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    ABSTRACT

    This study examines the implementation of participatory urban planning approaches in Jayapura, Papua Province, Indonesia, with specific focus on empowering indigenous Papuan communities in metropolitan development processes. Utilizing Arnstein's Ladder of Citizen Participation (1969) and contemporary Indigenous Planning theories (Friedmann, 1992; Walker et al., 2024), this research analyzes the current state of community engagement in Jayapura's urban development. Mixed-methods research combining quantitative surveys (n=385) and qualitative interviews with 25 indigenous community leaders reveals that participatory practices remain at the 'consultation' and 'placation' levels (rungs 4-5) of Arnstein's ladder, falling short of genuine power-sharing. Key findings indicate that despite Papua's Special Autonomy status, indigenous Papuans—who comprise only 35% of Jayapura's urban population—face systematic exclusion from planning decisions. The study proposes a context-specific participatory framework integrating customary governance systems (adat), traditional knowledge, and modern planning methodologies to advance toward partnership and delegated power levels. This research contributes to the growing discourse on decolonizing urban planning and provides practical recommendations for policymakers, urban planners, and indigenous advocacy organizations in Papua and similar post-colonial contexts
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INTRODUCTION


Urban
planning in Papua, Indonesia's easternmost region, presents unique challenges
at the intersection of rapid urbanization, cultural diversity, and indigenous
rights. Jayapura, as the capital of Papua Province, exemplifies these tensions
with a 2024 population of 404,799 residents experiencing average annual growth
exceeding 3.5%, substantially above Indonesia's national rate of 1.1-1.4% (BPS,
2024). This demographic transformation has fundamentally altered the urban
landscape, with indigenous Papuans declining from approximately 50% of the
urban population in the 1990s to merely 35% in 2024, rendering them a minority
in their ancestral homeland (Jayapura Municipality Statistics, 2024; Elmslie,
2023).


The
demographic shift has been driven by government-sponsored transmigration programs
and spontaneous migration from other Indonesian islands, predominantly Java,
Sulawesi, and Maluku (IWGIA, 2025). This transformation raises critical
questions about indigenous representation in urban governance and planning
processes. Despite Papua's Special Autonomy Law (UU No. 21/2001), which
theoretically provides enhanced rights for indigenous Papuans, practical
implementation of participatory mechanisms remains limited (King, 2004; Chauvel
& Bhakti, 2004).


Indigenous
planning, as conceptualized by contemporary scholars, represents "an
ideological approach to regional planning where planning is done by Indigenous
peoples for Indigenous communities" (Friedmann, 1992; Porter, 2010). This
paradigm integrates traditional knowledge systems, customary governance
structures, and culturally appropriate methodologies into formal planning
processes. Globally, indigenous planning has emerged as a response to colonial
planning practices that historically dispossessed indigenous communities
through territorial reappropriation for non-indigenous development (Sandercock,
2004; Yiftachel & Yacobi, 2003).


Participatory
planning, theoretically grounded in democratic ideals and social justice
principles, aims to redistribute decision-making power from technical experts
and political elites to affected communities (Healey, 1997; Fainstein, 2010).
Arnstein's (1969) seminal "Ladder of Citizen Participation" provides
a critical framework for evaluating the authenticity of participatory
processes, distinguishing between tokenistic consultation and genuine
power-sharing arrangements. Recent scholarship has expanded this framework to
address indigenous contexts, emphasizing the importance of culturally
appropriate participation mechanisms and the recognition of indigenous sovereignty
(Walker et al., 2024; Lad, 2025; Boongaling et al., 2023).










1.
Research Objectives


This study
pursues three primary objectives: First, to assess the current level of
indigenous Papuan participation in Jayapura's urban planning processes using
Arnstein's ladder as an analytical framework. Second, to identify barriers and
enablers affecting meaningful indigenous engagement in metropolitan development
decisions. Third, to propose a context-specific participatory framework that
respects customary governance systems while meeting contemporary urban planning
requirements.










2.
Significance of the Study


This
research addresses a critical gap in the literature on indigenous urban
planning in Indonesia and Southeast Asia more broadly. While extensive
scholarship exists on indigenous planning in Australia, New Zealand, Canada,
and the United States (Matunga, 2013; Jojola, 2013), comparatively little
empirical research examines indigenous participation in Indonesian urban
contexts. Given Papua's unique political status, cultural diversity, and
ongoing debates about indigenous rights, this study provides timely insights
for policymakers, urban planners, and indigenous advocacy organizations
navigating the complexities of inclusive metropolitan development.










LITERATURE
REVIEW


1.
Theoretical Framework: Arnstein's Ladder of Citizen Participation


Sherry
Arnstein's (1969) ladder conceptualizes citizen participation as an eight-rung
hierarchy, categorized into three broad levels: non-participation (manipulation
and therapy), tokenism (informing, consultation, and placation), and citizen
power (partnership, delegated power, and citizen control). Arnstein developed
this framework during her tenure at the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, observing the Model Cities Program's citizen participation
requirements (Gaber, 2019).


The
ladder's enduring relevance stems from its explicit recognition that
"participation without redistribution of power is an empty and frustrating
process for the powerless" (Arnstein, 1969, p. 216). Contemporary scholars
have both celebrated and critiqued the framework. Collins and Ison (2009) argue
that the ladder's hierarchical structure oversimplifies complex participation
dynamics and may not accommodate social learning approaches. Conversely,
Bianchi (2024) and Duarte et al. (2024) demonstrate that the fundamental power
analysis remains valid, particularly in contexts marked by historical
marginalization and structural inequality.










2.
Indigenous Planning Paradigms


Indigenous
planning emerged as a formalized field during the late 20th century, though
indigenous communities have engaged in sophisticated spatial planning for
millennia (Friedmann, 1992; Jojola, 2013). The field distinguishes itself from
mainstream Western planning through several key characteristics: integration of
traditional ecological knowledge, recognition of spiritual connections to land,
emphasis on intergenerational equity (Seven Generation principle),
consensus-based decision-making processes, and holistic approaches encompassing
social, cultural, economic, and spiritual dimensions (Berkes, 2012; Whyte,
2013).


Recent
scholarship emphasizes the concept of "decolonizing urban planning"
as essential for genuine indigenous participation (Lad, 2025; Porter, 2010).
This approach requires structural changes beyond symbolic gestures, including:
restoring decision-making authority to indigenous communities, embedding
indigenous knowledge systems into planning frameworks, recognizing indigenous
land rights and sovereignty, and challenging Eurocentric assumptions embedded
in planning theory and practice (Sandercock, 2004; Yiftachel, 2006).


In urban
contexts specifically, Walker et al. (2024) demonstrate that indigenous peoples
face unique challenges maintaining cultural identity and traditional practices
while navigating predominantly Western urban landscapes. Their research in New
Zealand reveals that exclusion from planning processes and inequitable access
to urban nature act as significant barriers to indigenous participation in urban
restoration and development initiatives. Similar patterns emerge in Australian
(Ens et al., 2023), Canadian (Ryks et al., 2019), and Pacific contexts
(Thompson et al., 2020).










3.
Participatory Planning in Developing Country Contexts


Participatory
planning in developing countries faces distinctive challenges related to
capacity constraints, power asymmetries, elite capture, and cultural diversity
(Bobbio, 2019; Pateman et al., 2021). Research demonstrates that lower-income
communities often struggle to participate effectively despite having the most
to gain from inclusive planning processes (Benevolenza & DeRigne, 2018;
Clark, 2017). Elite and special interest groups frequently exert
disproportionate influence, marginalizing less active community members (King
et al., 2007).


Successful
participatory approaches in diverse contexts emphasize the importance of:
adapting participation mechanisms to local cultural contexts (Boongaling et
al., 2023), providing resources and capacity building for marginalized groups
(Howarth et al., 2023), ensuring transparent communication about
decision-making processes and limitations (Devine-Wright et al., 2022), and
establishing accountability mechanisms to ensure community input influences
final decisions (Güemes & Resina, 2019).










4.
Urban Development in Papua: Historical Context and Current Challenges


Papua's
urban development trajectory cannot be understood without acknowledging its
contentious political history. Following Indonesia's annexation in 1963
(formalized through the controversial Act of Free Choice in 1969), Papua has
experienced systematic policies aimed at demographic transformation and
political integration (Chauvel & Bhakti, 2004; King, 2004). Transmigration
programs brought hundreds of thousands of migrants from Java, Sulawesi, and
other Indonesian islands, fundamentally altering Papua's demographic
composition (Elmslie, 2023).


Jayapura
exemplifies these transformations. The city has experienced extraordinary
growth, expanding from a small coastal settlement to a metropolitan area of
over 400,000 residents. Economic opportunities in government administration,
trade, and services have attracted migrants, while indigenous Papuans
increasingly find themselves marginalized in their ancestral territories
(Jayapura Municipality Statistics, 2024). The situation described by Elmslie
(2023) as the "minoritisation of Papuan people" is already reality in
coastal urban centers including Jayapura, Sorong, and Merauke.


Papua's
Special Autonomy Law (2001) theoretically provides enhanced rights for
indigenous Papuans, including reserved seats in the Papuan People's Assembly
(MRP) and requirements for indigenous representation in government. However,
implementation has been inconsistent and contested. The 2022 division of Papua
into multiple provinces occurred without adequate consultation with indigenous
communities, drawing criticism from MRP leadership (Murib, 2022). This pattern
reflects broader concerns about tokenistic rather than substantive indigenous
participation in governance and planning decisions.











METHODOLOGY


Research
Design


This study
employs a convergent parallel mixed-methods design, collecting and analyzing
quantitative and qualitative data concurrently to provide comprehensive
understanding of participatory planning practices in Jayapura (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2018). The research was conducted between August 2023 and March
2024, following approval from the institutional ethics review board and obtaining
informed consent from all participants. The mixed-methods approach enables
triangulation of findings, enhancing validity and providing nuanced insights
into complex social and political dynamics (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).










Study
Area


Jayapura
City serves as the research site, comprising five districts (kecamatan):
Jayapura Utara, Jayapura Selatan, Abepura, Heram, and Muara Tami, with a total
area of 835.48 km². The city exhibits significant spatial variation, with dense
urban development concentrated in northern coastal areas (Jayapura Utara and
Selatan districts) and more dispersed settlement patterns in peripheral
districts (Muara Tami and Heram). Research focused on all five districts to
capture diversity in urbanization patterns, indigenous population distribution,
and planning challenges.










Sampling
Strategy


Quantitative
Component: The survey employed stratified random sampling to ensure
representation across Jayapura's five districts. Sample size was calculated
using Slovin's formula with 95% confidence level and 5% margin of error,
yielding a minimum required sample of 385 respondents from the adult indigenous
Papuan population (estimated at 95,000 individuals based on 2024 demographic
data). The sample was stratified proportionally by district based on indigenous
population distribution.


Qualitative
Component: Purposive sampling identified 25 key informants including:
indigenous community leaders from each district (n=10), traditional authority
figures (ondoafi/tribal chiefs, n=5), urban planning officials from Jayapura
City Government (n=5), civil society organization representatives (n=3), and
academic experts on Papuan development (n=2). This approach ensured diverse
perspectives from stakeholders directly involved in or affected by urban
planning processes.










Data
Collection Methods


Quantitative
Survey: A structured questionnaire was developed based on Arnstein's ladder
framework, measuring: awareness of urban development plans, participation in
planning processes, satisfaction with consultation mechanisms, perception of
influence over decisions, and barriers to participation. The questionnaire
underwent pilot testing with 30 respondents and reliability analysis
(Cronbach's alpha = 0.87), confirming internal consistency. Data collection
occurred through face-to-face interviews conducted by trained local enumerators
fluent in Bahasa Indonesia and local Papuan languages.


Qualitative
Interviews: Semi-structured interviews lasting 45-90 minutes explored:
historical experiences with urban planning processes, understanding of
participation mechanisms, barriers and enablers to meaningful engagement,
perspectives on integrating customary governance with formal planning, and
visions for future participatory practices. Interviews were audio-recorded with
participant consent, transcribed verbatim, and translated when conducted in
local languages.


Document
Analysis: The research examined official planning documents including
Jayapura's Spatial Plan (RTRW 2013-2033), development blueprints, public
consultation reports, and Special Autonomy implementation documents to assess
formal participatory requirements and their implementation.










Data
Analysis


Quantitative
data were analyzed using SPSS 26.0, employing descriptive statistics,
cross-tabulation, and chi-square tests to examine relationships between
variables. Participatory levels were operationalized based on Arnstein's
framework, with survey responses mapped to corresponding ladder rungs.


Qualitative
data underwent thematic analysis following Braun and Clarke's (2006) six-phase
approach: familiarization, initial coding, theme identification, theme review,
theme definition, and report production. NVivo 14 software facilitated
systematic coding and theme development. Analysis emphasized indigenous
perspectives and experiences, consistent with decolonizing methodologies
(Smith, 2012).










RESULTS
AND DISCUSSION


Demographic
Profile of Respondents


The survey
achieved 385 completed responses, meeting the minimum sample requirement.
Respondents represented all five districts proportionally. Table 1 presents the
demographic characteristics of survey participants.


 


Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of
Survey Respondents (n=385)





 
  	
  Characteristic

  
  	
  Category

  
  	
  n

  
  	
  %

  
 

 
  	
  Age Group

  
  	
  18-29 years

  
  	
  108

  
  	
  28.1

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  30-44 years

  
  	
  142

  
  	
  36.9

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  45-59 years

  
  	
  98

  
  	
  25.5

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  60+ years

  
  	
  37

  
  	
  9.6

  
 

 
  	
  Gender

  
  	
  Male

  
  	
  198

  
  	
  51.4

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Female

  
  	
  187

  
  	
  48.6

  
 

 
  	
  Education Level

  
  	
  Primary or less

  
  	
  87

  
  	
  22.6

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Secondary

  
  	
  156

  
  	
  40.5

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Diploma/Undergraduate

  
  	
  115

  
  	
  29.9

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Postgraduate

  
  	
  27

  
  	
  7.0

  
 

 
  	
  District

  
  	
  Jayapura Utara

  
  	
  89

  
  	
  23.1

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Jayapura Selatan

  
  	
  76

  
  	
  19.7

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Abepura

  
  	
  94

  
  	
  24.4

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Heram

  
  	
  71

  
  	
  18.4

  
 

 
  	
   

  
  	
  Muara Tami

  
  	
  55

  
  	
  14.3

  
 







 


The sample
demonstrates good gender balance (51.4% male, 48.6% female) and educational
diversity. The age distribution skews toward working-age adults (18-59 years:
90.5%), reflecting the demographic structure of urban indigenous Papuans.
District distribution aligns proportionally with indigenous population
estimates.










Current
Level of Participation: Mapping to Arnstein's Ladder


Analysis of
participation experiences reveals that indigenous Papuans' involvement in Jayapura's
urban planning predominantly occurs at lower to middle rungs of Arnstein's
ladder. Table 2 presents the distribution of participation levels based on
survey responses and qualitative interview data.


 


Table 2. Indigenous Papuan Participation
Levels in Urban Planning (n=385)





 
  	
  Participation Level

  
  	
  Description

  
  	
  n

  
  	
  %

  
 

 
  	
  Non-participation

  
  	
  No awareness or involvement

  
  	
  89

  
  	
  23.1

  
 

 
  	
  Informing

  
  	
  One-way information provision

  
  	
  127

  
  	
  33.0

  
 

 
  	
  Consultation

  
  	
  Limited feedback opportunities

  
  	
  112

  
  	
  29.1

  
 

 
  	
  Placation

  
  	
  Tokenistic advisory role

  
  	
  48

  
  	
  12.5

  
 

 
  	
  Partnership or higher

  
  	
  Genuine power-sharing

  
  	
  9

  
  	
  2.3

  
 







 


The data
reveal concerning patterns: 85.2% of indigenous Papuans experience
participation at informing, consultation, or below—levels Arnstein categorizes
as tokenism or non-participation. Only 2.3% report experiencing genuine
partnership or delegated power. These findings align with qualitative testimony
from community leaders. As one traditional authority (ondoafi) from Jayapura
Utara explained: "They come to tell us what will be built, not to ask what
we need. We can speak, but our words do not change the plans. It is
performance, not participation."


Barriers to
Meaningful Participation


Thematic
analysis of qualitative interviews identified five primary barrier categories
affecting indigenous Papuan participation in urban planning. Table 3 summarizes
these barriers with illustrative quotations from interview participants.


 


Table 3. Barriers to Indigenous
Participation in Urban Planning



 
  	
  Barrier
  Category

  
  	
  Description

  
  	
  Representative
  Quote

  
 

 
  	
  Structural/Institutional

  
  	
  Formal planning
  processes exclude customary governance; consultations scheduled during
  working hours; documents in technical language

  
  	
  "The spatial
  plan meetings happen in government offices during work time. How can
  fishermen attend? And the documents are full of words we do not
  understand." (Community leader, Muara Tami)

  
 

 
  	
  Political-Economic

  
  	
  Indigenous
  minority status limits electoral influence; economic marginalization reduces
  resources for advocacy; elite capture by migrant business interests

  
  	
  "We are 35%
  of the population now. Politicians listen to the majority who vote for them.
  Business people from outside have money for lobbying. We have neither votes
  nor money." (Civil society representative)

  
 

 
  	
  Cultural-Linguistic

  
  	
  Meetings
  conducted in Indonesian without translation; Western planning concepts
  conflict with customary worldviews; lack of recognition for oral tradition

  
  	
  "Our elders
  speak in our language, sharing wisdom from ancestors. But in meetings,
  everything is Bahasa Indonesia, written reports, PowerPoint. Our knowledge is
  not valued." (Traditional leader, Heram)

  
 

 
  	
  Capacity/Knowledge

  
  	
  Limited technical
  understanding of planning processes; lack of training for community
  representatives; information asymmetries

  
  	
  "They show
  us maps with zones and regulations. We do not understand what these mean for
  our land, our fishing grounds. We need someone to explain in our way of
  knowing." (Fisherman, Jayapura Selatan)

  
 

 
  	
  Historical
  Trauma/Trust

  
  	
  Experiences of
  displacement and dispossession; broken promises from previous consultations;
  fear of reprisal for dissenting views

  
  	
  "Many times
  we spoke against projects. Nothing changed, but some who spoke too loudly had
  troubles later. Now people are afraid to say what they really think."
  (Academic expert)

  
 




 


These
barriers operate cumulatively and intersectionally. Indigenous Papuans who are
economically marginalized, lack formal education, and reside in peripheral
districts face compounded obstacles to participation. The situation reflects
what Arnstein (1969) identifies as the fundamental problem: participation
without power redistribution becomes "an empty and frustrating process for
the powerless" (p. 216).


Awareness and
Satisfaction with Current Participation Mechanisms


Survey data
examining awareness of urban development plans and satisfaction with
consultation processes reveal significant gaps. Only 42.3% of respondents
reported being aware of major development plans affecting their neighborhoods
before implementation commenced. Of those who participated in consultations
(n=169, 43.9%), satisfaction levels were low, as shown in Figure 1 (presented
below as Table 4 for accessibility).


 


Table 4. Satisfaction with Consultation
Processes (among those who participated, n=169)





 
  	
  Satisfaction Level

  
  	
  n

  
  	
  %

  
 

 
  	
  Very dissatisfied

  
  	
  48

  
  	
  28.4

  
 

 
  	
  Dissatisfied

  
  	
  67

  
  	
  39.6

  
 

 
  	
  Neutral

  
  	
  38

  
  	
  22.5

  
 

 
  	
  Satisfied

  
  	
  14

  
  	
  8.3

  
 

 
  	
  Very satisfied

  
  	
  2

  
  	
  1.2

  
 







 


Cumulative
dissatisfaction (very dissatisfied + dissatisfied) reaches 68%, while only 9.5%
express satisfaction. Chi-square analysis reveals significant associations
between satisfaction levels and district of residence (χ²=28.47,
p<0.001), education level (χ²=21.33, p=0.002), and age group
(χ²=18.92, p=0.008). Peripheral districts (Muara Tami, Heram) report lower
satisfaction than central districts, suggesting spatial inequality in
participation quality. Higher education correlates with greater
dissatisfaction, potentially reflecting heightened awareness of participation's
limitations.


Qualitative
data illuminate reasons for dissatisfaction. Participants consistently noted
that consultations occur after key decisions have already been made, limiting
scope for substantive influence. As a planning official candidly acknowledged:
"By the time we hold public consultations, the spatial plan has been
drafted, budgets allocated, and locations determined. We are seeking
acceptance, not input."










Integrating
Customary Governance: Opportunities and Challenges


Indigenous
Papuan communities maintain customary governance systems centered on tribal
authorities (ondoafi, kepala suku) and traditional land tenure arrangements.
Survey data indicate strong continued attachment to these systems: 78.4% of
respondents stated that customary leaders should play formal roles in urban
planning decisions, and 82.1% agreed that traditional knowledge about land and
environment should inform development plans.


However,
formal planning processes rarely accommodate customary governance. Papua's
Special Autonomy Law provides for Majelis Rakyat Papua (Papuan People's
Assembly - MRP) as an advisory body representing indigenous interests. In
practice, the MRP's influence remains limited. As documented by Asia Times
(2022), major administrative changes including provincial division proceeded
despite MRP objections, indicating that consultation does not guarantee
influence—precisely the placation level that Arnstein critiques.


Interviews
with traditional leaders revealed sophisticated understandings of spatial
organization and resource management based on generational knowledge. A kepala
suku from Muara Tami explained: "Our ancestors knew which lands flood in
heavy rain, where fish spawn, which forest areas sacred. This knowledge guided
where we built, where we fished, how we used land sustainably. Modern plans
ignore this wisdom, then wonder why problems arise." This testimony aligns
with global indigenous planning scholarship emphasizing the value of
traditional ecological knowledge for sustainable urban development (Berkes,
2012; Whyte, 2013; Walker et al., 2024).










Comparative
Analysis: Jayapura in Regional Context


Jayapura's
participatory planning challenges reflect broader patterns across Southeast
Asian cities with significant indigenous populations, while also exhibiting
unique characteristics. Table 5 provides a comparative framework situating
Jayapura within regional and global contexts.


 


Table 5. Comparative Indigenous Urban
Planning Participation Framework





 
  	
  Dimension

  
  	
  Jayapura, Papua

  
  	
  Mindanao, Philippines

  
  	
  Northern Thailand

  
  	
  New Zealand/Australia

  
 

 
  	
  Indigenous Status

  
  	
  Minority (35%
  urban)

  
  	
  Majority in some
  regions

  
  	
  Minority (15-20%)

  
  	
  Minority (4-5%)

  
 

 
  	
  Legal Framework

  
  	
  Special Autonomy
  Law (limited implementation)

  
  	
  Indigenous
  Peoples Rights Act (IPRA 1997)

  
  	
  Community Forest
  Law

  
  	
  Treaty
  recognition, specific legislation

  
 

 
  	
  Participation
  Level

  
  	
  Consultation/
  Placation (Rungs 4-5)

  
  	
  Partnership in
  some areas (Rungs 6-7)

  
  	
  Consultation
  (Rung 4)

  
  	
  Partnership/
  Delegation (Rungs 6-7)

  
 

 
  	
  Key Enablers

  
  	
  Special Autonomy
  status, MRP advisory body

  
  	
  IPRA
  implementation, strong civil society

  
  	
  Community
  forestry frameworks

  
  	
  Treaty
  obligations, legal recognition, co-management

  
 

 
  	
  Key Barriers

  
  	
  Minority status,
  demographic change, centralized planning

  
  	
  Implementation
  gaps, elite capture, conflict

  
  	
  State control,
  development pressures

  
  	
  Historical
  dispossession, ongoing reconciliation

  
 

 
  	
  Reference

  
  	
  Current study
  (2024)

  
  	
  Boongaling et al.
  (2023)

  
  	
  Restrepo-Mieth et
  al. (2023)

  
  	
  Walker et al.
  (2024); Ryks et al. (2019)

  
 







 


This
comparison reveals that Jayapura's participation levels lag behind even
regional counterparts with similar colonial histories. The Philippines'
Indigenous Peoples Rights Act (IPRA), despite implementation challenges,
establishes Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) requirements that provide
stronger legal standing for indigenous communities compared to Papua's Special
Autonomy provisions. New Zealand's Treaty of Waitangi framework, while
imperfect, demonstrates more substantive power-sharing arrangements through
co-management structures and Māori representation in resource management
(Ryks et al., 2019; Matunga, 2013). 


Proposed Framework:
Towards Partnership and Delegated Power


Based on
research findings and analysis of successful international models, this study
proposes a context-specific participatory framework for Jayapura designed to
advance indigenous participation from consultation/placation toward partnership
and delegated power levels. The framework comprises five interconnected
components:


1.     Structural Reforms: Establish
Indigenous Planning Advisory Councils (IPACs) at district level with formal
authority to review and recommend modifications to development plans. IPACs
would comprise elected indigenous representatives, traditional leaders, and
technical experts, with majority indigenous membership. Critically, IPACs must
possess binding authority—not merely advisory status—over decisions affecting
customary lands and culturally significant sites. This represents progression
from placation (advisory without binding power) to partnership (negotiated
decision-making).


2.     Procedural Integration: Mandate
Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) processes for all development projects
affecting customary lands, modeled on the Philippines' IPRA framework. FPIC
requires developers and government agencies to: provide comprehensive
information in accessible formats and languages, allow adequate time for
community deliberation through customary decision-making processes, secure
documented consent before project commencement, and establish benefit-sharing
arrangements. FPIC shifts power dynamics by providing indigenous communities
with substantive veto capacity.


3.     Knowledge Integration: Develop
protocols for incorporating Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) into urban
planning processes. This includes: systematic documentation of indigenous
spatial knowledge through participatory mapping, recognition of customary land
management practices in zoning regulations, integration of indigenous
environmental indicators into impact assessments, and protection of culturally
significant sites through heritage designation. Knowledge integration
acknowledges the validity and value of indigenous epistemologies alongside
Western technical expertise.


4.     Capacity Building and Resources:
Provide sustained support for indigenous participation including: training
programs for community representatives in planning processes and advocacy
skills, funding for independent technical assistance to evaluate proposals,
translation services and culturally appropriate communication materials, and
compensation for time and expenses associated with participation. Addressing
capacity gaps enables more equitable engagement with technical planning
processes.


5.     Accountability and Monitoring:
Establish transparent mechanisms to track implementation of participation
commitments through: public reporting on consultation processes and outcomes,
independent review of whether indigenous input influenced final decisions,
grievance mechanisms for addressing participation failures, and participatory
monitoring of development impacts on indigenous communities. Accountability
mechanisms ensure that participation commitments translate into practice rather
than remaining rhetorical.


 


Table 6. Proposed Framework: Advancing
Participation Levels in Jayapura





 
  	
  Component

  
  	
  Current State

  
  	
  Proposed Innovation

  
  	
  Target Ladder Level

  
 

 
  	
  Governance Structure

  
  	
  Advisory MRP with limited influence

  
  	
  District-level IPACs with binding
  authority

  
  	
  Partnership (Rung 6)

  
 

 
  	
  Consent Processes

  
  	
  Post-decision consultation

  
  	
  FPIC for customary land projects

  
  	
  Delegated Power (Rung 7)

  
 

 
  	
  Knowledge Systems

  
  	
  Technical expertise only

  
  	
  TEK integration protocols

  
  	
  Partnership (Rung 6)

  
 

 
  	
  Capacity Support

  
  	
  Minimal/ad-hoc

  
  	
  Systematic training & resources

  
  	
  Partnership (Rung 6)

  
 

 
  	
  Accountability

  
  	
  Limited transparency

  
  	
  Public reporting & monitoring

  
  	
  Partnership (Rung 6)

  
 







 


This
framework draws on successful elements from international indigenous planning
experiences while adapting to Papua's specific context. It recognizes that
advancing to partnership and delegated power levels requires more than
procedural reforms—it demands fundamental power redistribution consistent with
Arnstein's original conception. Implementation would require political will,
sustained resources, and genuine commitment to indigenous rights beyond
symbolic recognition.










Discussion


Theoretical
Implications


This
research validates Arnstein's (1969) ladder as an enduring analytical framework
for evaluating participation authenticity, even in contexts distant from its
original 1960s United States urban renewal setting. The finding that indigenous
Papuan participation clusters at consultation and placation levels (rungs 4-5)
demonstrates the framework's capacity to reveal gaps between participation
rhetoric and reality. As Arnstein observed, "there is a critical
difference between going through the empty ritual of participation and having
the real power needed to affect the outcome" (p. 216).


The
research also contributes to emerging scholarship on decolonizing urban
planning (Lad, 2025; Porter, 2010; Sandercock, 2004). Jayapura exemplifies how
colonial legacies persist through contemporary planning practices that
privilege Western technical knowledge, marginalize indigenous epistemologies,
and concentrate decision-making power with state bureaucracies and external
capital interests. True decolonization requires more than including indigenous
voices in existing processes; it necessitates transforming the processes
themselves to accommodate indigenous governance systems, knowledge frameworks,
and spatial concepts.


The
intersectional nature of barriers identified in this study advances
understanding of how multiple forms of marginalization compound to limit
participation. Indigenous Papuans in Jayapura experience not only ethnic
marginalization but also economic disadvantage, linguistic barriers, spatial
peripheralization, and historical trauma. These intersecting oppressions create
formidable obstacles to meaningful participation, requiring equally comprehensive
and intersectional solutions.










Practical
Implications for Policy and Practice


For
policymakers and urban planners in Papua, this research provides evidence-based
recommendations for enhancing indigenous participation. The proposed framework
offers actionable pathways toward more equitable planning processes. However,
implementation requires political commitment that may challenge existing power
distributions. As Walker et al. (2024) observe in the New Zealand context,
meaningful indigenous participation "demands structural change" and
genuine willingness to share decision-making authority.


For civil
society organizations advocating for indigenous rights, the research provides
diagnostic tools (Arnstein's ladder) and empirical evidence to support advocacy
efforts. Documenting the gap between participation rhetoric and reality can
inform strategic interventions and accountability campaigns. International
solidarity networks working on indigenous rights may find the comparative
analysis useful for identifying successful models and adapting approaches to
different contexts.


For
academic institutions and planning education programs, the research highlights
the importance of incorporating indigenous planning paradigms into curricula.
Future urban planners working in Papua or similar contexts require training not
only in technical planning skills but also in cultural competency,
participatory methods, and decolonizing approaches. The research also
demonstrates the value of mixed-methods approaches combining quantitative
measurement with qualitative understanding of lived experiences.










Limitations


Several
limitations warrant acknowledgment. First, the cross-sectional design captures
participation experiences at a single time point, limiting understanding of change
over time. Longitudinal research could track implementation of participatory
reforms and their impacts. Second, while the sample is representative of
Jayapura's indigenous population, findings may not generalize to rural areas or
other Papuan cities with different demographic compositions and planning
contexts. Third, the politically sensitive nature of indigenous rights in Papua
may have influenced some participants to self-censor, potentially
underestimating dissatisfaction with current arrangements. Fourth, the study
focuses primarily on formal planning processes, giving less attention to
informal and grassroots spatial practices through which indigenous communities
exercise agency. Future research could examine these alternative modes of
spatial production and their relationship to formal planning systems.


 


CONCLUSION


This study
provides empirical evidence that participatory urban planning in Jayapura
remains largely tokenistic, with indigenous Papuans experiencing participation
primarily at consultation and placation levels despite Special Autonomy
provisions theoretically enabling greater indigenous agency. The finding that
only 2.3% of indigenous respondents report experiencing genuine partnership or
delegated power reveals the substantial gap between participation rhetoric and
reality.


Multiple
intersecting barriers—structural, political-economic, cultural-linguistic,
capacity-related, and historical—limit meaningful indigenous participation.
These barriers reflect broader patterns of marginalization facing indigenous
peoples in post-colonial urban contexts globally. However, the situation is not
immutable. Comparative analysis reveals that jurisdictions with stronger legal
frameworks (Philippines' IPRA, New Zealand's Treaty framework) achieve higher
levels of indigenous participation, demonstrating that structural reforms can
effect meaningful change.


The
proposed participatory framework offers pathways toward advancing indigenous
participation from tokenism to partnership and delegated power. Key elements
include: Indigenous Planning Advisory Councils with binding authority, Free
Prior and Informed Consent processes, Traditional Ecological Knowledge
integration protocols, comprehensive capacity building programs, and robust
accountability mechanisms. Implementation requires political will to
redistribute decision-making power and sustained resources to support
indigenous participation.


More
fundamentally, advancing indigenous participation requires confronting and
transforming colonial planning legacies that continue to shape contemporary
practice. As Lad (2025) argues, true decolonization demands "structural
change" giving "decision-making power back to Indigenous and local
communities." In Jayapura's context, this means recognizing indigenous Papuans
not as stakeholders to be consulted but as rights-holders with legitimate
authority over their ancestral territories.


The
demographic reality that indigenous Papuans comprise only 35% of Jayapura's
urban population adds urgency to these questions. Without proactive measures to
ensure meaningful participation, indigenous communities risk further
marginalization despite Special Autonomy provisions. As one interview
participant poignantly stated: "This is still our land, the land of our
ancestors. But we have become strangers in our own home, watching others decide
our future."


This
research contributes to the growing international discourse on indigenous urban
planning, providing empirical insights from an under-researched context. While
focused on Jayapura, the findings hold relevance for other cities navigating
the complex intersections of rapid urbanization, indigenous rights, and
post-colonial development. The path forward requires commitment to genuine
participation—not merely as procedural requirement but as fundamental matter of
justice, recognition, and self-determination.


Future
research should examine implementation experiences with participatory reforms,
conduct longitudinal studies tracking participation over time, explore
indigenous spatial practices beyond formal planning systems, and investigate
successful participatory initiatives in other Papuan cities. As urban
development in Papua accelerates, ensuring that indigenous Papuans shape rather
than merely experience these transformations represents both ethical imperative
and practical necessity for sustainable, equitable metropolitan development.
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