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Abstract 

Purpose of the study: Within 10 years, the central government of Indonesia has granted the special autonomy fund to 

Aceh as a strategy to improve the welfare of Acehnese. Contrary, the special autonomy funds that cannot be 

implemented properly-affected to the poverty in Aceh-is not significantly decreased. This study aims to determine the 

failure of special autonomy funds to decrease poverty in Aceh.  

Methodology: This research used descriptive qualitative methods by conducting the primary data through interviews, 

also secondary data through books, journals, newspapers, and other related sources. The analysis data is doing by using 

Transactional Political Theory. 

Main Findings: The results of this study indicate that asymmetric decentralization can be seen from the weak Regional 

Economic Growth Rate and the slow improvement of the Quality of Human Development Index (HDI). Thus the failure 

was caused by two things, namely: the thick Political Content of The Local Political Elite and the Domination of Local 

Political Elite in the Management of Aceh's Special Autonomy Fund in the Compilation of Planning and Work 

Programs. The absence of control in the management of special autonomy funds is based on project performance without 

good planning, and the existence of interest-based planning in the management of special autonomy funds that based on 

populist activity programs following the wishes of politicians which have an impact on weak regional economic growth, 

slow index improvement of human development quality, high poverty rates, and high unemployment in Aceh. 

Applications of this study: The finding of this study offered the evaluation systems for the government of Aceh to 

strengthen better local government governance, especially in increasing budget planning and implementation efficiency 

and strengthening regulations, and implementing an e-planning system to select program activities from the Aceh special 

autonomy fund. 

Novelty/Originality of this study: Based on the literature review conducted, there were limited publications which are 

focusing on the failure of autonomy funds in Aceh. Therefore this research will enrich the publication that concerns the 

failure of managing special autonomy funds in Aceh. 

Keywords: Political Transactional, Asymmetric Decentralization, Special Autonomy Funds, Poverty, Local Government, 

Acehnese.  

INTRODUCTION 

The concept of Decentralization was first introduced by Tarlton (1965) who divided the decentralization into two parts, 

symmetrical decentralization and asymmetric decentralization based on the level of conformity between the government 

and other units in a political system (Nasution, 2016). The symmetrical decentralization is built based on the assumption 

that all provinces have the same conditions and positions in the government. Whereas the asymmetric decentralization, it 

refers to the broadest autonomy that addressed at a part of a country. Generally, the section has featured in the 

legislative, executive, governance arrangements, greater access to fiscal resources, judicial power, or other features that 

distinguish it from other regions (Melbourne Forum On Constitution-Building, 2018; Amrizal et.al., 2015; Hadenius, 

2003).  

Also, decentralization becomes a popular strategy for the post-conflict area to manage the diversification in the multi-

cultural state (Bakke, 2015; Brown, 2009). In this context, the constitution of the Republic of Indonesia places Aceh as 

an autonomous region because it has special and particularly local government units, related to the typical character of 

history and the struggle of the Acehnese people who have high resilience and struggle (Suharyo, 2016; Jalil et.al., 2010). 

The granting of special autonomy to Aceh has an impact on regional economic development, especially in terms of 

increasing government funds that are often referred to as special autonomy funds. Once the amount of special autonomy 

funds received by the Government of Aceh does not directly create Aceh much more advanced and more prosperous In 

fact, the special autonomy fund that has been received by Aceh has not been maximally utilized to improve the people's 

welfare (Ali, 2019; McGibbon, 2004; Aspinall & Crouch, 2003). 
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Based on the data conducted by BPS Aceh (2019), the poverty percentage in Aceh is not significantly decreased. There 

are only 16.89% in 2017 and 15.97% in 2018. The special autonomy fund received by the Government of Aceh so far 

has not been able to drive the pace of the region's economy to grow in an ideal manner.  

The regional economic growth over the past eight years is still below 6.0% on average, far from the 2012-2017 Aceh 

Medium-Term Development Plan (RPJMA) target (above 6.0% to 8.0%). Another point of concern is the slow 

improvement in the quality of human development between the blessings of an abundant budget. 2013 BPS data presents 

the Aceh Human Development Index (HDI) of 73.05% or the second-lowest in Sumatra (Effendi, 2015).  

The dominance of the political content of the local elite in planning and creating programs originated from special 

autonomy funds is reflected in the allocation of funds for populist programs according to the wishes and interests of 

politicians. The high political content is so dominant in the political aspects of Aceh compared to the economy thus 

making the concentration in the management of special autonomy funds (Aziz, 2018). 

The temporary hypothesis of the problem occurs because: firstly, the weak local institutional capacity (Aspinall, 2009; 

ICG, 2007); Secondly, it is dominated by small-scale projects so that project work is not done through a tender process 

(Cahyono, 2018); Thirdly, the absence of criteria regarding the selection of activities and planning documents (Research 

Team at Syiah Kuala University, Malikulsaleh University, & DSF World Bank Staff, 2011). Fourthly, the existence of 

former GAM combatants in Aceh's local politics which has become a new oligarchic power that not only controls 

politics but also controls Aceh's economic network (Aspinall, 2009; Barron et.al., 2019; Cahyono, 2018). 

Overall, this study aims to explain the failure of special autonomy funds to decrease poverty in Aceh. Nevertheless, the 

offered hypothesis needs to be further proven through research conducted on "Transactional Political Practices in the 

Asymmetric Decentralization System in Aceh (Evaluation of the 10-Year Management of Special Autonomy Funds for 

the Period of 2008-2018)". 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The term decentralization refers to the hierarchical relationship between the province and the districts which are the 

district's governments have a great power to manage public services and directly affected the quality of services 

(Takeshi, 2005). The literature which concerned about development offered that the decentralization is a strategy for 

improving service delivery (World Bank, 2001; McLean, 1999; Dilinger, 1994), resisting the corruption (Fjeldstad, 

2004; Fisman 2002), enhancing the participation within society, reducing conflicts, and poverty (Olum, 2014; Braathen, 

2008; Rondinelli, 2007; Crook, 2001; Hofman & Kaiser, 2006; Kristiansen & Pratikno, 2006; Litvack et.al., 1998). 

On the other hand, decentralization may, therefore, a two-edge of swords (Brillantes Jr, 2004). Some failure on the 

implementation of decentralization could happen. This issue becomes venerable; therefore it has been widely studied by 

previous researchers. Decentralization, in some way, may cause macroeconomic instability, clientelism, service delivery 

failure, and bureaucratic swelling (Englebert & Mungongo, 2016; Koelble & Siddle, 2013; Iry, 2009; Falleti, 2004; 

Ryan, 2004). Also, Tommasi & Weinschelbaum (2007), see that improving welfare is not possible if there is no 

accountability and responsibility of the government in managing autonomous funds. Correspondingly, decentralization 

requires the effectiveness of expenditure and the strength of income (Azfar et.al., 1999; Rodden, 2003; Jack, 2004; 

Rodriguez-Pose, 2009). Decentralization also needs a good institutional arrangement within government which rules 

power relationship between political institutions and society including democratic system, separations of powers, center-

local relations, and federalism (Steffensen et al., 2004; Olum, 2014). 

Aceh Province in 2007 in the definitive ceiling of Aceh's special autonomy in 2008-2018 and ceiling projection in 2008-

2027, the total special autonomy fund for 20 years (2008-2027) reached Rp144.75 Trillion. Within 10 years the 

management of the special autonomy fund granted by the Central Government to the Government of Aceh had reached 

Rp64, 968 Trillion. 

The size of the receipt of special autonomy funds in Aceh Province does not directly make society more advanced and 

more prosperous. The reality is that the special autonomy fund is more utilized for the benefit of a handful of individuals 

and groups in the ruling. The policies of the Government of Aceh that were born without a clear road map and projects 

that are not strategic (Cahyono, 2018). 

Based on the literature review conducted, there were limited publications which are focusing on the failure of autonomy 

funds in Aceh. They analyze the failure of different causes. McGibbon (2004) in his article explained that the 

management of special autonomy funds in Aceh faced various problems. One of them is corruption. He found that 

special autonomy funds were widely used to finance a "fictive project" though actually, the project has never existed. 

Corruption is also common in local government agencies and departments such as mark-ups and embezzlement of funds. 

He also discovered that there were 22 projects with funds that didn't make sense. One of them occurred in the 

empowering women project with a total fund of $250,000. This fact affected the failed autonomy fund to be maximally 

utilized to improve the Acehnese welfare rates. 
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On the other hand, the World Bank (2006) found that autonomy funds in Aceh experiencing a system failure because of 

an irresponsible government. In this context, local governments performed transfer delays of special autonomy funds 

which affecting their cash flow and disrupting the implementation of development programs. 

Planning and Development Agency of Banda Aceh City (BAPPEDA Aceh) stated that the utilization of special 

autonomy funds has brought significant improvements in several indicators in the education and health sectors. 

However, it has not been able to prove the impact of this special autonomy fund on economic growth and improving 

public welfare (Cahyono, 2018). The publications which concern about the failure of managing special autonomy funds 

in Aceh are slightly limited. Therefore, it was the main reason to conduct this research. 

This research looks at the failure of the asymmetric decentralization can be seen from the weak Regional Economic 

Growth Rate and the slow improvement of the Quality of Human Development Index (HDI). Thus the failure was 

caused by two things, namely: the thick Political Content of The Local Political Elite and the Domination of Local 

Political Elite in the Management of Aceh's Special Autonomy Fund in the Compilation of Planning and Work 

Programs. It can be explained by using the asymmetrical decentralization theory and political transactional theory as 

below. 

METHODOLOGY  

The location of this research is in Aceh Province, thus the autonomy funds are given by the central government as 

consequences of the MoU Helsinki peace agreement 2005. This study uses a descriptive qualitative method. Data 

sources are based on primary data obtained through interviews, as well as secondary data, namely supporting data 

obtained from books, journals, newspapers, and other related sources. There were 8 informants in the study who were 

selected based on their ability to master data and information related to research, namely: 

1. Drs. Sulaiman Abda, M.Si (Deputy Chair of the Aceh House of Representative (DPRA) 2014-2019); 
 

2. Dr. Amrizal J. Prang, S.H., L.LM (The Head of Law Department in Aceh Regional Secretariat); 
 

3. Erlanda Juliansyah Putra, S.H., M.H (The Expert Staff of the Indonesian House of Representatives); 
 

4. Aryos Nivada, M.A (The Aceh Political Observer); 
 

5. Askhalani (The Coordinator of Gerakan Anti Korupsi); 
 

6. Dr. Fajran Zain, M.A (The Aceh Institute Researcher); 
 

7. Dr. Sukriy Abdulah, S.E., M.Si.Ak (Lecturer of Faculty Economics and Business, Syiah Kuala University-Aceh and 

Observer of Aceh Special Autonomy); 
 

8. Hafidh (The Coordinator of Public Policy Advocacy in Civil society of transparency Aceh community). 

The results from these eight people are then classified according to their respective categories following the purpose of 

the study. The analysis data is doing by using Asymmetric Decentralization Theory and Transactional Political Theory 

(Bailey, 2001). 

FINDINGS 

The failure of the asymmetric decentralization in Aceh can be seen from the weak Regional Economic Growth Rate and 

the slow improvement of the Quality of Human Development Index (HDI). Thus the failure was caused by the practice 

of Political transactional within the Local Political Elite on Compilation of Planning and Work Programs in Managing 

Aceh's Special Autonomy Fund. Before discussing ‘why the failure matters’, we should know first about the model of 

special autonomy fund management period 2008-2018. 

A. Model of Special Autonomy Fund Management Period 2008-2018 

The management of special autonomy funds is allocated to finance various programs and strategic development 

activities that have an impact on the achievement of public welfare. In-Law Number 11 the Year 2006 concerning the 

Government of Aceh, it explains that the allocation of special autonomy funds is the Aceh Government's revenue which 

is intended to finance development, especially the development and maintenance of infrastructure, empowering the 

people's economy, alleviating poverty, and funding for education, social and health. 

The allocation of funds for development funding on target in all sectors is expected to increase the strong thrust for Aceh 

in triggering the development of growth and prosperity. The management of the allocation of special autonomy funds for 

Aceh is then regulated in Aceh Qanun Number 2 of 2008 Article 10 paragraphs (1) and (2) concerning Procedures for 

the Allocation of Additional Oil and Gas Production Sharing Funds and the Use of Special Autonomy Funds. The total 

allocation of special autonomy funds received by the Aceh Government from 2008 to 2018 amounted to 

Rp64.968.761.095.480. 

The welfare referring to asymmetric decentralization is very dependent on the form of regional financial management so 

that welfare objectives can be realized. Regional financial allocations must be used by applicable regulations in realizing 
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public interests and must be supported by transparent, effective, and efficient financial management. Regional financial 

management also requires clear coordination at every level in the government. 

The size of the receipt of special autonomy funds granted to the Government of Aceh, in the application of its 

implementation raises many problems. As for the problems that arise both in authority and regulation in the Aceh Qanun 

that is not completed, so that it impacts on the poor management of special autonomy funds. The asymmetric 

decentralization system policy has created various matters in regional autonomy. As an example of the problems that 

occur related to the authority of the management of special autonomy funds between the Government of Aceh and the 

Government of Regency / City, so that there are attractions of authority and interests between the two governments.  

In the regulations governing the management of Aceh's special autonomy funds from 2008 to 2016, there is a model in 

the management of special autonomy funds which is carried out based on 3 (three) Qanun about the procedures for 

allocating and utilizing special autonomy funds designed by the Government of Aceh and approved by the Ministry of 

the Interior Country. This is as explained by Drs. H. Sulaiman Abda, M.Sc: 

"In 10 years, the implementation of the Aceh special autonomy fund has reached Rp64, 968 trillion. In the first stage 

of management, the regulation set 60% for the allocation of districts/cities and 40% for the allocation of provinces. 

Furthermore, the province withdrew to be managed as a whole by the Provincial Government. Then the regulation 

changed again with the stipulation of 40% of Regencies / Cities and 60% of Provinces with a direct transfer 

mechanism. "  

There are 4 (four) regulatory models in the governance of special autonomy funds carried out since the special autonomy 

fund in Aceh came into force. Firstly, Aceh’s Qanun Number 2 of 2008 concerning Procedures for the Allocation of 

Additional Oil and Gas Production Sharing Funds and the Use of Special Autonomy Funds lasted from 2008 to 2010, 

where the management of the special autonomy fund was centered on Aceh Province. The Provincial Government has 

the authority in the Budget User Authority (KPA) even though the program planning activities are carried out by the 

Regency / City Government. This Qanun was valid until 2009, whereby the implementation of projects using special 

autonomy funds is fully implemented by the Government of Aceh using the mechanism of the Aceh Revenue and 

Expenditure Budget (APBA) consisting of KPA and the Implementer Official of Technical Activities (PPTK) residing in 

the Aceh Apparatus Work Unit (SKPA). 

In this case, the entire series of budget execution processes are started from the publication of budget implementation 

documents, procurement of goods and services, the process of supervising project implementation, and payments made 

to third parties fully carried out by the Provincial Government. The form of regulations stipulated in the Qanun for the 

management of special autonomy funds in their implementation raises many problems. The form of the problem is the 

high Excess of The Budget Use (SiLPA) and many of stalled project activities. 

In 2010, the Government of Aceh implemented a mechanism for managing the special autonomy fund in the form of a 

"Ceiling". In this case, the Regency / City Government proposed a program of activities that used special autonomy 

funds. The amount of ceiling given to the Regency / City Government was arranged based on the matters in Aceh 

Governor Regulation Number 9 of 2017 in Article 8 Paragraph (6) explaining: 

"Allocation ... divided by the balance: (a) 50% (fifty percent) is allocated in equal portions, and (b) another 50% 

(fifty percent) divided by considering several indicators such as 1. Population; 2. Area 3. Human Development Index 

(HDI); 4. Construction Expense Index (IKK); and 5. Other Balancing Indicators" 

Secondly, it refers to demands involving the Regency / City Government in the management of special autonomy funds 

from 2010 to 2013. The Aceh Government's policy was created to provide the allocation of special autonomy funds to 

the Regency / City Government through the form of ceiling and not to use cash. The allocation of funds provided is 40% 

(forty percent) allocated to the Province and 60% (sixty percent) is allocated to the Regency / City.  

In this special autonomy fund management policy, the Regency / City Government is given the authority to propose a 

program of development activities, but in the KPA of the implementation and the implementation of project tender 

auctions are carried out entirely by the Provincial Government. The Regency / City Government, in this case, is only 

limited to being given authority over the proposed development activities program using special autonomy funds. 

However, implementations in the field are big problems, which the Regency / City Government has not been able to 

answer the problems that existed before. The problem refers to the authority, assets, and SiLPA which causes the 

management of special autonomy funds is not ideal. 

Thirdly, Aceh Qanun Number 2 the Year 2013. Regency / City Governments demand the Provincial Government revise 

Aceh Qanun Number 2 the Year 2008, in which Regency / City Governments demand the Aceh Government change the 

"ceiling" mechanism to the "transfer" mechanism. So that a mutual agreement was created and the Provincial 

Government re-issued the Aceh Qanun Number 2 of 2013 concerning Amendments to the Aceh Qanun Number 2 of 

2008 concerning How to Allocate Additional Oil and Gas Production Sharing Funds and Use of Special Autonomy 

Funds. Some changes in the Qanun can be seen in the allocation of funding, As explained by Dr. Amrizal J. Prang, S.H., 

L.LM: 
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"When referring to the rules, the management authority can be found in the province but cannot be found in the 

regency/city. In 2013, the change in Qanun No.2 / 2013 which the allocation of these funds: 40% of the 

districts/cities and 60% of the provinces. Changes in 2013 become the full authority of management in the province, 

40% that is given but the province governing. Then it changed again to the No.1 / 2018 allocation of 40% of the 

Regency / City and 60% of the Province and an additional allocation of 1% for the Provincial Capital.” 

In other words, Qanun No.2 / 2013 regulates that the allocation of funds is as much as 60% (sixty percent) for the 

Provincial Government and 40% (forty percent) for the Regency / City Government using the direct transfer mechanism. 

Besides, the stipulated regulation also allocates a budget for programs and activities of development for the Capital of 

Aceh at most 1% (one percent). 

In 2014, with the implementation of the direct transfer mechanism, the Regency / City Government had full authority in 

the management of special autonomy funds. In this case, the Regency / City Government has greater authority in 

receiving full budget allocations, including the remaining budget. So, as for decentralization, SiLPA in the district/city 

can be budgeted again in the following year by adjusting to the needs of each region. The job accountability mechanism 

at the Aceh Government in the SKPK becomes fully responsible for the implementation of the work until the follow-up 

inspection. Thus, it reduces the burden on SKPA towards the implementation of program activities in the District / City.  

Under the concept of asymmetric where the presence of the Qanun has made the Regency / City Government 

increasingly add to the authority that it has in the management of special autonomy funds which focus on the distribution 

of the authority at various levels of government. It will be impacted by the Regency / City Government which can carry 

out more authority in the management of special autonomy funds to fulfill the needs of the community.  

The form of the management of special autonomy funds carried out based on Qanun Number 2 of 2013 facilitates the 

implementation process, including guaranteeing to fund for programs/activities. The granting of special autonomy funds 

with a direct transfer mechanism does not provide guarantees in the timely implementation of the program, because, in 

essence, the transfers which are made is very determined rather than the timetable for APBA ratification and the 

timetable for submitting financial reports and progress reports at an advanced stage. A positive thing is found that the 

process of the activities program implementing will be faster because the process of the auction of the tender project is in 

the district/city.  

Also, the positive impact of the implementation of the direct transfer mechanism of special autonomy funds can be seen 

from the report of studies conducted by the BAPPEDA Aceh related to the implementation and management of Aceh's 

special autonomy funds in 2015. The results of the study generally show that changes made to the qanun and other rules 

governing the governance of special autonomy funds have experienced positive improvements, although in the 

application in the field there are still various challenges in governance that still need special attention to continue to be 

improved.  

Fourthly, Aceh Qanun Number 10 the Year 2016. In 2016 the Aceh Government again made a policy in managing 

Aceh's special autonomy fund which was centered 100% in the Province with the issuance of Aceh Qanun Number 10 

the Year 2016 concerning the Second Amendment to Aceh Qanun Number 2 of 2008 Concerning Procedures Allocation 

of Additional Oil and Gas Revenue Sharing Funds and Special Autonomy Funds use. The amendment to the regulation 

was based on initiatives from the Aceh House of Representatives (DPRA).  

The Qanun also revoked allocation rights of special autonomy funds for Aceh by 1% (one percent) allocated to the 

capital of the province. Therefore, the model of allocating the special autonomy fund back into the ceiling, which the 

Regency / City Government has the authority to propose activities program following the budget ceiling set by the 

Provincial Government that is technically fully managed by the Provincial Government. 

The change in the Qanun has drawn protests from the Regents / Mayors in all Regencies / Cities that are members of the 

District / City Government Communication Forum (FKKA). In this case, the Regency / City Government concludes that 

the Provincial Government is not being fair to the Regency / City Government, because the amendment to the Qanun 

does not involve the Regency / City Government. The stipulation of Qanun carried out unilaterally has shown an unfair 

and transparent act and eliminates unilaterally the juridical rights of regencies/cities to receive directly part of the special 

autonomy fund regulated by the Central Government in Law Number 11 of 2006 Article 179 paragraph (1) and (2) letter 

C. Regarding Qanun number 2016, Askhalani explained: 

"The change in the 2016 Qanun is due to political factors and the interests of the local political parties. The hope is 

there will be high fiscal discretion and can be obtained by the executive. The executive believes that take an 

important role in the mastering of the 40% projects allocated by the district/city. Previously the program activities in 

the project for regencies/cities were controlled by the Government of Aceh through the SKPA. In 2017, the Aceh 

Party has lost the regional election contestation and won by the PNA and Nova Iriansyah from the Demokrat, the 

41% configuration of the Aceh Party urged a change in the qanun to return the management of the special autonomy 

fund to the District / City as much as 40%. From this matter, it seems like that their authority was legitimate to rotate 

how to return special autonomy funds to the district/city because most of the Regents / Mayors are still controlled by 

the PA. Aceh Qanun that has changed 3 (three) times, 2 (two) changes from the original qanun ” 
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Furthermore, related to the 4 (four) regulatory models in the governance of special autonomy funds, Dr. Syukriy 

Abdullah, S.E., M.Si., Ak states that: 

“In 2018 the Provincial Government wants all funds to be withdrawn by the province because the development 

undertaken by the Regency / City Government is considered to be unfavorable, even though until now there has been 

no research comparing the effective and efficient of the 3 (three) regulatory models. Whereas in 2019, all funds are 

withdrawn to the Province, the implementation will also be transferred to the Regional Government”. 

Regarding special autonomy funds that the amount of the funds received by Aceh province was failed to improve the 

welfare of the people of Aceh. This can be seen from two things, namely the weak of regional economic rate and The 

Slow Quality Improvement in Human Development Index as discussed below. 

B. The Weak of The Regional Economic Growth Rate 

The special autonomy fund received by the Government of Aceh so far has not been able to demonstrate its existence to 

encourage regional economic growth to grow in an ideal manner. The special autonomy fund from 2008 to 2018 

increased significantly, but the pace of regional economic growth slowed. The thrust of economic growth is so weak in 

fact that regional economic growth over the past 8 (eight) years on average is still below 6.0%, far from the 2012-2017 

RPJMA target (above 6.0% to 8.0%). Based on this phenomenon, Hafidh gave a response: 

"There is an allegation from the people of Aceh that the special autonomy fund that should be for Aceh's recovery 

after the conflict was spent and enjoyed by certain circles. Therefore, the existence of the development that impacts 

on the economic growth of the community does not occur because the results cannot be enjoyed, neglected, and 

dysfunctional. This is because it is a necessity and designed without planning. " 

Asymmetric decentralization is different from authority delegation. The difference lies in the special authority that is 

only given to certain regions. This special authority has become a strategy of the central government to prevent the 

desires of a regional government to separate from the motherland. Therefore the central government is trying to 

accommodate the local identity in the government system (Huda, 2014). For Aryos Nivada:  

“the special autonomy fund will have an economic impact ideally. There is an economic revival or economic 

empowerment and must be done. When the special autonomy ends and districts/cities are still sustained by special 

autonomy, then the potential for conflict will occur. Because there is no economic empowerment, unemployment 

rates are also high. The exist strategy that must be carried out by the government since 2017-2022 and this will be 

established and continued in the implementation of the program”. 

Not optimal economic growth causes high poverty and unemployment in Aceh and the highest in Sumatra. It becomes 

the main focus of the Government of Aceh today to be able to overcome poverty with a relatively short period with the 

end of the special autonomy fund in Aceh. But the imbalance in the individual income sector has not diminished in the 

last 10 years. The inequality is measured rather than the Gini Ratio (GR) which sees a decline in urban areas. However, 

there is a decrease in inequality between regions. 

C. The Slow Quality Improvement in Human Development Index 

The HDI of Aceh's condition is relatively not the worst in the Sumatra region, with an HDI value of 70.00% in 2016, 

slightly below the national HDI value of 70.18%. The relatively good value of Aceh's HDI is thought to be caused by the 

relatively high value of Aceh's education indicators before the inclusion of the 2008 Special Autonomy Fund. 

Expectations Length of School (HLS) and Average Length of School (RLS) for Aceh in 2007 were already high (higher 

than HLS and national RLS), respectively reaches 12.90 years and 8.28 years. Then, after the Special Autonomy Fund, 

in 2017, the figure increased to 13.89 years and 8.86 years. (KOMPAK, 2018) 

The presence of special autonomy funds has increased the RLS by 0.58% per year in the last 10 years. This enhancement 

is higher than the enhancement obtained by West Sumatra 0.46% per year and national 0.49% per year in the same 

period. Conversely, the enhancement in Aceh HLS 0.99% per year in the last 10 years is still lower than West Sumatra 

1.57% per year and nationally 1.43% per year. For this phenomenon, Erlanda Juliansyah Putra explained: 

"Aceh's human development index is low because it is accompanied by human resources that are also not qualified 

yet. It is sufficient but not capable yet. Our limitations in language, access to information, and everything in 

education make human resources incapable. There are a lot of schools and even university graduates but they are 

not productive." 

Therefore, it cannot be concluded that the Aceh Special Autonomy Fund, which is mostly allocated in the fields of 

education, health, and infrastructure which are strongly related to the variables forming HDI have succeeded in 

increasing Aceh's HDI. Especially after seeing an increase in Aceh HDI from 2015 to 2016, the amount of which is only 

0.55 points lower than the increase in the HDI value of West Sumatra, Riau, and several other provinces in Sumatra 

(KOMPAK, 2018). 
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The Human Development Index (HDI) of Aceh in 2017 reached 70.60%, indirectly Aceh has been ranked 12th 

nationally. However, many sectors remain of particular concern such as health, education, and economic development. 

With Aceh's HDI rate of 70.60%, it is still at the lowest position nationally at 70.81%. To explain the development of the 

population by accessing the results of development in obtaining income, health, education, and so forth, it is only 

through the HDI in a region. 

Referring to 2015 BPS data presented that the Aceh HDI was still 73.05%. In 2013, the province with the highest 

achievements in human development in Sumatra was Riau Province 75.56% while Aceh Province ranked ninth out of 

ten provinces in Sumatra with HDI 73.05% (BPS Aceh, 2015). Based on these data, Fajran Zain says that: 

"The Aceh government does not have an education program scenario and the people of Aceh do not know which 

programs are funded by the special and monumental autonomy fund. The human development index in Aceh is low. 

30 years we have lived under conflict pressure, many schools are closed. This is contributing to the low human 

development index. Then the people of Aceh are waiting for the appearance of a new generation who will sit in the 

government after so many years of the peace agreement. " 

Based on these data, we naturally wonder ‘why did this happen?’ The analysis shows that transactional politics is the 

cause of the failure of the management of special autonomy funds in Aceh. This transactional political practice is carried 

out by the local political elite on the compilation of planning and work programs in managing Aceh's special autonomy 

fund.  

DISCUSSION / ANALYSIS 

The failure of asymmetric decentralization in Aceh was caused by the practice of the political transactional within the 

Local Political Elite on Compilation of Planning and Work Programs in Managing Aceh's Special Autonomy Fund. 

Political transactional was one of political anthropology theory which is explained by Bailey (2001) in his book entitled 

Stratagems and Spoils: A Social Anthropology of Politics. Bailey explored that in social life, the values of harmony 

cannot always be realized. People's lives are full of deception, nepotism, and desire to use shortcuts in achieving his 

interest. The legal system established by the government cannot guarantee that people live according to the norm. 

Bailey then states that in a society there are two forms of rules namely normative rules and pragmatic rules. Normative 

rules refer to ethical judgments of certain actions. These actions can be right or wrong. In contrast, pragmatic rules are a 

deviation from normative rules. Pragmatic rules explain that there are great gaps in society. People are too interested in 

the “system” even though we know that people live half their lives finding ways to beat the system. They seem to use the 

gaps in the norm to act as if they do not understand the norm. And the fact is, sometimes people do beat the system and 

are not punished. That’s how the system changes (Bailey, 2001). 

According to Bailey (2001), most of us are guided by self-interest and our thread between the norms for seeking the 

most advantageous route. In this context, each individual will do anything to achieve something that he wants even 

outside the norm. The situation as explained by Bailey is manifested in the management of special autonomy funds in 

Aceh. Transactional politics that occurred caused the failure of special autonomy funds in tackling the problem of 

poverty in Aceh. 

Not ideally the implementation of special autonomy funds in Aceh can be seen from the "game" of the local political 

elite members of the House of Representatives in "processing and herding" aspiration funds, and also reflected in the 

powerlessness of the bureaucracy both within the BAPPEDA Aceh environment and in the circles of agencies in dealing 

with the intervention of politicians (Aziz, 2018). 

The problem with managing special autonomy funds in Aceh is a large number of small-scale activity projects. Since the 

special autonomy fund was received by the Government of Aceh from the Central Government, there are so many 

projects that have been in the form of small packages ranging from Rp50-100 million, there are also Rp30 million. The 

existence of this small project package is a factor of intent to not be included in the tender process. The dominance of 

small projects is detrimental, first, most of the small packages are projects that are not strategic and do not have leverage 

for development and economic improvement. 

This is parallel with the fact that the special autonomy fund has not been able to produce a strategic physical 

development project in Aceh. Second, the project which is divided into small groups has created a tendency to 

discriminate in project allocation only to the group, besides, to enrich the practice of project brokers considering that 

small-scale projects do not require a tender in determining partners (Cahyono, 2018). 

Asymmetrical decentralization designs are a national policy choice to regulate some regions at the provincial level which 

for some reason has different designs of authority and distribution of resources. There are four provinces recorded, 

namely Aceh, DKI Jakarta, DI Yogyakarta, and Papua which are currently officially granted special status. The reasons 

underlying it are certainly different, but the spirit that is carried is the same, namely democratization and more equitable 

development so that eventually the desired welfare will be achieved (Bayo, 2012). 
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The Government of Indonesia gives special autonomy to the Government of Aceh in terms of equitable development to 

equalize the Province of Aceh with other provinces in Indonesia with a good regional economic growth rate and 

increased HDI. It will still be a big problem in achieving this because there are small projects that are not strategic 

programs and do not have leverage on the economy and the existence of these small projects is a form of discrimination 

in the allocation of projects only to private interests or certain groups. 

After the peace of the Aceh MoU in Helsinki, many groups of GAM combatants entered the business sectors. GAM 

combatants, especially among the elite, have developed themselves in the business sectors both individually and in 

groups. The former GAM combatants grew as part of the new middle class in Aceh. The existence of instructions from 

the central KPA for the formation of cooperatives in each region aims to support the business development so that many 

dozens of cooperatives spread throughout the district.  

Ten years of the implementation of special autonomy funds received by the Government of Aceh reached Rp 64.968 

Trillion is a form of one of the MoU Helsinki peace agreement by giving Aceh authority as a region with special 

autonomy status regulated in Law No. 11 of 2006. The form of special autonomy funds use that are set to fund 6 (six) 

programs and activities, including education, health, development and maintenance of infrastructure, poverty alleviation, 

empowerment of the people's economy and social and can be used to fund development in the framework of 

implementation special features of Aceh. However, the dynamics that occurred in the special autonomy fund of 

Rp64,968 Trillion received by the Government of Aceh today has not demonstrated its existence in the development of 

the 6 (six) priority programs. 

The form of inhibiting regional economic growth, it is seen from the political side that the dramatic transformation of 

former GAM combatants at the leadership level as well as members who become entrepreneurs, seems to be seen as a 

form of the ongoing process of the peace consolidation in Aceh. The number of commanders and leaders of GAM 

combatants changed drastically from their assets. They are combatants who have become new wealthy people with the 

facilities they have obtained and are now becoming "successful" entrepreneurs. 

The number of key figures in GAM combatants who turned professions into businessmen and also most of them became 

contractors working in the construction industry. Because the construction sector has become the main sector as the 

backbone of the local economy, which is characterized by a lot of project play without going through a tender process 

because of the development of collusion, in which the contractor is not only focused on business but also nuanced 

politics. (Aspinall, 2009). The reintegration process on political economy sectors for GAM combatants and they 

indicated the collusion through rent economic behavior. Former GAM combatants have turned themselves into 

construction contractors by utilizing their political and coercive resources as well as by collaborating with established 

contractors and building cooperation with state officials. Under the political transactional theory expressed by Bailey 

(2001), these contractors who came from GAM combatants were able to master several large-scale development projects 

in Aceh because of the nuances of collusion and nepotism with the Aceh government (which also originated from GAM 

combatants). 

Furthermore, transactional politics is closely related to kinship factors. This is to facilitate the demand for and access to 

the use of money in politics. In this case, the revelation of Bailey (2001) is supported by Boissevain (1978) in his book 

entitled "Friends of Friends: Networks, Manipulators and Coalitions". He observed that the relationship between 

acquaintance and brotherhood became the foundation of transactional politics. The transactional politics are also carried 

out massively with political agreements to the parties, both businessmen and state officials. The Aceh case provides a 

striking illustration of the political influence and corruption at work in the construction sector in Indonesia, which began 

with an extraordinary "explosion" of development projects as a result of the reconstruction work following the tsunami 

in December 2004. 

GAM entrepreneurs won contracts, not because of their experience, skills, and capacity in the construction sector. They 

won contracts because they had access to political power and the possibility of using violence (Cahyono, 2018; 

McGibbon, 2006). In other words, GAM won the contract because of the "Friends of Friends" as revealed by Boissevain 

(1978). The strong content of the local political elite can be seen from the "game" in "processing and leading" 

aspirational funds, as well as from the powerlessness of the bureaucracy within the BAPPEDA Aceh environment and 

the circles of agencies in dealing with the intervention of politicians. The aspiration fund has indirectly damaged all 

SKPA program planning. This happened because Board members intervened at the last second by forcing them to enter 

their programs without proper planning processes such as Conference on Development Planning.  

So that it has an impact on the elimination of various programs from SKPA that have been prepared. For example in the 

RAPBA ceiling in 2016 reached Rp11.5 trillion when brought to the DPRA to be discussed the problem of attraction 

interests. This is because the board members have an allocation of Rp10 billion in aspirational funds. 

Members of the Board also rejected the funds mentioned as aspiration funds, but they have another name, namely the 

"aspiration program" which will be included in various projects without the tender process of the aspirational funds 

whose impact will be a budget of Rp810 billion from SKPA that must be removed. This phenomenon shows that the 
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form of authoritarianism still exists. Local political elites apply like "Suharto-Mini" or "Little King" who has a big 

contribution to the miss-allocation of special autonomy funds (Takeshi, 2006) 

An indication of the game in the management of special autonomy funds through these aspirational funds causes a 

"drive" on the determination of a project and winning partners by the desires of the politicians. So, in the end, it is the 

game of the "fee" project that goes into the personal savings of members of the Board. (BPK RI Aceh Representative, 

2013) 

CONCLUSION 

Through the discussion that has been discussed deeply and completely, the following conclusions can be drawn: The 

Revenue of the Aceh Government's Special Autonomy Fund in the 10 years of 2008/2018 has reached Rp64,968 trillion. 

These achievements do not make the community more advanced and prosperous. Within 10 years of managing Aceh's 

special autonomy fund, there were political factors in the changes in the regulations that were set, namely Qanun No.2 / 

2008, Qanun No.2 / 2013, and Qanun No.10 / 2016 so that there were attraction interests in managing the special 

autonomy fund in Provincial and Regency / City Government level. Lack of supervision in the management of special 

autonomy funds is based on project play without good planning, and the existence of interest-based planning in the 

management of special autonomy funds can be seen in populist programs of activities according to the desires of 

politicians that have an impact on weak regional economic growth rates, the slow quality indexes of human 

development, high poverty rates, and high unemployment in Aceh.  

The failure of special autonomy funds management in Aceh is caused by political transactional practices. This is carried 

out by the local political elite on the compilation of planning and work programs in managing Aceh's special autonomy 

fund and the dominance of local political elites in the management of Aceh's special autonomy fund in the preparation of 

plans and program activities is based on the dynamics of the budget political process in Aceh which is seen that there are 

indications of a process of barter interest in the discussion. The strong political content of the "game" in "processing and 

herding" aspirational funds that directly made all SKPA program plans damaged, thus it impacts the late APBA 

legalization. BAPPEDA Aceh cannot deal with intervention than politicians. The Conference on Development Planning 

carried out is not the only approach used for planning, because of the possibility of a planning process that goes through 

a political process.  

LIMITATION AND STUDY FORWARD 

The failure of special autonomy funds in overcoming poverty in Aceh was a complex problem. Such failure can be 

caused by many factors. The limitation of this research is only able to explain one factor, namely political transactional. 

It would be more interesting if the next study looked at other factors that might be the cause of the failure of the special 

autonomy fund in reducing poverty in Aceh. By using a different perspective, the study forward could be to produce 

more varied research findings.  
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