 
December 2012).

Human Rights Watch (HRW) (2003). “Aceh under Martial Law: Inside the Secret War.” Vol. 15, 
no. 10. December. Available at: < http://www.hrw.org/reports/2003/12/17/aceh-under-
martial-law-inside-secret-war> (accessed 17 October 2012).

Husain, Farid (2007). To See the Unseen: Scenes Behind the Aceh Peace Treaty. Jakarta: Health & 
Hospital Indonesia.

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2001). “Aceh: Why Military Force Won’t Bring Lasting 
Peace,” Asia Report no. 17. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 12 June.

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2003). “Aceh: Why the Military Option Still Won’t Work.” 
Asia Briefing no. 26. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 9 May.

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2005). “Aceh: A New Chance for Peace,” Asia Briefing no. 
40. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 15 August.

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2006). “Aceh’s Local Elections: !e Role of the Free Aceh 
Movement (GAM).” Asia Briefing no. 57. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 29 November.

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2007a). “Indonesia: How GAM Won in Aceh.” Asia Briefing 
no. 61. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 22 March.

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2007b). “Aceh: Post-Conflict Complications.” Asia Report 
no. 139. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 4 October.

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2009). “Indonesia: Deep Distrust in Aceh as Elections 
Approach.” Asia Briefing no. 90. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 23 March.



 
102

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2011). “Indonesia: GAM vs. GAM in the Aceh Elections.” 
Asia Briefing no. 123. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 15 June.

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2012). “Indonesia: Averting Election Violence in Aceh.” Asia 
Briefing no. 135. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 29 February.

International Crisis Group (ICG) (2013). “Indonesia: Tensions Over Aceh’s Flag.” Asia Briefing 
no. 139. Jakarta/Brussels: ICG. 7 May.

International Organisation for Migration (IOM) and Harvard University (2006). Psychosocial 
Needs Assessment of Communities Affected by the Conflict in the Districts of Pidie, Bireuen and 
Aceh Utara. Banda Aceh: International Organisation for Migration and Harvard University.

International Organisation for Migration (IOM) and Harvard University (2007). Psychosocial 
Needs Assessment of Communities in 14 Conflict-Affected Districts in Aceh. Banda Aceh: 
International Organisation for Migration and Harvard University.

International Organisation for Migration (IOM) (2008). Meta Analysis: Vulnerability, Stability, 
Displacement and Reintegration: Issues Facing the Peace Process in Aceh, Indonesia. Jakarta: 
IOM.

Jones, Sidney (2008). “Keeping the Peace: Security in Aceh,” in Aguswandi and Judith Large (eds.) 
Reconfiguring Politics: !e Indonesia-Aceh Peace Process. London: Conciliation Resources, 
pp. 72-75.

Kell, Tim (1995). !e Roots of Acehnese Rebellion, 1989-1992. Singapore: Equinox Publishing.
Klinken, Gerry van and Edward Aspinall (2011). “Building relations: corruption, competition 

and cooperation in the construction industry,” in Edward Aspinall and Gerry van Klinken 
(eds.). !e State and Illegality in Indonesia. Leiden: KITLV Press, pp. 139-163.

Kompas (2013). “Mahasiswa Demonstrasi Soal Qanun Wali Nanggroe (Students Rallied about Wali 
Nanggroe Local Regulation).” Kompas. February 15.

Lee, Kam Sing (2006). “Aceh at the Time of the 1824 Treaty”, in Anthony Reid (ed.), Verandah 
of Violence: the Background to the Aceh Problem. Singapore: Singapore University Press, pp. 
72-95.

MacLaren, Laurel, Alam Surya Putra, and Erman Rahman (2011). How Civil Society Organizations 
Work Politically to Promote Pro-Poor Policies in Decentralized Indonesian Cities. Occasional 
Paper No. 6. San Francisco and Jakarta: !e Asia Foundation.

Masyrafah, Harry and Jock M.J.A. McKeon (2008). “Post-Tsunami Aid Effectiveness in Aceh: 
Proliferation and Coordination in Reconstruction.” Wolfhensohn Center for Development 
Working Paper no. 6. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institute. 

May, Bernhard (2008). “!e Law on the Governing of Aceh: !e Way Forward or a Source of 
Conflicts?”, in Aguswandi and Judith Large (eds.), Reconfiguring Politics: !e Indonesia-Aceh 
Peace Process. London: Conciliation Resources, pp. 42-45.

McGibbon, Rodd (2004). Secessionist Challenges in Aceh and Papua: Is Special Autonomy the Solu-
tion? Policy Studies no. 10. Washington, D.C.: East-West Center.

Mietzner, Marcus (2006). !e Politics of Military Reform in Post-Suharto Indonesia: Elite Conflict, 
Nationalism, and Institutional Resistance. Policy Studies no. 23. Washington, D.C.: East-
West Center.



 
103

Mietzner, Marcus (2009). Military Politics, Islam, and the State in Indonesia. Singapore: Institute 
of Southeast Asian Studies.

Miller, Michelle Ann (2006). “What’s Special about Special Autonomy in Aceh?,” in Anthony 
Reid (ed.) Verandah of Violence: the Background to the Aceh Problem. Singapore: Singapore 
University Press, pp. 292-314.

Miller, Michelle Ann (2009). Rebellion and Reform in Indonesia: Jakarta’s Security and Autonomy 
Policies in Aceh. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.

McGibbon, Rodd (2006). “Local Leadership and the Aceh Conflict,” in Anthony Reid (ed.) 
Verandah of Violence: the Background to the Aceh Problem. Singapore: Singapore University 
Press, pp. 315-359.

Morel, Adrian, Makiko Watanabe, and Rob Wrobel (2009). “Delivering Assistance to Conflict-
Affected Communities: !e BRA-KDP Program in Aceh.” Indonesian Social Development 
Paper no. 13. Jakarta: World Bank.

Morfit, Michael (2007). “!e Road to Helsinki: !e Aceh Agreement and Indonesia’s Demo-
cratic Development.” International Negotiation 12: 111-143.

Multi-Stakeholder Review [MSR] (2010). Multistakeholder Review of Post-Conflict Programming 
in Aceh. Jakarta and Aceh: MSR.

National Secretariat of the Indonesian Forum for Budget Transparency (Seknas FITRA) and 
!e Asia Foundation (2012), Laporan Kinerja Pengelolaan Anggaran Daerah 2011 (Report 
of Local Budget Management Performance 2011). Jakarta: Seknas FITRA and !e Asia 
Foundation.

Nessen, William (2006). “Sentiments Made Visible: !e Rise and Reason of Aceh’s National 
Liberation Movement,” in Anthony Reid (ed.). Verandah of Violence: the Background to 
the Aceh Problem. Singapore: Singapore University Press, pp. 177-198.

Palmer, Blair (2007). “!e price of peace.” Inside Indonesia 90 (October-December). Available 
at: http://www.insideindonesia.org/feature-editions/the-price-of-peace <accessed 22 
November 2012>

Public Expenditure Analysis and Capacity Strengthening Program (PECAPP) (2012). Analisis 
Belanja Publik Aceh 2011 (2011 Aceh Public Expenditure Analysis). Banda Aceh: PECAPP.

Regional Autonomy Watch (KPPOD) and !e Asia Foundation (2010). Local Economic Govern-
ance in Aceh and Nias: A Survey of Business Operators in 25 Regencies/Municipalities in Aceh 
and Nias, 2010. Jakarta: KPPOD and !e Asia Foundation. 

Regional Autonomy Watch (KPPOD) and !e Asia Foundation (2011) Local Economic Govern-
ance: A Survey of Business Operators in 245 Districts/Municipalities in Indonesia, 2011. 
Jakarta: KPPOD and !e Asia Foundation. 

Reid, Anthony (2005). An Indonesian Frontier: Acehnese & Other Histories of Sumatra. Singapore: 
Singapore University Press.

Reid, Anthony (2006). “Colonial Transformation: A Bitter Legacy”, in Anthony Reid (ed.) 
Verandah of Violence: the Background to the Aceh Problem. Singapore: Singapore University 
Press, pp. 96-108.



 
104

Reid, Anthony (2008). “!e Aceh Conflict: A long-term view for long-term solutions.” Annex to 
Multistakeholder Review [MSR] (2009), Multistakeholder Review of Post-Conflict Program-
ming in Aceh. Jakarta and Aceh: MSR. 

Riddell, Peter R. (2006). “Aceh in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries: ‘Serambi Mekkah’ 
and Identity”, in Anthony Reid (ed.) Verandah of Violence: the Background to the Aceh 
Problem. Singapore: Singapore University Press, pp. 38-51.

Robinson, Geoffrey (1998). “Rawan is as Rawan Does: !e Origins of Disorder in New Order 
Aceh.” Indonesia 66: 127-156.

Schulze, Kirsten E. (2004). !e Free Aceh Movement (GAM): Anatomy of a Separatist Organiza-
tion. Policy Studies no. 2. Washington, D.C.: East-West Center.

Schulze, Kirsten E. (2006). “Insurgency and Counter-Insurgency: Strategy and the Aceh Conflict, 
October 1976-May 2004”, in Anthony Reid (ed.) Verandah of Violence: the Background to 
the Aceh Problem. Singapore: Singapore University Press, pp. 225-271.

Schulze, Kirsten E. (2007). “Mission Not so Impossible: !e AMM and the Transition from 
Conflict to Peace in Aceh, 2005-2006.” Working Paper no. 131. Singapore: S. Rajaratnam 
School of International Studies 

Simanjuntak, Hotli (2008). "Aceh Besar DPRK say Regent can't quit." !e Jakarta Post 16 
September.

Sjamsuddin, Nazarudin (1985). !e Republican Revolt: A Study of the Acehnese Rebellion. Singa-
pore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies. 

Stange, Gunnar and Roman Patock (2010). “From Rebels to Rulers and Legislators: !e Political 
Transformation of the Free Aceh Movement (GAM) in Indonesia.” Journal of Current 
Southeast Asian Affairs 29(1): 95-120.

Suhirman, Abdi Suryanigati and Linda Kelly (2012). Independent Progress Report: !e Local 
Governance Innovations for Communities in Aceh, Phase II (LOGICA 2). Jakarta: AusAID.

Sukma, Rizal (2004). Security Operations in Aceh: Goals, Consequences, and Lessons. Policy Studies 
no. 3. Washington, D.C.: East-West Center.

Sulaiman, M. Isa (1997). Sejarah Aceh: Sebuah Gugatan Terhadap Tradis (1942-1962). Jakarta: 
Pustaka Sinar Harapan. 

Sulaiman, M. Isa (2006). “From Autonomy to Periphery: A Critical Evaluation of the Acehnese 
Nationalist Movement”, in Anthony Reid (ed.) Verandah of Violence: the Background to 
the Aceh Problem. Singapore: Singapore University Press, pp. 121-148.

Transparency International Indonesia (2010). Survei Barometer Korupsi Aceh (Aceh Corruption 
Barometer Survey). Jakarta: Transparency International Indonesia.

Universitas Syiah Kuala and Universitas Malikussaleh (2011). Kajian Pengelolaan dan Peman-
faatan Dana Otonomi Khusus (Review of Special Autonomy Fund Management and 
Utilization). Jakarta: Decentralization Support Facility (DSF).

Widyanti, Wenefrida and Asep Suryahadi (2008). !e State of Local Governance and Public 
Services in the Decentralized Indonesia in 2006: Findings from the Governance and Decen-
tralization Survey 2 (GDS2). Jakarta: SMERU Research Institute.



 
105

Wong, Susan (2012). What Have Been the Impacts of World Bank Community-Driven 
Development Programs: CDD Impact Evaluation Review and Operational and Research 
Implications. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.

World Bank (2006a). “Aceh Conflict Monitoring Update: 1st – 31st January 2006.” Banda Aceh: 
World Bank/DSF.

World Bank (2006b). Aceh Public Expenditure Analysis: Spending for Reconstruction and Poverty 
Reduction. Jakarta: World Bank.

World Bank (2006c). GAM Reintegration Need Assessment: Enhancing Peace through Community-
Level Development Programming. Banda Aceh/Jakarta: World Bank.

World Bank (2007a). “Aceh Conflict Monitoring Update: 1st – 31st January.” Banda Aceh: World 
Bank/DSF.

World Bank (2007b). “Aceh Conflict Monitoring Update: 1st – 30th April.” Banda Aceh: World 
Bank/DSF.

World Bank (2007c). “Aceh Conflict Monitoring Update: 1st – 31st May.” Banda Aceh: World 
Bank/DSF.

World Bank (2008a). Aceh Poverty Assessment 2008: !e Impact of the Conflict, the Tsunami and 
Reconstruction on Poverty in Aceh. Jakarta: World Bank.

World Bank (2008b). Aceh Economic Update: October 2008. Jakarta/Banda Aceh: World Bank/
Bank Indonesia/Multi Donor Fund.

World Bank (2008c). “Aceh Conflict Monitoring Update: 1st January – 29th February 2008.” 
Banda Aceh: World Bank.

World Bank (2008d). Aceh Conflict Monitoring Update: 1st-30th September 2008. Banda Aceh: 
World Bank.

World Bank (2009). Aceh Growth Diagnostic: Identifying the Binding Constraints to Growth in a Post-Conflict 
and Post-Disaster Environment. Jakarta: World Bank.

World Bank (2011). World Development Report 2011: Conflict, Security and Development. Washington, 
D.C.: World Bank.

World Bank (2012). PNPM-Rural Impact Evaluation (un-edited version). Available at www.pnpm-support.
org/evaluations (accessed 27 January 2013)

World Bank/KDP (2007). 2006 Village Survey in Aceh: An Assessment of Village Infrastructure and Social 
Conditions. Banda Aceh/Jakarta: World Bank/Government of Indonesia.

Zurstrassen, Matthew (2006). “An Evaluation of BRA Support to Former Combatants.” Unpublished 
World Bank evaluation report for BRA. Banda Aceh: World Bank.



 
106



 
107

In
di

ca
to

rs
Un

it
 A

ce
h 

 N
or

th
 S

um
at

ra
 

 D
KI

 J
ak

ar
ta

 
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 
 P

ap
ua

 
 In

do
ne

si
a 

 S
ou

rc
e 

&
 N

ot
e 

Ge
og

ra
ph

ic
To

ta
l L

an
d 

Ar
ea

km
2

57
,9

56
 

72
,9

81
 

66
4 

97
,0

24
 

31
9,

03
6 

1,
91

0,
93

1 
St

at
is

tic
s 

In
do

ne
si

a 
(S

I) 
20

12
%

 L
an

d 
Ar

ea
 to

 In
do

ne
si

a
%

3.
03

 
3.

82
 

0.
03

 
5.

08
 

5.
00

 
5.

98
 

SI
 2

01
2

Go
ve

rn
m

en
t

To
ta

l N
o.

 V
ill

ag
es

 (2
00

8)
N

o.
6,

42
4

5,
77

4
26

7
1,

24
4

3,
41

6
75

,6
66

SI
 2

01
2

To
ta

l N
o.

 V
ill

ag
es

 (2
01

2)
N

o.
6,

49
1

5,
87

6
26

7
1,

41
1

3,
61

9
79

,0
75

SI
 2

01
2

Av
er

ag
e 

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
pe

r V
ill

ag
e 

(2
01

0/
20

12
)

Pe
rs

on
s/

 V
ill

ag
e

69
2

2,
20

9
35

,9
84

53
9

78
3

3,
00

5
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

Av
er

ag
e 

Vi
lla

ge
 L

an
d 

Ar
ea

 (2
01

2)
km

2
9

12
2

69
88

24
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

To
ta

l N
o.

 S
ub

-D
is

tri
ct

s 
(K

ec
am

at
an

) 2
00

8
N

o.
27

6
40

7
44

13
1

36
8

6,
25

0
SI

 2
01

2
To

ta
l N

o.
 S

ub
-D

is
tri

ct
s 

(K
ec

am
at

an
) 2

01
2

N
o.

28
7

42
2

44
17

5
38

9
6,

77
3

SI
 2

01
2

Av
er

ag
e 

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
pe

r K
ec

am
at

an
 (2

01
0/

20
12

)
Pe

rs
on

s/
 K

ec
a-

m
at

an
15

,6
60

30
,7

64
21

8,
35

9
4,

34
5

7,
28

4
35

,0
87

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

%
 V

ot
es

 fo
r S

BY
 (2

00
9 

El
ec

tio
n)

%
93

71
70

74
74

61
SI

 2
01

2
N

o.
 C

iv
il 

Se
rv

an
ts

 (M
al

e)
 2

01
1

N
o.

75
,7

36
11

0,
98

3
18

0,
35

6
22

,0
20

57
,2

87
2,

40
3,

17
8

SI
 2

01
2

N
o.

 C
iv

il 
Se

rv
an

ts
 (F

em
al

e)
 2

01
1

N
o.

90
,4

98
14

1,
82

0
12

6,
23

0
15

,1
31

34
,1

12
2,

16
7,

64
0

SI
 2

01
2

To
ta

l N
o.

 P
op

ul
at

io
n 

pe
r C

iv
il 

Se
rv

an
t 

(2
01

0/
20

11
)

Pe
rs

on
/P

er
so

n
 2

7.
0 

 5
1.

4 
 3

1.
3 

 2
0.

5 
 3

1.
0 

 5
2.

0 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

Pr
ov

in
ci

al
 G

ov
't 

Re
ve

nu
es

 2
00

9
ID

R 
m

ill
io

n
6,

04
2,

46
8 

3,
21

2,
55

9 
19

,2
51

,8
94

 
2,

88
2,

59
4 

6,
01

2,
82

2 
98

,9
00

,0
34

 
SI

 2
01

2
Pr

ov
in

ci
al

 G
ov

't 
Re

ve
nu

es
 2

01
0

ID
R 

m
ill

io
n

6,
96

7,
81

5 
3,

88
5,

63
6 

23
,0

25
,9

87
 

3,
40

7,
80

3 
5,

66
1,

73
6 

11
6,

80
2,

48
8 

SI
 2

01
2

Pr
ov

in
ci

al
 G

ov
't 

Re
ve

nu
es

 2
01

1
ID

R 
m

ill
io

n
7,

08
9,

66
0 

4,
48

0,
78

2 
26

,0
79

,2
00

 
3,

38
5,

70
7 

5,
36

9,
14

7 
11

9,
03

6,
82

6 
SI

 2
01

2
Pr

ov
in

ci
al

 G
ov

't 
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s 
20

09
ID

R 
m

ill
io

n
7,

64
2,

84
7 

3,
44

4,
56

1 
19

,5
00

,3
12

 
2,

71
9,

34
9 

5,
29

4,
19

9 
10

1,
88

4,
62

6 
SI

 2
01

2
Pr

ov
in

ci
al

 G
ov

't 
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s 
20

10
ID

R 
m

ill
io

n
7,

52
8,

51
6 

3,
66

6,
70

6 
21

,5
52

,8
96

 
3,

10
4,

77
2 

5,
65

0,
47

5 
11

2,
15

3,
40

8 
SI

 2
01

2
Pr

ov
in

ci
al

 G
ov

't 
Ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s 
20

11
ID

R 
m

ill
io

n
8,

07
7,

91
8 

4,
67

7,
86

1 
27

,8
75

,8
07

 
3,

51
7,

18
2 

5,
18

4,
14

7 
12

8,
02

5,
01

0 
SI

 2
01

2
Di

st
ric

t G
ov

't 
Re

ve
nu

es
 2

00
9

ID
R 

m
ill

io
n

9,
50

4,
28

7 
15

,7
61

,1
86

 
N

ot
 A

pp
li-

ca
bl

e
5,

72
3,

24
0 

13
,9

77
,8

07
 

29
5,

13
7,

46
3 

SI
 2

01
2

Di
st

ric
t G

ov
't 

Re
ve

nu
es

 2
01

0
ID

R 
m

ill
io

n
10

,4
68

,2
80

 
17

,3
83

,3
48

 
N

ot
 A

pp
li-

ca
bl

e
5,

94
8,

19
5 

16
,2

29
,8

81
 

33
1,

83
2,

65
0 

SI
 2

01
2

Di
st

ric
t G

ov
't 

Re
ve

nu
es

 2
01

1
ID

R 
m

ill
io

n
11

,6
97

,5
29

 
20

,1
64

,2
47

 
N

ot
 A

pp
li-

ca
bl

e
6,

39
1,

20
8 

18
,1

59
,8

79
 

36
2,

43
9,

78
2 

SI
 2

01
2

Di
st

ric
t G

ov
't 

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s 

20
09

ID
R 

m
ill

io
n

10
,2

54
,2

70
 

15
,8

22
,1

43
 

N
ot

 A
pp

li-
ca

bl
e

5,
83

4,
94

7 
13

,8
24

,7
35

 
30

3,
54

3,
57

5 
SI

 2
01

2

Di
st

ric
t G

ov
't 

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s 

20
10

ID
R 

m
ill

io
n

10
,5

62
,0

15
 

17
,1

62
,6

14
 

N
ot

 A
pp

li-
ca

bl
e

6,
05

7,
70

8 
15

,8
10

,8
57

 
33

0,
33

0,
99

4 
SI

 2
01

2

Di
st

ric
t G

ov
't 

Ex
pe

nd
itu

re
s 

20
11

ID
R 

m
ill

io
n

12
,0

45
,1

75
 

21
,2

44
,6

19
 

N
ot

 A
pp

li-
ca

bl
e

6,
28

5,
50

1 
18

,7
74

,5
03

 
38

9,
81

9,
18

8 
SI

 2
01

2

To
ta

l P
ro

vi
nc

ia
l a

nd
 D

is
tri

ct
 R

ev
en

ue
s/

Ca
pi

ta
 

(2
01

1/
20

10
)

ID
R 

m
ill

io
n/

 
pe

rs
on

4.
2 

1.
9 

2.
7 

12
.9

 
8.

3 
2.

0 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

To
ta

l P
ro

vi
nc

ia
l a

nd
 D

is
tri

ct
 E

xp
en

di
tu

re
s/

Ca
pi

ta
 (2

01
1/

20
10

)
ID

R 
m

ill
io

n/
 

pe
rs

on
4.

5 
2.

0 
2.

9 
12

.9
 

8.
5 

2.
2 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

A
nn

ex
es

A
nn

ex
 A

. C
om

pa
ri

so
n 

of
 A

ce
h 

an
d 

O
th

er
 P

ro
vi

nc
es

 in
 In

do
ne

si
a



 
108

In
di

ca
to

rs
Un

it
 A

ce
h 

 N
or

th
 S

um
at

ra
 

 D
KI

 J
ak

ar
ta

 
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 
 P

ap
ua

 
 In

do
ne

si
a 

 S
ou

rc
e 

&
 N

ot
e 

De
m

og
ra

ph
ic

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
20

00
N

um
be

r
3,

92
9,

23
4 

11
,6

42
,4

88
 

8,
36

1,
07

9 
52

9,
68

9 
1,

68
4,

14
4 

20
5,

13
2,

45
8 

SI
 2

01
2

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
20

10
N

um
be

r
4,

49
4,

41
0 

12
,9

82
,2

04
 

9,
60

7,
78

7 
76

0,
42

2 
2,

83
3,

38
1 

23
7,

64
1,

32
6 

SI
 2

01
2

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
De

ns
ity

 2
00

0
pe

rs
on

/k
m

2
68

 
16

0 
12

,5
92

 
5 

5 
10

7 
SI

 2
01

2
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

De
ns

ity
 2

01
0

pe
rs

on
/k

m
2

78
 

17
8 

14
,4

69
 

8 
9 

12
4 

SI
 2

01
2

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
se

x 
ra

tio
 (n

o.
 m

al
e 

pe
r 1

00
 fe

m
al

e)
Ra

tio
10

0.
20

 
99

.8
0 

10
2.

80
 

11
2.

40
 

11
3.

40
 

10
1.

40
 

SI
 2

01
2

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
Gr

ow
th

 1
99

0-
20

00
%

1.
46

 
1.

32
 

0.
13

 
0.

00
 

3.
10

 
1.

40
 

SI
 2

01
2

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
Gr

ow
th

 2
00

0-
20

10
%

2.
36

 
1.

10
 

1.
41

 
3.

71
 

5.
39

 
1.

49
 

SI
 2

01
2

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
w

ith
 A

ge
 >

 1
5 

yr
s,

 2
01

1
N

um
be

r
2,

00
1,

25
9 

6,
31

4,
23

9 
5,

14
3,

82
6 

36
9,

61
9 

1,
53

6,
72

8 
11

7,
37

0,
48

5 
SI

 2
01

2
%

 o
f P

op
ul

at
io

n 
w

ith
 A

ge
 >

 1
5 

ye
ar

s 
(2

01
1/

20
10

)
%

45
%

49
%

54
%

49
%

54
%

49
%

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

Li
fe

 e
xp

ec
ta

nc
y, 

20
10

N
um

be
r

68
.7

0 
69

.5
0 

73
.2

0 
68

.5
1 

68
.6

0 
69

.4
3 

 M
in

is
try

 o
f W

om
en

 E
m

po
w

er
m

en
t a

nd
 C

hi
ld

 
Pr

ot
ec

tio
n 

(M
W

EC
P)

 a
nd

 C
en

tra
l S

ta
tis

tic
al

 
Ag

en
cy

 (B
PS

) (
20

11
), 

Ge
nd

er
-B

as
ed

 H
um

an
 

De
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

Li
fe

 e
xp

ec
ta

nc
y 

(m
al

e)
, 2

01
0

N
um

be
r

66
.7

7 
67

.5
8 

71
.3

6 
66

.5
8 

66
.6

8 
67

.5
1 

 M
W

EC
P 

an
d 

BP
S 

(2
01

1)
, G

en
de

r-B
as

ed
 

Hu
m

an
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

Li
fe

 e
xp

ec
ta

nc
y 

(fe
m

al
e)

, 2
01

0
N

um
be

r
70

.7
4 

71
.5

4 
75

.1
4 

70
.5

5 
70

.6
5 

71
.4

7 
 M

W
EC

P 
an

d 
BP

S 
(2

01
1)

, G
en

de
r-B

as
ed

 
Hu

m
an

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
Li

fe
tim

e 
In

 M
Ig

ra
tio

n 
19

80
N

um
be

r
14

6,
30

7 
57

0,
86

3 
2,

59
9,

36
7 

N
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e
96

,0
79

 
 S

I 2
01

2.
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 B
ar

at
 w

as
 a

 p
ar

t o
f 

Pa
pu

a 
Li

fe
tim

e 
In

 M
Ig

ra
tio

n 
19

90
N

um
be

r
19

4,
70

9 
49

9,
65

2 
3,

17
0,

21
5 

N
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e
26

2,
87

3 
 S

I 2
01

2.
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 B
ar

at
 w

as
 a

 p
ar

t o
f 

Pa
pu

a 
Li

fe
tim

e 
In

 M
Ig

ra
tio

n 
20

00
N

um
be

r
10

0,
16

6 
44

7,
89

7 
3,

54
1,

97
2 

13
0,

76
7 

22
6,

77
3 

 S
I 2

01
2 

Li
fe

tim
e 

In
 M

Ig
ra

tio
n 

20
10

N
um

be
r

21
3,

55
3 

52
1,

84
7 

4,
07

7,
51

5 
25

0,
19

6 
43

5,
77

3 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Li

fe
tim

e 
Ou

t M
ig

ra
tio

n 
19

80
N

um
be

r
21

3,
55

3 
41

7,
65

9 
40

0,
76

7 
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

15
,5

59
 

 S
I 2

01
2.

 W
es

t P
ap

ua
 B

ar
at

 w
as

 a
 p

ar
t o

f 
Pa

pu
a 

Li
fe

tim
e 

Ou
t M

ig
ra

tio
n 

19
90

N
um

be
r

11
6,

01
0 

77
0,

09
3 

1,
05

2,
23

4 
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

30
,7

86
 

 S
I 2

01
2.

 W
es

t P
ap

ua
 B

ar
at

 w
as

 a
 p

ar
t o

f 
Pa

pu
a 

Li
fe

tim
e 

Ou
t M

ig
ra

tio
n 

20
00

N
um

be
r

24
4,

31
4 

1,
33

6,
77

2 
1,

83
6,

66
4 

28
,7

63
 

43
,5

86
 

 S
I 2

01
2 

Li
fe

tim
e 

Ou
t M

ig
ra

tio
n 

20
10

N
um

be
r

26
4,

19
4 

2,
29

8,
14

0 
3,

00
0,

08
1 

48
,9

55
 

87
,5

45
 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
et

 L
ife

tim
e 

M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

), 
19

80
 

N
um

be
r

(6
7,

24
6)

15
3,

20
4 

2,
19

8,
60

0 
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

80
,5

20
 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

N
et

 L
ife

tim
e 

M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

), 
19

90
N

um
be

r
78

,6
99

 
(2

70
,4

41
)

2,
11

7,
98

1 
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

23
2,

08
7 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

N
et

 L
ife

tim
e 

M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

), 
20

00
N

um
be

r
(1

44
,1

48
)

(8
88

,8
75

)
1,

70
5,

30
8 

10
2,

00
4 

18
3,

18
7 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 
N

et
 L

ife
tim

e 
M

ig
ra

tio
n 

(+
 =

 in
), 

20
10

N
um

be
r

(5
0,

64
1)

(1
,7

76
,2

93
)

1,
07

7,
43

4 
20

1,
24

1 
34

8,
22

8 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

N
et

 L
ife

tim
e 

M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

) p
er

 to
ta

l p
op

u-
la

tio
n,

 2
00

0
%

-3
.7

%
-7

.6
%

20
.4

%
19

.3
%

10
.9

%
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 



 
109

In
di

ca
to

rs
Un

it
 A

ce
h 

 N
or

th
 S

um
at

ra
 

 D
KI

 J
ak

ar
ta

 
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 
 P

ap
ua

 
 In

do
ne

si
a 

 S
ou

rc
e 

&
 N

ot
e 

N
et

 L
ife

tim
e 

M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

) p
er

 to
ta

l p
op

u-
la

tio
n,

 2
01

0
%

-1
.1

%
-1

3.
7%

11
.2

%
26

.5
%

12
.3

%
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

In
 M

Ig
ra

tio
n 

19
80

N
um

be
r

51
,2

08
 

95
,5

86
 

76
6,

36
3 

N
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e
33

,4
20

 
 S

I 2
01

2.
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 B
ar

at
 w

as
 a

 p
ar

t o
f 

Pa
pu

a 
In

 M
Ig

ra
tio

n 
19

90
N

um
be

r
56

,3
26

 
10

7,
88

2 
83

3,
02

9 
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

73
,7

76
 

 S
I 2

01
2.

 W
es

t P
ap

ua
 B

ar
at

 w
as

 a
 p

ar
t o

f 
Pa

pu
a 

In
 M

Ig
ra

tio
n 

20
00

N
um

be
r

15
,3

69
 

13
9,

88
7 

70
2,

20
2 

25
,8

90
 

49
,7

36
 

 S
I 2

01
2 

In
 M

Ig
ra

tio
n 

20
10

N
um

be
r

63
,9

87
 

1,
12

3,
96

2 
64

3,
95

9 
53

,9
05

 
66

,5
62

 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Ou

t M
ig

ra
tio

n 
19

80
N

um
be

r
28

,2
48

 
17

7,
28

9 
38

2,
32

6 
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

16
,1

91
 

 S
I 2

01
2.

 W
es

t P
ap

ua
 B

ar
at

 w
as

 a
 p

ar
t o

f 
Pa

pu
a 

Ou
t M

ig
ra

tio
n 

19
90

N
um

be
r

49
,3

89
 

27
7,

64
7 

99
3,

37
7 

N
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e
31

,6
31

 
 S

I 2
01

2.
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 B
ar

at
 w

as
 a

 p
ar

t o
f 

Pa
pu

a 
Ou

t M
ig

ra
tio

n 
20

00
N

um
be

r
16

1,
58

1 
35

8,
52

1 
85

0,
34

3 
17

,6
23

 
24

,3
29

 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Ou

t M
ig

ra
tio

n 
20

10
N

um
be

r
38

,8
02

 
38

,8
02

 
88

3,
42

3 
16

,8
35

 
38

,8
03

 
 S

I 2
01

2 
N

et
 M

ig
ra

tio
n 

(+
 =

 in
), 

19
80

 
N

um
be

r
22

,9
60

 
(8

1,
70

3)
38

4,
03

7 
N

ot
 a

va
ila

bl
e

17
,2

29
 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

N
et

 M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

), 
19

90
N

um
be

r
6,

93
7 

(1
69

,7
65

)
(1

60
,3

48
)

N
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e
42

,1
45

 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

N
et

 M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

), 
20

00
N

um
be

r
(1

46
,2

12
)

(2
18

,6
34

)
(1

48
,1

41
)

8,
26

7 
25

,4
07

 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

N
et

 M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

), 
20

10
N

um
be

r
25

,1
85

 
1,

08
5,

16
0 

(2
39

,4
64

)
37

,0
70

 
27

,7
59

 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

N
et

 M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

) p
er

 to
ta

l p
op

ul
at

io
n,

 2
00

0
%

-3
.7

%
-1

.9
%

-1
.8

%
1.

6%
1.

5%
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

N
et

 M
ig

ra
tio

n 
(+

 =
 in

) p
er

 to
ta

l p
op

ul
at

io
n,

 2
01

0
%

0.
6%

8.
4%

-2
.5

%
4.

9%
1.

0%
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

Ec
on

om
y 

an
d 

Po
ve

rty
W

or
ki

ng
 L

ab
or

 F
or

ce
 (E

co
no

m
ic

al
ly

 A
ct

iv
e)

N
um

be
r

 1
,8

52
,4

73
 

 5
,9

12
,1

14
 

 4
,5

88
,4

18
 

 3
36

,5
88

 
 1

,4
76

,2
27

 
 1

09
,6

70
,3

99
 

SI
 2

01
2

To
ta

l "
Ec

on
om

ic
al

ly
 In

ac
tiv

e"
 P

op
ul

at
io

n
N

um
be

r
 3

1,
37

7,
53

1 
 8

,7
59

,3
21

 
 7

,4
51

,6
87

 
 5

22
,2

11
 

 1
,9

58
,8

92
 

 1
71

,7
56

,0
77

 
SI

 2
01

2
Op

en
 U

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t R
at

e,
 F

eb
 2

01
0

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 

8.
60

 
8.

01
 

11
.3

2 
7.

77
 

4.
08

 
7.

41
 

SI
 2

01
2

Op
en

 U
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t R

at
e,

 F
eb

 2
01

1
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 
8.

27
 

7.
18

 
10

.8
3 

8.
28

 
3.

72
 

6.
80

 
SI

 2
01

2
Op

en
 U

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

t R
at

e,
 F

eb
 2

01
2

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 

7.
88

 
6.

31
 

10
.7

2 
6.

57
 

2.
90

 
6.

32
 

SI
 2

01
2

La
bo

r F
or

ce
 P

ar
tic

ip
at

io
n 

Ra
te

, F
eb

 2
01

0
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 
62

.8
3 

69
.3

8 
66

.8
4 

70
.3

2 
78

.8
6 

67
.8

3 
SI

 2
01

2
La

bo
r F

or
ce

 P
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n 
Ra

te
, F

eb
 2

01
1

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 

66
.6

4 
73

.5
3 

67
.9

4 
71

.5
0 

81
.5

1 
69

.9
6 

SI
 2

01
2

La
bo

r F
or

ce
 P

ar
tic

ip
at

io
n 

Ra
te

, F
eb

 2
01

2
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 
65

.8
5 

74
.5

5 
70

.8
3 

72
.2

7 
79

.2
7 

69
.6

6 
SI

 2
01

2
Fo

od
 e

xp
en

di
tu

re
 p

er
 c

ap
ita

, 2
01

1
ID

R/
m

on
th

32
9,

25
7 

31
6,

34
3 

45
7,

66
9 

36
7,

89
8 

19
3,

83
9 

29
2,

55
6 

SI
 2

01
2

N
on

-fo
od

 e
xp

en
di

ut
re

 p
er

 c
ap

ita
, 2

01
1

ID
R/

m
on

th
22

4,
79

8 
24

8,
22

2 
89

8,
01

9 
38

2,
48

8 
55

6,
49

1 
30

0,
10

8 
SI

 2
01

2
To

ta
l G

RD
P 

in
 c

ur
re

nt
 p

ric
e,

 2
01

1
ID

R 
bi

lli
on

85
,5

38
 

31
4,

15
7 

98
2,

54
0 

36
,1

71
 

76
,3

71
 

7,
42

7,
08

6 
SI

 2
01

2
To

ta
l G

RD
P 

(w
ith

 o
il 

an
d 

ga
s)

 p
er

 c
ap

ita
 (2

01
1 

cu
rr

en
t p

ric
e/

20
10

 p
op

ul
at

io
n)

ID
R 

m
ill

io
n/

 
pe

rs
on

19
.0

3 
24

.2
0 

10
2.

26
 

47
.5

7 
26

.9
5 

31
.2

5 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

GR
DP

 w
ith

ou
t o

il/
ga

s 
in

 c
ur

re
nt

 p
ric

e,
 2

01
1

ID
R 

bi
lli

on
71

,6
58

 
31

1,
79

3 
97

7,
40

0 
16

,5
67

 
76

,3
71

 
6,

79
4,

37
3 

GR
DP

 (w
ith

ou
t o

il 
an

d 
ga

s)
 p

er
 c

ap
ita

 (2
01

1 
cu

rr
en

t p
ric

e/
20

10
 p

op
ul

at
io

n)
ID

R 
m

ill
io

n/
 

pe
rs

on
15

.9
4 

24
.0

2 
10

1.
73

 
21

.7
9 

26
.9

5 
28

.5
9 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

An
ne

x A
. C

om
pa

ris
on

 o
f A

ce
h 

an
d 

Ot
he

r P
ro

vi
nc

es
 in

 In
do

ne
si

a



 
110

In
di

ca
to

rs
Un

it
 A

ce
h 

 N
or

th
 S

um
at

ra
 

 D
KI

 J
ak

ar
ta

 
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 
 P

ap
ua

 
 In

do
ne

si
a 

 S
ou

rc
e 

&
 N

ot
e 

To
ta

l G
RD

P 
(w

ith
ou

t o
il 

&
 g

as
) g

ro
w

th
 2

00
8

%
1.

92
 

6.
40

 
6.

25
 

9.
25

 
(1

.4
0)

6.
08

 
 S

I 2
01

2,
 In

do
ne

si
a 

= 
su

m
 o

f 3
3 

pr
ov

in
ce

s 
To

ta
l G

RD
P 

(w
ith

ou
t o

il 
&

 g
as

) g
ro

w
th

 2
00

9
%

3.
97

 
5.

14
 

5.
03

 
9.

18
 

22
.2

2 
5.

33
 

 S
I 2

01
2,

 In
do

ne
si

a 
= 

su
m

 o
f 3

3 
pr

ov
in

ce
s 

To
ta

l G
RD

P 
(w

ith
ou

t o
il 

&
 g

as
) g

ro
w

th
 2

01
0

%
5.

49
 

6.
36

 
6.

52
 

8.
61

 
(3

.1
6)

6.
53

 
 S

I 2
01

2,
 In

do
ne

si
a 

= 
su

m
 o

f 3
3 

pr
ov

in
ce

s 
To

ta
l G

RD
P 

(w
ith

ou
t o

il 
&

 g
as

) g
ro

w
th

 2
01

1
%

5.
89

 
6.

59
 

6.
70

 
10

.4
5 

5.
67

 
6.

74
 

 S
I 2

01
2,

 In
do

ne
si

a 
= 

su
m

 o
f 3

3 
pr

ov
in

ce
s 

To
ta

l G
RD

P 
gr

ow
th

 2
00

8
%

(5
.2

4)
6.

39
 

6.
23

 
7.

84
 

(1
.4

0)
6.

01
 

SI
 2

01
2

To
ta

l G
RD

P 
gr

ow
th

 2
00

9
%

(5
.5

1)
5.

07
 

5.
02

 
13

.8
7 

22
.2

2 
4.

63
 

SI
 2

01
2

To
ta

l G
RD

P 
gr

ow
th

 2
01

0
%

2.
79

 
6.

35
 

6.
50

 
28

.5
4 

(3
.1

6)
6.

20
 

SI
 2

01
2

To
ta

l G
RD

P 
gr

ow
th

 2
01

1
%

5.
02

 
6.

58
 

6.
71

 
27

.2
2 

(5
.6

7)
6.

46
 

SI
 2

01
2

Do
m

es
tic

 In
ve

st
m

en
t 2

00
9

ID
R 

Bi
lli

on
79

.7
 

2,
06

0.
7 

9,
69

3.
8 

0.
0 

41
.0

 
37

,7
99

.8
 

SI
 2

01
2

Do
m

es
tic

 In
ve

st
m

en
t 2

01
0

ID
R 

Bi
lli

on
40

.9
 

66
2.

7 
4,

59
8.

5 
51

.3
 

17
8.

0 
60

,6
26

.3
 

SI
 2

01
2

Do
m

es
tic

 In
ve

st
m

en
t 2

01
1

ID
R 

Bi
lli

on
25

9.
4 

1,
67

3.
0 

37
,1

76
.3

 
46

.5
 

1,
37

8.
4 

76
,0

00
.8

 
SI

 2
01

2
To

ta
l D

om
es

tic
 In

ve
st

m
en

t (
20

09
-2

01
1)

US
D 

M
ill

io
n

40
.0

 
46

2.
8 

5,
41

7.
7 

10
.3

 
16

8.
1 

18
,3

60
.7

 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

Do
m

es
tic

 In
ve

st
m

en
t/T

ot
al

 G
RD

P 
(2

01
1)

%
0.

30
%

0.
53

%
3.

78
%

0.
13

%
1.

80
%

1.
02

%
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

Do
m

es
tic

 In
ve

st
m

en
t/G

RD
P 

w
/o

 o
il 

&
 g

as
 

(2
01

1)
%

0.
36

%
0.

54
%

3.
80

%
0.

28
%

1.
80

%
1.

12
%

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

Fo
re

ig
n 

Di
re

ct
 In

ve
st

m
en

t 2
00

9
US

D 
M

ill
io

n
0.

4 
13

9.
7 

5,
51

0.
8 

1.
0 

1.
8 

10
,8

15
.2

 
SI

 2
01

2
Fo

re
ig

n 
Di

re
ct

 In
ve

st
m

en
t 2

01
0

US
D 

M
ill

io
n

4.
6 

18
1.

1 
6,

42
9.

3 
17

.2
 

32
9.

6 
16

,2
14

.8
 

SI
 2

01
2

Fo
re

ig
n 

Di
re

ct
 In

ve
st

m
en

t 2
01

1
US

D 
M

ill
io

n
22

.5
 

75
3.

8 
4,

82
4.

0 
33

.0
 

1,
31

2.
2 

19
,4

74
.5

 
SI

 2
01

2
To

ta
l F

DI
 (2

00
9-

20
11

)
US

D 
M

ill
io

n
27

.5
 

1,
07

4.
6 

16
,7

64
.1

 
51

.2
 

1,
64

3.
6 

46
,5

04
.5

 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

To
ta

l I
nv

es
tm

en
t (

20
09

-2
01

1)
US

D 
M

ill
io

n
67

.5
 

1,
53

7.
4 

22
,1

81
.8

 
61

.5
 

1,
81

1.
7 

64
,8

65
.2

 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

FD
I/T

ot
al

 G
RD

P 
(2

01
1)

%
0.

25
%

2.
28

%
4.

66
%

0.
87

%
16

.3
2%

2.
49

%
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

FD
I/G

RD
P 

w
/o

 o
il 

&
 g

as
 (2

01
1)

%
0.

30
%

2.
30

%
4.

69
%

1.
89

%
16

.3
2%

2.
72

%
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

To
ta

l I
nv

es
tm

en
t/G

RD
P 

(2
01

1)
%

0.
55

%
2.

81
%

8.
45

%
1.

00
%

18
.1

3%
3.

51
%

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 
To

ta
l I

nv
es

tm
en

t/G
RD

P 
w

/o
 o

il 
&

 g
as

 (2
01

1)
%

0.
66

%
2.

83
%

8.
49

%
2.

17
%

18
.1

3%
3.

84
%

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 
N

um
be

r o
f t

he
 P

oo
r, 

M
ar

 2
01

2
N

um
be

r
90

9.
04

 
1,

40
7.

25
 

36
3.

20
 

22
9.

99
 

96
6.

59
 

29
,1

32
.4

2 
 S

I 2
01

2 
%

 o
f t

he
 P

oo
r, 

M
ar

 2
01

2
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 
19

.4
6 

10
.6

7 
3.

69
 

28
.2

0 
31

.1
1 

11
.9

6 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Po

ve
rty

 li
ne

, M
ar

 2
01

2
ID

R/
ca

pi
ta

/ 
m

on
th

35
0,

26
0 

28
6,

64
9 

37
9,

05
2 

34
9,

67
8 

32
1,

22
8 

26
7,

40
8 

 S
I 2

01
2 

Hu
m

an
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t I

nd
ex

, 2
00

6
In

de
x

69
.1

4
72

.4
6

76
.3

3
66

.0
8

62
.7

5
70

.0
8

 S
I 2

01
2 

Hu
m

an
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t I

nd
ex

, 2
00

8
In

de
x

70
.7

6
73

.7
9

77
.0

3
67

.9
5

64
.0

0
71

.1
7

 S
I 2

01
2 

Hu
m

an
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t I

nd
ex

, 2
01

0
In

de
x

71
.7

0
74

.1
9

77
.6

0
69

.1
5

64
.9

4
72

.2
7

 S
I 2

01
2 

Vi
ol

en
ce

N
um

be
r C

on
"i

ct
 In

ci
de

nt
s 

19
98

-2
00

4
N

um
be

rs
11

,5
55

 
N

ot
 A

va
ila

bl
e

N
ot

 A
va

ila
bl

e
15

2 
1,

71
8 

32
,3

71
 

 N
at

io
na

l V
io

le
nc

e 
M

on
ito

rin
g 

Sy
st

em
 

(N
VM

S)
. I

nd
on

es
ia

 d
at

a 
on

ly
 in

cl
ud

es
 9

 
pr

ov
in

ce
s 

N
um

be
r C

on
"i

ct
 In

ci
de

nt
s 

20
05

N
um

be
rs

40
0 

3,
36

3 
2,

33
9 

33
0 

1,
40

3 
22

,6
95

 
 N

VM
S.

 In
do

ne
si

a 
da

ta
 o

nl
y 

in
cl

ud
es

 9
 

pr
ov

in
ce

s 
N

um
be

r C
on

"i
ct

 In
ci

de
nt

s 
20

06
-2

00
9

N
um

be
rs

2,
60

6 
10

,6
87

 
6,

77
0 

79
0 

3,
40

0 
79

,5
51

 
 N

VM
S.

 In
do

ne
si

a 
da

ta
 o

nl
y 

in
cl

ud
es

 9
 

pr
ov

in
ce

s 



 
111

In
di

ca
to

rs
Un

it
 A

ce
h 

 N
or

th
 S

um
at

ra
 

 D
KI

 J
ak

ar
ta

 
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 
 P

ap
ua

 
 In

do
ne

si
a 

 S
ou

rc
e 

&
 N

ot
e 

N
um

be
r p

eo
pl

e 
ki

lle
d 

in
 c

on
"i

ct
-r

el
at

ed
 in

ci
-

de
nt

s 
19

98
-2

00
4

N
um

be
rs

10
,3

70
 

N
ot

 A
va

ila
bl

e
N

ot
 A

va
ila

bl
e

49
 

49
1 

21
,3

25
 

 N
VM

S.
 In

do
ne

si
a 

da
ta

 o
nl

y 
in

cl
ud

es
 9

 
pr

ov
in

ce
s 

N
um

be
r p

eo
pl

e 
ki

lle
d 

in
 c

on
"i

ct
-r

el
at

ed
 

in
ci

de
nt

s 
20

05
N

um
be

rs
27

0 
36

5 
25

8 
44

 
76

 
2,

57
3 

 N
VM

S.
 In

do
ne

si
a 

da
ta

 o
nl

y 
in

cl
ud

es
 9

 
pr

ov
in

ce
s 

N
um

be
r p

eo
pl

e 
ki

lle
d 

in
 c

on
"i

ct
-r

el
at

ed
 in

ci
-

de
nt

s 
20

06
-2

00
9

N
um

be
rs

34
2 

1,
21

8 
89

9 
65

 
31

3 
8,

23
1 

 N
VM

S.
 In

do
ne

si
a 

da
ta

 o
nl

y 
in

cl
ud

es
 9

 
pr

ov
in

ce
s 

Cr
im

e 
Ra

te
, 2

00
9

Pe
r 1

00
,0

00
 

Po
pu

la
tio

n
14

1 
21

2 
32

3 
24

2 
14

8 
 S

I 2
01

2 

Cr
im

e 
Ra

te
, 2

01
1

Pe
r 1

00
,0

00
 

Po
pu

la
tio

n
20

7 
30

3 
26

8 
29

5 
15

3 
 S

I 2
01

2.
 D

at
a 

fo
r D

KI
 J

ak
ar

ta
 in

cl
ud

es
 J

a-
ka

rta
 G

re
at

er
 A

re
a.

 N
o 

pr
ov

in
ci

al
 le

ve
l d

at
a 

fo
r P

ap
ua

 a
nd

 W
es

t P
ap

ua
. 

Se
rv

ic
e 

De
liv

er
y 

- E
du

ca
tio

n
M

ea
n 

ye
ar

s 
sc

ho
ol

in
g 

20
10

Ye
ar

s
8.

8 
8.

9 
10

.9
 

8.
2 

6.
7 

7.
9 

 M
W

EC
P 

an
d 

BP
S 

(2
01

1)
, G

en
de

r-B
as

ed
 

Hu
m

an
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

M
ea

n 
ye

ar
s 

sc
ho

ol
in

g 
(m

al
e)

 2
01

0
Ye

ar
s

9.
3 

9.
2 

11
.2

 
9.

6 
7.

3 
8.

3 
 M

W
EC

P 
an

d 
BP

S 
(2

01
1)

, G
en

de
r-B

as
ed

 
Hu

m
an

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
M

ea
n 

ye
ar

s 
sc

ho
ol

in
g 

(fe
m

al
e)

 2
01

0
Ye

ar
s

8.
5 

8.
5 

10
.1

 
8.

0 
5.

8 
7.

5 
 M

W
EC

P 
an

d 
BP

S 
(2

01
1)

, G
en

de
r-B

as
ed

 
Hu

m
an

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
N

um
be

r r
eg

ul
ar

 p
ub

lic
 p

rim
ar

y 
sc

ho
ol

 (Y
r. 

1-
6)

 
te

ac
he

rs
, 2

01
0/

11
N

um
be

r
44

,5
06

 
10

4,
03

2 
36

,6
77

 
4,

39
2 

11
,1

74
 

1,
50

1,
23

6 
 S

I 2
01

2 

N
um

be
r r

eg
ul

ar
 p

ub
lic

 p
rim

ar
y 

sc
ho

ol
 (Y

r. 
1-

6)
 

st
ud

en
ts

, 2
01

0/
11

N
um

be
r

54
7,

50
7 

1,
85

1,
40

3 
83

7,
03

0 
12

1,
28

9 
32

2,
75

6 
27

,5
80

,2
15

 
 S

I 2
01

2 

N
um

be
r r

el
ig

io
us

 p
rim

ar
y 

sc
ho

ol
 (Y

r. 
1-

6)
 

te
ac

he
rs

, 2
01

0/
11

N
um

be
r

11
,0

69
 

7,
61

2 
5,

99
4 

34
4 

42
2 

25
8,

73
7 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
r r

el
ig

io
us

 p
rim

ar
y 

sc
ho

ol
 (Y

r. 
1-

6)
 

st
ud

en
ts

 2
01

0/
11

N
um

be
r

12
0,

91
2 

10
6,

54
4 

89
,0

58
 

4,
99

7 
6,

38
1 

3,
08

2,
22

6 
 S

I 2
01

2 

N
um

be
r r

eg
ul

ar
 p

ub
lic

 ju
ni

or
 s

ec
on

da
ry

 
sc

ho
ol

 (Y
r. 

7-
9)

 te
ac

he
rs

, 2
01

0/
11

N
um

be
r

17
,0

34
 

38
,4

79
 

19
,4

32
 

1,
81

5 
4,

53
1 

52
6,

61
5 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
r r

eg
ul

ar
 p

ub
lic

 ju
ni

or
 s

ec
on

da
ry

 
sc

ho
ol

 (Y
r. 

7-
9)

 s
tu

de
nt

s,
 2

01
0/

11
N

um
be

r
21

0,
59

9 
65

3,
48

6 
38

4,
23

4 
37

,9
71

 
98

,4
30

 
9,

34
6,

45
4 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
r r

el
ig

io
us

 p
ub

lic
 ju

ni
or

 s
ec

on
da

ry
 

sc
ho

ol
 (Y

r. 
7-

9)
 te

ac
he

rs
, 2

01
0/

11
N

um
be

r
7,

36
7 

15
,0

98
 

5,
25

4 
39

0 
36

2 
26

5,
57

5 
 S

I 2
01

2 

N
um

be
r r

el
ig

io
us

 p
ub

lic
 ju

ni
or

 s
ec

on
da

ry
 

sc
ho

ol
 (Y

r. 
7-

9)
 s

tu
de

nt
s,

 2
01

0/
11

N
um

be
r

72
,4

18
 

15
7,

56
2 

53
,2

00
 

3,
48

9 
2,

09
7 

2,
58

7,
10

6 
 S

I 2
01

2 

N
um

be
r r

eg
ul

ar
 p

ub
lic

 h
ig

h 
sc

ho
ol

 (Y
r. 

10
-1

2)
 

te
ac

he
rs

, 2
01

0/
11

N
um

be
r

10
,8

53
 

20
,5

93
 

12
,2

94
 

1,
03

3 
2,

68
6 

25
3,

33
0 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
r r

eg
ul

ar
 p

ub
lic

 h
ig

h 
sc

ho
ol

 (Y
r. 

10
-1

2)
 

st
ud

en
ts

 2
01

0/
11

N
um

be
r

15
3,

79
0 

33
9,

08
0 

19
6,

49
7 

19
,5

75
 

42
,6

29
 

4,
10

5,
13

9 
 S

I 2
01

2 

N
um

be
r v

oc
at

io
na

l p
ub

lic
 h

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
 (Y

r. 
10

-
12

) t
ea

ch
er

s,
 2

01
0/

11
N

um
be

r
3,

21
7 

13
,2

84
 

10
,4

97
 

49
2 

1,
63

1 
16

6,
49

2 
 S

I 2
01

2 

An
ne

x A
. C

om
pa

ris
on

 o
f A

ce
h 

an
d 

Ot
he

r P
ro

vi
nc

es
 in

 In
do

ne
si

a



 
112

In
di

ca
to

rs
Un

it
 A

ce
h 

 N
or

th
 S

um
at

ra
 

 D
KI

 J
ak

ar
ta

 
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 
 P

ap
ua

 
 In

do
ne

si
a 

 S
ou

rc
e 

&
 N

ot
e 

N
um

be
r v

oc
at

io
na

l p
ub

lic
 h

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
 (Y

r. 
10

-
12

) s
tu

de
nt

s 
20

10
/1

1
N

um
be

r
47

,2
78

 
29

0,
52

7 
25

7,
06

6 
15

,7
50

 
27

,9
51

 
3,

73
7,

15
8 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
r r

el
ig

io
us

 p
ub

lic
 h

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
 (Y

r. 
10

-1
2)

 
te

ac
he

rs
, 2

01
0/

11
N

um
be

r
5,

18
9 

6,
74

4 
2,

32
5 

21
0 

22
9 

12
6,

49
7 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
r r

el
ig

io
us

 p
ub

lic
 h

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
 (Y

r. 
10

-1
2)

 
st

ud
en

ts
 2

01
0/

11
N

um
be

r
43

,2
89

 
64

,8
92

 
16

,0
70

 
1,

60
4 

59
4 

1,
00

1,
99

8 
 S

I 2
01

2 

To
ta

l n
o.

 e
le

m
en

ta
ry

 s
ch

oo
l (

Yr
. 1

-6
) t

ea
ch

er
s/

st
ud

en
t

St
ud

en
ts

/ 
Te

ac
he

r
12

.0
17

.5
21

.7
26

.7
28

.4
17

.4
 S

tu
dy

 te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
re

lig
io

us
 

sc
ho

ol
s 

To
ta

l n
o.

 ju
ni

or
 s

ec
on

da
ry

 s
ch

oo
l (

Yr
. 7

-9
) 

te
ac

he
rs

/s
tu

de
nt

St
ud

en
ts

/ 
Te

ac
he

r
11

.6
15

.1
17

.7
18

.8
20

.5
15

.1
 S

tu
dy

 te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
re

lig
io

us
 

sc
ho

ol
s 

To
ta

l n
o.

 h
ig

h 
sc

ho
ol

 (Y
r. 

10
-1

2)
 te

ac
he

rs
/

st
ud

en
t

St
ud

en
ts

/ 
Te

ac
he

r
12

.7
17

.1
18

.7
21

.3
15

.7
16

.2
 S

tu
dy

 te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
re

lig
io

us
 

sc
ho

ol
s 

N
um

be
r v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

pr
im

ar
y 

sc
ho

ol
, 

20
05

N
um

be
r

2,
86

1
3,

90
1

16
,0

70
0

2,
07

8
62

,6
58

 S
I 2

01
2.

 T
he

 2
00

5 
da

ta
 fo

r N
. S

um
at

ra
 e

x-
cl

ud
ed

 R
eg

en
ci

es
 o

f N
ia

s 
an

d 
So

ut
h 

N
ia

s 
N

um
be

r v
ill

ag
es

 th
at

 h
av

e 
pr

im
ar

y 
sc

ho
ol

, 
20

11
N

um
be

r
3,

22
7

4,
72

5
26

6
77

4
77

4
68

,3
50

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
r v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

ju
ni

or
 s

ec
on

da
ry

 
sc

ho
ol

, 2
00

5
N

um
be

r
66

7
1,

41
0

26
4

0
33

4
23

,3
20

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
r v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

ju
ni

or
 s

ec
on

da
ry

 
sc

ho
ol

, 2
01

1
N

um
be

r
1,

02
3

1,
91

2
25

2
18

0
40

8
31

,7
18

 S
I 2

01
2 

%
 v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

pr
im

ar
y 

(Y
r. 

1-
6)

 s
ch

oo
ls

 
(2

01
1/

20
12

)
%

50
%

80
%

10
0%

55
%

21
%

86
%

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

%
 v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

ju
ni

or
 s

ec
on

da
ry

 (Y
r. 

7-
9)

 
sc

ho
ol

s 
(2

01
1/

20
12

)
%

16
%

33
%

94
%

13
%

11
%

40
%

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

N
um

be
r v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

vo
ca

tio
na

l h
ig

h 
sc

ho
ol

, 2
00

5
N

um
be

r
58

 
30

4 
25

1 
0 

62
 

3,
78

0 
 S

I 2
01

2.
 T

he
 2

00
5 

da
ta

 fo
r N

. S
um

at
ra

 e
x-

cl
ud

ed
 R

eg
en

ci
es

 o
f N

ia
s 

an
d 

So
ut

h 
N

ia
s 

N
um

be
r v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

vo
ca

tio
na

l h
ig

h 
sc

ho
ol

, 2
01

1
N

um
be

r
12

7 
50

4 
13

5 
35

 
79

 
6,

80
2 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
r v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

hi
gh

 s
ch

oo
l, 

20
05

N
um

be
r

33
4 

70
5 

22
8 

0 
11

6 
9,

85
4 

 S
I 2

01
2.

 T
he

 2
00

5 
da

ta
 fo

r N
. S

um
at

ra
 e

x-
cl

ud
ed

 R
eg

en
ci

es
 o

f N
ia

s 
an

d 
So

ut
h 

N
ia

s 
N

um
be

r v
ill

ag
es

 th
at

 h
av

e 
hi

gh
 s

ch
oo

l, 
20

11
N

um
be

r
40

7 
92

3 
22

2 
82

 
14

2 
13

,1
86

 
 S

I 2
01

2 
N

et
 P

rim
ar

y 
Sc

ho
ol

 P
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n 
Ra

te
, 2

01
1

%
92

.6
 

91
.5

 
89

.8
 

88
.3

 
70

.1
 

91
.0

 
 w

w
w

.b
ps

.g
o.

id
 

N
et

 J
un

io
r S

ec
on

da
ry

 S
ch

oo
l P

ar
tic

ip
at

io
n 

Ra
te

, 2
01

1
%

74
.8

 
68

.0
 

68
.9

 
57

.7
 

46
.0

 
68

.1
 

 w
w

w
.b

ps
.g

o.
id

 

N
et

 H
ig

h 
Sc

ho
ol

 P
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n 
Ra

te
, 2

01
1

%
61

.4
 

57
.8

 
49

.3
 

47
.9

 
32

.5
 

48
.0

 
 w

w
w

.b
ps

.g
o.

id
 

Pr
ov

in
ci

al
 a

nd
 L

oc
al

 G
ov

er
nm

en
ts

 (P
G 

&
 L

Gs
) 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
Bu

dg
et

s,
 2

01
1

Am
ou

nt
 (U

SD
 

m
ill

io
n)

54
6 

91
4 

79
4 

14
0 

36
0 

16
,1

35
 

 S
ub

-N
at

io
na

l G
ov

er
nm

en
t F

in
an

ci
al

 M
an

-
ag

em
en

t I
nf

or
m

at
io

n 
Sy

st
em

 (S
IK

D)
-M

oF
 

PG
 &

 L
Gs

 E
du

ca
tio

n 
Bu

dg
et

s 
pe

r C
ap

ita
, 2

01
1

Am
ou

nt
 (U

SD
)

12
1 

70
 

83
 

18
4 

12
7 

68
 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 



 
113

In
di

ca
to

rs
Un

it
 A

ce
h 

 N
or

th
 S

um
at

ra
 

 D
KI

 J
ak

ar
ta

 
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 
 P

ap
ua

 
 In

do
ne

si
a 

 S
ou

rc
e 

&
 N

ot
e 

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 E
du

ca
tio

n 
to

 To
ta

l P
G 

&
 L

Gs
 

Bu
dg

et
s,

 2
01

1
%

26
%

33
%

27
%

14
%

14
%

30
%

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

Ad
ul

t (
15

+)
 il

ite
ra

cy
 ra

te
, 2

01
1

%
4.

2
3.

2
1.

2
7.

6
35

.9
7.

2
 w

w
w

.b
ps

.g
o.

id
 

Ad
ul

t (
15

+)
 li

te
ra

cy
 ra

te
, 2

01
1

%
95

.8
96

.8
98

.8
92

.4
64

.1
92

.8
 w

w
w

.b
ps

.g
o.

id
 

Ad
ul

t l
ite

ra
cy

 ra
te

, 2
01

0
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

96
.9

97
.3

99
.1

93
.2

75
.6

92
.9

 M
W

EC
P 

an
d 

BP
S 

(2
01

1)
, G

en
de

r-B
as

ed
 

Hu
m

an
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

Ad
ul

t m
al

e 
lit

er
ac

y 
ra

te
, 2

01
0

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
98

.2
99

.0
99

.6
98

.1
81

.7
95

.7
 M

W
EC

P 
an

d 
BP

S 
(2

01
1)

, G
en

de
r-B

as
ed

 
Hu

m
an

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
Ad

ul
t f

em
al

e 
lit

er
ac

y 
ra

te
, 2

01
0

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
96

.2
96

.3
98

.9
92

.6
72

.0
90

.5
 M

W
EC

P 
an

d 
BP

S 
(2

01
1)

, G
en

de
r-B

as
ed

 
Hu

m
an

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
Se

rv
ic

e 
De

liv
er

y 
- H

ea
lth

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 b

irt
hs

 a
tte

nd
ed

 b
y 

do
ct

or
s,

 2
01

1
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 
10

.5
13

.8
40

.9
15

.0
11

.8
16

.9
 S

I 2
01

2 
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 b
irt

hs
 a

tte
nd

ed
 b

y 
m

id
w

iv
es

, 2
01

1
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 
78

.7
75

.0
57

.0
48

.2
37

.7
63

.7
 S

I 2
01

2 
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 b
irt

hs
 a

tte
nd

ed
 b

y 
ot

he
r p

ar
am

ed
-

ic
s,

 2
01

1
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 
0.

4
0.

9
0.

3
4.

2
3.

3
0.

7
 S

I 2
01

2 

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 b

irt
hs

 a
tte

nd
ed

 b
y 

sk
ill

ed
 w

or
ke

rs
, 

20
11

%
89

.7
89

.7
98

.1
67

.3
52

.8
81

.3
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

M
ea

sl
es

 im
m

un
iza

tio
n 

le
ve

l o
f c

hi
ld

re
n 

(u
nd

er
 

5)
, 2

00
7

%
40

.9
 

36
.6

 
69

.8
 

51
.0

 
49

.0
 

67
.0

 
 B

ap
pe

na
s'

 M
DG

s 
Re

po
rt.

 A
ce

h 
ra

nk
ed

 2
nd

 
fro

m
 b

ot
to

m
. 

Im
m

un
iza

tio
n 

le
ve

l o
f c

hi
ld

re
n 

un
de

r 5
, 2

01
0

%
77

.4
 

74
.0

 
83

.7
 

78
.0

 
57

.8
 

 S
us

en
as

 
N

um
be

rs
 o

f G
en

er
al

 H
os

pi
ta

ls
, 2

01
0

N
um

be
r

38
 

13
4 

79
 

10
 

22
 

1,
29

9 
 S

I 2
01

2 
N

um
be

rs
 o

f S
pe

ci
al

 H
os

pi
ta

ls
, 2

01
0

N
um

be
r

5 
14

 
51

 
0 

2 
33

3 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

pe
r T

ot
al

 N
o.

 H
os

pi
ta

ls
 (2

01
0)

Pe
rs

on
/ H

os
pi

ta
l

10
4,

52
1 

87
,7

18
 

73
,9

06
 

76
,0

42
 

11
8,

05
8 

14
5,

61
4 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

La
nd

 A
re

a 
pe

r T
ot

al
 N

o.
 H

os
pi

ta
ls

 (2
01

0)
km

2/
Ho

sp
ita

l
1,

34
8 

49
3 

5 
9,

70
2 

13
,2

93
 

1,
17

1 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

N
um

be
rs

 o
f P

ub
lic

 H
ea

lth
 C

en
te

rs
, 2

01
0

N
um

be
r

31
5 

50
6 

34
1 

10
6 

29
7 

9,
00

5 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

pe
r P

ub
lic

 H
ea

lth
 C

en
te

r (
20

10
)

Pe
rs

on
/H

ea
lth

 
Ce

nt
er

14
,2

68
 

25
,6

57
 

28
,1

75
 

7,
17

4 
9,

54
0 

26
,3

90
 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

La
nd

 A
re

a 
pe

r P
ub

lic
 H

ea
lth

 C
en

te
r (

20
10

)
km

2/
He

al
th

 
Ce

nt
er

18
4 

14
4 

2 
91

5 
1,

07
4 

21
2 

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

N
um

be
rs

 o
f v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

pu
bl

ic
 h

ea
lth

 
ce

nt
er

s 
(p

us
ke

sm
as

), 
20

05
N

um
be

rs
27

7 
47

8 
34

5 
0 

26
4 

8,
25

6 
 S

I 2
01

2.
 T

he
 2

00
5 

da
ta

 fo
r N

. S
um

at
ra

 e
x-

cl
ud

ed
 R

eg
en

ci
es

 o
f N

ia
s 

an
d 

So
ut

h 
N

ia
s 

N
um

be
rs

 o
f v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

pu
bl

ic
 h

ea
lth

 
ce

nt
er

s 
su

bs
id

ia
ry

 (p
us

tu
), 

20
05

N
um

be
r

70
1 

1,
52

5 
69

 
0 

80
8 

21
,9

24
 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
rs

 o
f v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

pu
bl

ic
 h

ea
lth

 
ce

nt
er

s 
(p

us
ke

sm
as

), 
20

11
N

um
be

rs
32

2 
53

5 
24

6 
12

4 
27

3 
9,

07
0 

 S
I 2

01
2 

N
um

be
rs

 o
f v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

pu
bl

ic
 h

ea
lth

 
ce

nt
er

s 
su

bs
id

ia
ry

 (p
us

tu
), 

20
11

N
um

be
r

86
3 

1,
79

8 
0 

29
8 

60
6 

22
,0

50
 

 S
I 2

01
2 

%
 v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

pu
sk

es
m

as
 (2

01
1/

20
12

)
%

5%
9%

92
%

9%
8%

11
%

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

An
ne

x A
. C

om
pa

ris
on

 o
f A

ce
h 

an
d 

Ot
he

r P
ro

vi
nc

es
 in

 In
do

ne
si

a



 
114

In
di

ca
to

rs
Un

it
 A

ce
h 

 N
or

th
 S

um
at

ra
 

 D
KI

 J
ak

ar
ta

 
 W

es
t P

ap
ua

 
 P

ap
ua

 
 In

do
ne

si
a 

 S
ou

rc
e 

&
 N

ot
e 

%
 v

ill
ag

es
 th

at
 h

av
e 

pu
st

u 
(2

01
1/

20
12

)
%

13
%

31
%

0%
21

%
17

%
28

%
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

Pr
ov

in
ci

al
 a

nd
 L

oc
al

 G
ov

er
nm

en
ts

 (P
G 

&
 L

Gs
) 

He
al

th
 B

ud
ge

ts
, 2

01
1

Am
ou

nt
 (U

SD
 

m
ill

io
n)

21
3 

22
4 

26
7 

73
 

21
6 

4,
93

3 
 S

IK
D-

M
oF

 

PG
 &

 L
Gs

 H
ea

lth
 B

ud
ge

ts
 p

er
 C

ap
ita

, 2
01

1
Am

ou
nt

 (U
SD

)
47

 
17

 
28

 
96

 
76

 
21

 
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 H
ea

lth
 to

 To
ta

l P
G 

&
 L

Gs
 B

ud
-

ge
ts

, 2
01

1
%

10
%

8%
9%

7%
9%

9%
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

Se
rv

ic
e 

De
liv

er
y 

- I
nf

ra
st

ru
ct

ur
e

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f h
ou

se
ho

ld
s 

w
ith

 a
cc

es
s 

to
 p

ip
e 

w
at

er
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 
7.

80
15

.1
8

14
.1

8
8.

23
6.

56
11

.5
7

 S
I 2

01
2 

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f h
ou

se
ho

ld
s 

w
ith

 a
cc

es
s 

to
 

bo
ttl

ed
 w

at
er

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 

31
.2

0
22

.6
9

67
.3

7
28

.2
3

13
.8

8
22

.2
9

 S
I 2

01
2 

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f H
H 

th
at

 h
av

e 
pr

iv
at

e 
sa

ni
ta

tio
n 

fa
ci

lit
y

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 

60
.3

4
74

.8
8

76
.3

0
57

.8
3

46
.5

4
65

.2
0

 S
I 2

01
2 

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f H
H 

th
at

 d
o 

no
t h

av
e 

ac
ce

ss
 to

 
sa

ni
ta

tio
n 

fa
ci

lit
y

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 

25
.2

7
14

.1
2

0.
45

13
.3

8
39

.0
1

17
.7

8
 S

I 2
01

2 

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f H
H 

w
ith

 a
cc

es
s 

to
 s

ta
te

 e
le

c-
tri

ct
y 

(P
LN

), 
20

11
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

 
93

.3
4

91
.0

2
99

.6
5

62
.1

0
31

.7
9

90
.5

1
 S

I 2
01

2 

Le
ng

th
 o

f s
ta

te
 ro

ad
, 2

00
9

km
1,

80
3 

2,
25

0 
14

3 
96

3 
2,

11
1 

38
,5

70
 

 S
I 2

01
2 

Le
ng

th
 o

f s
ta

te
 ro

ad
, 2

01
0

km
1,

80
3 

2,
25

0 
14

3 
96

3 
2,

11
1 

38
,5

70
 

 S
I 2

01
2 

Le
ng

th
 o

f s
ta

te
 ro

ad
, 2

01
1

km
1,

80
3 

2,
25

0 
14

3 
96

3 
2,

11
1 

38
,5

70
 

 S
I 2

01
2 

Le
ng

th
 o

f p
ro

vi
nc

ia
l r

oa
d,

 2
00

9
km

1,
70

2 
2,

75
2 

6,
26

6 
1,

30
6 

1,
87

3 
52

,9
57

 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Le

ng
th

 o
f p

ro
vi

nc
ia

l r
oa

d,
 2

01
0

km
1,

70
2 

2,
75

2 
6,

60
0 

1,
30

6 
1,

87
3 

53
,2

91
 

 S
I 2

01
2 

Le
ng

th
 o

f p
ro

vi
nc

ia
l r

oa
d,

 2
01

1
km

1,
70

2 
2,

75
2 

6,
95

1 
1,

30
6 

1,
87

3 
53

,6
42

 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Le

ng
th

 o
f d

is
tri

ct
 ro

ad
, 2

00
9

km
16

,3
68

 
30

,4
46

 
0 

5,
03

2 
12

,2
00

 
38

4,
84

6 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Le

ng
th

 o
f d

is
tri

ct
 ro

ad
, 2

01
0

km
17

,5
85

 
29

,5
38

 
0 

5,
72

9 
12

,3
40

 
39

5,
45

3 
 S

I 2
01

2 
Le

ng
th

 o
f d

is
tri

ct
 ro

ad
, 2

01
1

km
18

,9
52

 
31

,0
47

 
0 

5,
72

9 
12

,1
65

 
40

4,
39

5 
 S

I 2
01

2.
 P

re
lim

in
ar

y 
!g

ur
es

 
To

ta
l L

en
gt

h 
of

 R
oa

d 
pe

r L
an

d 
Ar

ea
s,

 2
01

1
km

/k
m

2
0.

39
0.

49
10

.6
8

0.
08

0.
05

0.
26

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 
Po

pu
la

tio
n 

pe
r T

ot
al

 L
en

gt
h 

of
 R

oa
d,

 2
01

1
Pe

rs
on

/k
m

20
0

36
0

1,
35

4
95

17
5

47
9

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 
Pr

ov
in

ci
al

 a
nd

 L
oc

al
 G

ov
er

nm
en

ts
 (P

G 
&

 L
Gs

) 
In

fra
st

ru
ct

ur
e 

Bu
dg

et
s,

 2
01

1
Am

ou
nt

 (U
SD

 
m

ill
io

n)
30

7.
4

34
6.

1
43

2.
3

13
1.

4
33

8.
0

6,
85

1.
5

 S
IK

D-
M

oF
 

PG
 &

 L
Gs

 In
fra

st
ru

ct
ur

e 
Bu

dg
et

s 
pe

r C
ap

ita
, 

20
11

Am
ou

nt
 (U

SD
)

68
.4

26
.7

45
.0

17
2.

8
11

9.
3

28
.8

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 

PG
 &

 L
Gs

 In
fra

st
ru

ct
ur

e 
Bu

dg
et

s 
pe

r L
an

d 
Ar

ea
, 2

01
1

US
D/

km
2

5,
30

3
4,

74
2

65
1,

06
3

1,
35

4
1,

05
9

3,
58

5
 S

tu
dy

 Te
am

 c
al

cu
la

tio
n 

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 In
fra

st
ru

ct
ur

e 
to

 To
ta

l P
G 

&
 L

Gs
 

Bu
dg

et
s,

 2
01

1
%

15
%

13
%

15
%

13
%

13
%

13
%

 S
tu

dy
 Te

am
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 



 
115

A
nn

ex
 B

. S
el

ec
te

d 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t I

nd
ic

at
or

s 
of

 D
is

tr
ic

ts
 in

 A
ce

h

Ta
bl

e 
B.

1.
 P

op
ul

at
io

n 
an

d 
Hu

m
an

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t I
nd

ex
 b

y D
is

tri
ct

N
o.

Re
ge

nc
y/

 M
un

ic
ip

al
ity

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
(2

01
0)

Hu
m

an
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t I

nd
ex

 (H
DI

) I
nd

ic
at

or
s

Li
fe

 E
xp

ec
ta

nc
y 

(Y
ea

rs
)

Li
te

ra
cy

 R
at

e 
(%

)
Ye

ar
s 

of
 S

ch
oo

lin
g 

(Y
ea

rs
)

Pe
r C

ap
ita

 E
xp

en
di

-
tu

re
 (R

p 
th

ou
sa

nd
)

Hu
m

an
 D

ev
el

op
-

m
en

t I
nd

ex
20

09
20

10
20

09
20

10
20

09
20

10
20

09
20

10
20

09
20

10
1

W
es

t A
ce

h
17

2,
89

6
69

.8
7

69
.9

7
94

.0
8

94
.5

3
8.

23
8.

48
59

8.
72

60
0.

36
70

.3
2

70
.7

9
2

Ac
eh

 B
es

ar
35

0,
22

5
70

.6
4

70
.7

5
96

.9
5

96
.9

6
9.

51
9.

55
60

8.
63

61
0.

30
73

.1
0

73
.3

2
3

So
ut

h 
Ac

eh
20

2,
00

3
66

.8
2

66
.9

3
96

.4
7

96
.5

3
8.

28
8.

43
60

4.
59

60
6.

47
69

.6
4

69
.9

7
4

Ac
eh

 S
in

gk
il

10
2,

21
3

64
.6

9
64

.9
2

96
.2

2
96

.2
4

7.
74

7.
76

60
8.

22
61

0.
14

68
.2

9
68

.5
8

5
Ce

nt
ra

l A
ce

h
17

5,
32

9
69

.5
3

69
.6

4
98

.1
3

98
.6

0
9.

44
9.

52
61

5.
51

61
8.

69
73

.2
2

73
.6

9
6

So
ut

he
as

t A
ce

h
17

8,
85

2
69

.1
9

69
.2

2
97

.1
0

97
.9

5
9.

34
9.

35
59

6.
01

59
7.

96
71

.2
3

71
.6

0
7

Ea
st

 A
ce

h
35

9,
28

0
69

.6
3

69
.7

4
97

.5
1

98
.2

1
8.

49
8.

49
58

6.
29

58
8.

15
70

.1
9

70
.5

5
8

N
or

th
 A

ce
h

52
9,

74
6

69
.6

3
69

.7
4

96
.4

2
97

.8
1

9.
12

9.
15

60
5.

69
60

7.
90

71
.9

0
72

.4
6

9
Bi

re
ue

n
38

9,
02

4
72

.3
2

72
.3

5
98

.3
7

98
.4

7
9.

23
9.

26
59

2.
06

59
3.

96
72

.8
6

73
.0

7
10

Pi
di

e
37

8,
27

8
69

.3
2

69
.5

3
95

.5
6

95
.9

1
8.

65
8.

67
61

1.
05

61
2.

56
71

.6
0

71
.9

2
11

Si
m

eu
lu

e
80

,2
79

62
.9

1
62

.9
8

98
.5

8
98

.6
6

8.
30

8.
52

61
7.

10
61

8.
86

68
.9

2
69

.2
8

12
Ba

nd
a 

Ac
eh

*
22

4,
20

9
70

.5
6

70
.8

8
99

.1
0

99
.1

6
11

.9
1

12
.0

9
63

0.
63

63
2.

24
77

.0
0

77
.4

5
13

Sa
ba

ng
*

30
,6

47
70

.6
9

71
.0

2
98

.8
1

98
.9

9
10

.3
6

10
.5

5
62

5.
82

62
7.

35
75

.4
9

75
.9

8
14

La
ng

sa
*

14
8,

90
4

70
.3

6
70

.5
8

99
.1

0
99

.2
0

10
.0

4
10

.4
5

60
0.

66
60

3.
34

73
.2

0
73

.8
5

15
Lh

ok
se

um
aw

e*
17

0,
50

4
70

.4
1

70
.8

1
99

.2
2

99
.6

2
9.

91
9.

99
63

1.
63

63
4.

07
75

.5
4

76
.1

0
16

Ga
yo

 L
ue

s
79

,5
92

66
.9

6
67

.0
8

86
.9

7
87

.2
7

8.
71

8.
71

60
0.

15
60

1.
96

67
.5

9
67

.8
6

17
So

ut
hw

es
t A

ce
h 

12
5,

99
1

66
.7

4
66

.9
9

96
.2

5
96

.3
4

7.
63

7.
72

61
4.

26
61

7.
50

69
.8

1
70

.2
9

18
Ac

eh
 J

ay
a

76
,8

92
67

.9
7

68
.0

2
93

.7
8

93
.9

9
8.

71
8.

72
59

6.
69

59
8.

56
69

.3
9

69
.6

3
19

N
ag

an
 R

ay
a

13
8,

67
0

69
.5

3
69

.6
4

89
.7

8
89

.8
5

7.
34

7.
57

60
1.

67
60

4.
08

68
.7

4
69

.1
8

20
Ac

eh
 Ta

m
ia

ng
25

0,
99

2
68

.2
7

68
.3

7
98

.2
5

98
.2

7
8.

77
8.

78
59

5.
40

59
8.

26
70

.5
0

70
.7

9
21

Be
ne

r M
er

ia
h

12
1,

87
0

67
.5

2
67

.6
3

97
.4

5
98

.5
0

8.
53

8.
77

60
3.

78
60

5.
49

70
.3

8
70

.9
8

22
Pi

di
e 

Ja
ya

13
2,

85
8

69
.1

3
69

.2
4

94
.2

3
95

.4
5

8.
38

8.
64

62
0.

18
62

2.
16

71
.7

1
72

.3
8

23
Su

bu
lu

ss
al

am
*

67
,3

16
65

.7
1

65
.8

9
96

.5
3

96
.5

4
7.

58
7.

59
60

8.
74

61
2.

77
68

.8
5

69
.2

6



 
116

Ta
bl

e 
B.

2.
 R

eg
io

na
l G

ro
ss

 D
om

es
tic

 P
ro

du
ct

 a
nd

 P
ov

er
ty

 b
y D

is
tri

ct

N
o.

Re
ge

nc
y/

 M
un

ic
ip

al
ity

Re
gi

on
al

 G
ro

ss
 D

om
es

tic
 P

ro
du

ct
 

(R
GD

P)
 2

01
0 

(R
p 

M
ill

io
n)

RG
DP

 2
01

0 
pe

r C
ap

ita
 

(R
p 

M
ill

io
n/

Pe
rs

on
)

Po
ve

rty
 R

at
e 

(P
er

ce
nt

ag
e)

W
ith

ou
t O

il 
an

d 
Ga

s
W

ith
 O

il 
an

d 
Ga

s
W

ith
ou

t O
il 

an
d 

Ga
s

W
ith

 O
il 

an
d 

Ga
s

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

1
W

es
t A

ce
h

3,
24

7,
44

7
3,

24
7,

44
7

18
.7

8
18

.7
8

35
.5

34
.5

32
.6

30
.0

27
.1

24
.4

2
Ac

eh
 B

es
ar

5,
75

0,
80

7
5,

75
0,

80
7

16
.4

2
16

.4
2

29
.4

28
.7

26
.7

21
.5

20
.1

18
.8

3
So

ut
h 

Ac
eh

2,
57

9,
55

2
2,

57
9,

55
2

12
.7

7
12

.7
7

27
.0

24
.6

24
.7

19
.4

17
.5

15
.9

4
Ac

eh
 S

in
gk

il
71

5,
89

6
71

5,
89

6
7.

00
7.

00
29

.2
28

.4
28

.5
23

.3
21

.1
19

.4
5

Ce
nt

ra
l A

ce
h

2,
68

5,
57

4
2,

68
5,

57
4

15
.3

2
15

.3
2

27
.7

26
.7

24
.4

23
.4

21
.4

20
.1

6
So

ut
he

as
t A

ce
h

1,
42

0,
68

0
1,

42
0,

68
0

7.
94

7.
94

24
.6

23
.6

21
.6

18
.5

16
.8

16
.8

7
Ea

st
 A

ce
h

4,
09

9,
49

4
6,

71
9,

24
4

11
.4

1
18

.7
0

30
.0

29
.9

28
.1

24
.1

21
.3

18
.4

8
N

or
th

 A
ce

h
6,

33
0,

39
3

11
,2

23
,2

41
11

.9
5

21
.1

9
35

.9
35

.0
33

.2
27

.6
25

.3
23

.4
9

Bi
re

ue
n

6,
02

8,
94

2
6,

02
8,

94
2

15
.5

0
15

.5
0

29
.7

29
.1

27
.2

23
.3

21
.7

19
.5

10
Pi

di
e

4,
07

3,
08

8
4,

07
3,

08
8

10
.7

7
10

.7
7

36
.0

35
.3

33
.3

28
.1

25
.9

23
.8

11
Si

m
eu

lu
e

54
9,

25
9

54
9,

25
9

6.
84

6.
84

34
.1

33
.8

32
.3

26
.5

24
.7

23
.6

12
Ba

nd
a 

Ac
eh

*
7,

73
4,

84
3

7,
73

4,
84

3
34

.5
0

34
.5

0
8.

4
8.

3
6.

6
9.

6
8.

6
9.

2
13

Sa
ba

ng
*

52
8,

89
2

52
8,

89
2

17
.2

6
17

.2
6

29
.8

28
.6

27
.1

25
.7

23
.9

21
.7

14
La

ng
sa

*
1,

82
7,

34
6

1,
82

7,
34

6
12

.2
7

12
.2

7
15

.0
14

.0
14

.2
18

.0
16

.2
15

.0
15

Lh
ok

se
um

aw
e*

5,
47

3,
50

4
10

,6
30

,8
14

32
.1

0
62

.3
5

15
.9

14
.3

12
.7

15
.9

15
.1

14
.1

16
Ga

yo
 L

ue
s

86
3,

45
5

86
3,

45
5

10
.8

5
10

.8
5

34
.0

33
.5

32
.3

26
.6

24
.2

23
.9

17
So

ut
hw

es
t A

ce
h 

1,
52

5,
43

1
1,

52
5,

43
1

12
.1

1
12

.1
1

28
.3

28
.3

28
.6

23
.4

21
.3

19
.9

18
Ac

eh
 J

ay
a

96
2,

23
1

96
2,

23
1

12
.5

1
12

.5
1

31
.3

30
.4

29
.3

23
.9

21
.9

20
.2

19
N

ag
an

 R
ay

a
2,

82
6,

92
0

2,
82

6,
92

0
20

.3
9

20
.3

9
36

.2
35

.3
33

.6
28

.1
26

.2
24

.1
20

Ac
eh

 Ta
m

ia
ng

2,
10

5,
44

4
2,

33
1,

41
8

8.
39

9.
29

24
.5

23
.9

22
.2

22
.3

20
.0

18
.0

21
Be

ne
r M

er
ia

h
1,

75
4,

66
0

1,
75

4,
66

0
14

.4
0

14
.4

0
28

.8
28

.0
26

.5
29

.2
26

.6
26

.2
22

Pi
di

e 
Ja

ya
1,

23
6,

90
0

1,
23

6,
90

0
9.

31
9.

31
N

.A
.

N
.A

.
35

.0
30

.3
28

.0
26

.1
23

Ko
ta

 S
ub

ul
us

sa
la

m
35

0,
09

8
35

0,
09

8
5.

20
5.

20
N

.A
.

N
.A

.
30

.2
29

.0
26

.8
24

.4



 
117

A
nn

ex
 C

. V
io

le
nc

e 
D

at
a

Ta
bl

e 
C.

1.
 N

um
be

r V
io

le
nt

 In
ci

de
nt

s a
nd

 D
ea

th
s b

y D
is

tri
ct

 a
nd

 b
y P

er
io

d,
 19

98
-2

01
2

Re
ge

nc
y/

 M
un

ic
ip

al
ity

N
um

be
rs

 o
f I

nc
id

en
ts

N
um

be
rs

 o
f D

ea
th

s
N

um
be

rs
 o

f I
nc

id
en

ts
 p

er
 Y

ea
r p

er
 

10
0,

00
0 

Po
pu

la
tio

n
N

um
be

rs
 o

f D
ea

th
s 

pe
r Y

ea
r p

er
 

10
0,

00
0 

Po
pu

la
tio

n

Co
n"

ic
t P

er
io

d
Po

st
co

n"
ic

t 
Pe

rio
d

Co
n"

ic
t P

er
io

d
Po

st
co

n"
ic

t 
Pe

rio
d

Co
n"

ic
t P

er
io

d
Po

st
co

n"
ic

t 
Pe

rio
d

Co
n"

ic
t P

er
io

d
Po

st
co

n"
ic

t 
Pe

rio
d

W
es

t A
ce

h
36

4
19

9
31

9
16

27
.7

6
15

.5
2

24
.3

3
1.

25

So
ut

hw
es

t A
ce

h
33

3
14

1
30

6
11

34
.8

5
15

.0
9

32
.0

3
1.

18

Ac
eh

 B
es

ar
93

8
29

7
83

8
74

35
.3

2
11

.4
3

31
.5

5
2.

85

Ac
eh

 J
ay

a
37

2
41

39
6

6
63

.8
0

7.
19

67
.9

1
1.

05

So
ut

h 
Ac

eh
92

5
11

4
90

4
14

60
.3

8
7.

61
59

.0
1

0.
93

Ac
eh

 S
in

gk
il

24
43

18
5

3.
10

5.
67

2.
32

0.
66

Ac
eh

 Ta
m

ia
ng

27
9

21
4

24
4

31
14

.6
6

11
.5

0
12

.8
2

1.
67

Ce
nt

ra
l A

ce
h

13
8

13
0

16
0

19
10

.3
8

10
.0

0
12

.0
3

1.
46

So
ut

he
as

t A
ce

h
72

17
4

45
38

5.
31

13
.1

2
3.

32
2.

86

Ea
st

 A
ce

h
17

02
49

5
15

11
65

62
.4

7
18

.5
8

55
.4

6
2.

44

N
or

th
 A

ce
h

22
62

71
2

19
89

66
56

.3
1

18
.1

2
49

.5
1

1.
68

Ba
nd

a 
Ac

eh
*

36
8

44
3

13
4

31
21

.6
4

26
.6

4
7.

88
1.

86

Be
ne

r M
er

ia
h

17
3

10
6

32
4

12
18

.7
2

11
.7

3
35

.0
6

1.
33

Bi
re

ue
n

13
70

46
7

14
43

66
46

.4
4

16
.1

9
48

.9
1

2.
29

Ga
yo

 L
ue

s
43

53
42

17
7.

12
8.

98
6.

96
2.

88

La
ng

sa
*

14
8

18
7

90
15

13
.1

1
16

.9
3

7.
97

1.
36

Lh
ok

se
um

aw
e*

66
2

50
3

41
5

26
51

.2
0

39
.7

8
32

.1
0

2.
06

N
ag

an
 R

ay
a

26
8

11
2

32
0

16
25

.4
9

10
.8

9
30

.4
3

1.
56

Pi
di

e
92

5
38

0
73

7
49

32
.2

5
13

.5
4

25
.6

9
1.

75

Pi
di

e 
Ja

ya
33

4
88

25
8

15
33

.1
5

8.
93

25
.6

1
1.

52

Sa
ba

ng
*

28
39

3
3

12
.0

5
17

.1
6

1.
29

1.
32

Si
m

eu
lu

e
7

23
4

3
1.

15
3.

86
0.

66
0.

50

Su
bu

lu
ss

al
am

*
37

54
41

3
7.

25
10

.8
2

8.
03

0.
60

Di
st

ric
t U

ni
de

nt
i!

ed
80

7
72

0
N

.A
.

N
.A

.
N

.A
.

N
.A

.

Gr
an

d 
To

ta
l

11
,8

52
5,

02
2

10
,6

13
60

1
34

.6
0

15
.0

7
30

.9
8

1.
81



 
118

Endnotes

1.  As such, it does not include an in-depth exploration of the impacts of the EU- and ASEAN- led Aceh Monitoring 
Mission (AMM), which oversaw the implementation of the peace deal. Box 2.1 provides background informa-
tion on AMM. !roughout the report, aid is often used as a shorthand for ODA. 

2.    For a detailed overview of the research methods, see the background document ‘Guidance Note for Locality Case 
Studies’.

3.    References are provided throughout the report.
4.    !ese are the areas where most Acehnese live, where armed resistance emerged in the past and that have the most 

pressing development needs. !e urban districts of Banda Aceh, Lhokseumawe, Langsa, Sabang, and Subulus-
salam were excluded from the sample.

5.    Districts in Aceh were grouped into three geographic areas. !e north and east coast of Aceh is the center of Aceh’s 
politics and economy. It was also the heartland of the GAM insurgency and most districts were heavily affected 
by wartime violence. !e second group of districts is the west and south coast of Aceh. After the 2005 Helsinki 
Agreement was signed, political leaders from this area launched a campaign to separate from the province. 
Compared with the first cluster, the GAM movement had less support in this area. !ese districts are also more 
ethnically heterogeneous and had a different experience of civil war, with violence only emerging in 1999. !e 
Central Highlands districts differ again, with ethnic Acehnese being a minority. During the war, there was 
stronger support for pro-government militia in these districts.  

6.    For each district sampled in northern and eastern Aceh, two sub-districts were randomly selected, based on data 
on the level of violence from the NVMS. For districts sampled in western and southern Aceh and the Central 
Highlands, one sub-district was randomly sampled. More sub-districts were chosen in the N/E Aceh cluster 
because this area was more affected by civil war violence. 

7.    Specifically, these programs are the National Community Empowerment Program (PNPM) and the Financial 
Assistance for Village Development (BKPG) program. PNPM is implemented by the Government of Indonesia 
with funding from the World Bank and other donors, while BKPG is a CBD program implemented by the 
Government of Aceh. See discussion in Sections 4 and 5.

8.    !e average size of a kecamatan in Aceh is 202km2, with an average population of 15,660 per kecamatan. 
9.    In Bebesen sub-district in Central Aceh, only one village was studied due to the remoteness of the villages that 

experienced heavy violence in the 1998-2005 period. !is remoteness meant the research team did not have 
sufficient time to cover a second village.

10.    !e analysis in this section draws heavily on Barron with Arthur and Bartu (2012) and Barron and Clark (2006).
11.    Reid (2008).
12.    Although they constitute the majority of the population, the Acehnese are but one of around ten ethnic groups in 

Aceh, and some of the smaller ethnic groups also think of themselves as Acehnese. In most places throughout this 
report, the term ‘Acehnese’ means the people of Aceh. Where this report specifically discusses the Acehnese ethnic 
group, this should be clear in the text.

13.    Riddell (2006).
14.    Lee (2006)
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15.    Reid (2006).
16.    Reid (2005: 339).
17.    Sjamsuddin (1985).
18.    Reid (2006: 106-107).
19.    Sulaiman (1997).
20.    Schulze (2004).
21.    Nessen (2006).
22.    Aspinall (2007).
23.    Di Tiro, himself, left Aceh for Malaysia in late 1978. He, along with other GAM leaders, eventually found exile 

in Sweden.
24.    Aspinall (2009a: 88-95); Schulze (2004).
25.    Aspinall (2009a: 106).
26.    Barber (2000).
27.    HRW (2001); Sukma (2004).
28.    Unless otherwise indicated, the number of incidents and deaths provided throughout this report come from the 

Indonesian National Violence Monitoring System.
29.    Schulze (2004).
30.    ICG (2003).
31.    McGibbon (2004); Miller (2006).
32.    Aspinall and Crouch (2003); Huber (2004).
33.    Schulze (2004: 42-43); Miller (2009: 109-110).
34.    It is unclear how many people died before 1998. Aspinall (2009a: 112) notes that around 1,000-3,000 people 

died from military violence between mid-1990 and 1998, although many Acehnese say these figures are too 
low. An unknown number of people also died at the hands of GAM. Before 1990, killings were less common.

35.    HRW (2003); AI (2004); IOM and Harvard University (2006, 2007).
36.    MSR (2009: 22).
37.    MSR (2009: 32).
38.    MSR (2009: 36).
39.    Ross (2005).
40.    Kell (1995: 32).
41.    Kell (1995: 35).
42.    McCarthy (2007).
43.    Sulaiman (2006).
44.    Miller (2009).
45.    Robinson (1998); ICG (2001).
46.    ICG (2005; Husain (2007); Awaluddin (2009).
47.    Aspinall (2005: 2); Morfit (2007: 117-118).
48.    Barron and Burke (2008: 10-11).
49.    President Yudhoyono and Vice-President Kalla had both been involved in the attempts to bring peace to Maluku 

and Central Sulawesi, two other conflict-affected areas of Indonesia. Importantly, Yudhoyono, a former military 
leader, commanded respect from the army’s top officers. On coming to power, he replaced some senior military 
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with reformers, thereby making it possible to guarantee peace once an agreement had been signed (Morfit 2007). 
50.    Violence reduced sharply after the tsunami. In December 2004, 167 people were killed in 121 incidents. In January 

this fell to 12 deaths (24 incidents). Violence, however, rose again between April and July, with an average of 
48 people dying per month in this period. 

51.    Population figures from the 2010 census are available at www.bps.go.id (BPS 2010).
52.    !ere are nine districts along the east coast: Aceh Besar, Kota Banda Aceh, Pidie Jaya, Bireuen, North Aceh, Kota 

Lhokseumawe, East Aceh, Kota Langsa, and Aceh Tamiang. !e main road connecting the provincial capital, 
Banda Aceh, with Medan, the capital of North Sumatra province and Indonesia’s fifth largest city, runs along 
the east coast.

53.    Interview with Harry Masyrafah, World Bank consultant working on public expenditure analyses, January 2013.
54.    Based on Statistik Indonesia 2012 (BPS 2012).
55.    World Bank (2008b).
56.    World Bank (2009).
57.    Law No. 11/2006 commits the Government of Indonesia to providing Special Autonomy Funds for Aceh amount-

ing to 2% of the overall General Allocation Grant (DAU) from 2008 to 2023, followed by 1% of the total DAU 
allocation from 2023 to 2028. !e total DAU has been set at 26% of net national income and has become 
the main revenue source for most subnational governments in Indonesia. For more explanation, see Section 3.

58.    Annex A provides comparative indicators for Aceh and other Indonesian provinces.
59.    Provincial and National Human Development Index, 1996-2011, official BPS website (http://www.bps.go.id/

tab_sub/view.php?kat=1&tabel=1&daftar=1&id_subyek=26&notab=2). 
60.    !e provinces of West Sumatra, Jambi and Maluku passed Aceh in this period.
61.    Aceh was overtaken by Bengkulu, Central Java, and the newly-established province of Banten in this period.
62.    Annex B shows more fully variation on development indicators across districts.
63.    World Bank (2008a).
64.    Percentage of students compared to the school age population.
65.    Based on National Socio-economic Census (Susenas) data (BPS 2010).
66.    !e figures for North Sumatra are 80%, 33% and 24%, respectively; nation-wide, 86%, 40% and 25%, of 

the villages have such access.
67.    MSR (2009).
68.    BPS (2012).
69.    Data are from the State Electricity Company (Perusahaan Listrik Negara, PLN).
70.    KPPOD and !e Asia Foundation (2010, 2011).
71.    Ibid.
72.    Violence by law enforcement officers has also increased. For the civil war period, such incidents are coded as 

‘separatist’ because they involve violence directed towards GAM or those perceived to support it. 
73.    Annex C provides violence data by district for both the conflict and postconflict periods.
74.    In the postconflict period, separatist incidents resulted in 11 deaths (out of 601), 21 injuries (out of 3,383), and 

78 damaged buildings (out of 712). A total of 5 of these incidents occurred in the two weeks before the signing 
of the MoU, 5 in the two weeks after the MoU, and another 4 occurred in September or October 2005. After 
this, such incidents largely ceased, with only 2 in 2006, 4 in 2007, 8 in 2008, and 2 in 2010. In 2011 and 
2012, there were no separatist incidents.
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75.    Law 25/1999, which applies to most other Indonesian provinces, states that 15.5% of oil revenues and 30.5% 
of gas revenues remain in the province.

76.    While implementation of the 2001 special autonomy agreement increased the natural resource revenues kept within 
Aceh by more than 150 times, from Rp 26 billion (US$ 2.6 million) in 1999 (or 1.4% of total revenue) to Rp 
4 trillion (US$ 400 million) in 2004 (40%), it is projected that these revenues will drop significantly when 
oil and gas resources are exhausted. Since production began at the Arun natural gas plant in North Aceh in 
1978, more than 90% of natural gas resources have been exploited. Production, which reached 2,200 million 
cubic feet per day (MCFD) in 1994, fell to 900 MCFD in 2005 (World Bank 2006b). !is declined to 111 
MCFD for the first six months of 2008 (World Bank 2008b).

77.    MSR (2009: 51).
78.    Universitas Syiah Kuala and Universitas Malikussaleh (2011).
79.    LoGA, article 7. !is differs from the text of the Helsinki MoU, which can be interpreted as only reserving only 

six areas of power for Jakarta. !e sub-clause on areas of ‘national character’ was added for three reasons: (a) 
some powers are constitutional obligations of the national government (for example, service provision); (b) some 
powers concern obligations to fulfil international conventions; and (c) the implementation of some areas by the 
Government of Aceh would affect other areas of Indonesia (May 2008). In many respects, the powers assigned 
to Aceh are not that different from those granted to other regions in Indonesia during decentralization. However, 
the Helsinki MoU and the LoGA assign greater powers to the provincial level (in other parts of Indonesia, 
decentralization is largely to the district level). Unique to Aceh is the right to establish local political parties. 

80.    In July 2007, the Indonesian Constitutional Court amended national Law 32/2004 on Regional Government to 
allow independent candidates to stand in local elections in other parts of Indonesia (ICG 2011: 1-2).

81.    On these elections, see Clark and Palmer (2008), ICG (2007a), and Stange and Patock (2010). 
82.    By 2008, there were only 13,000 police in the province, which in per capita terms is low by Indonesian standards 

(Jones 2008).
83.    Awaluddin (2009).
84.    Mietzner (2009: 301).
85.    Mietzner (2006: 51).
86.    Mietzner (2009: 301-302).
87.    Aditjondro (2007: 14-17).
88.    For example, Aspinall (2008).
89.    Of the ten sub-districts selected for the 2012 quantitative survey, five—Darul Imarah and Kuta Malaka (Aceh 

Besar), Jeumpa (Southwest Aceh), Badar (Southeast Aceh), and Bebesen (Central Aceh)— experienced low-
intensity violence during the civil war, while the other five sub-districts were high-intensity conflict areas. 
Categorizations are based on NVMS data on deaths during the civil war.

90.    !e Wali Nanggroe was a traditional leadership position in Acehnese society and GAM’s former leader, Hasan 
di Tiro, assumed the title. Clause 1.1.7 of the MoU states that, “the institution of Wali Nanggroe with all its 
ceremonial attributes and entitlements will be established.” However, the Indonesian government envisioned 
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