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 Abstract 

  District spatial plans in Indonesia can be classified into two types-rigid and flexible.  Two regencies 

with a different plan are Tegal Regency and Jepara Regency, two small regions in Central Java Province.  

This paper examines why both regencies chose their type of plan by describing the dynamics of the plan-

making process.  The scholarly literature states that economic context is the primary consideration for 

choosing a flexible plan, and local leaders play a determining role over local governments’ policies in the 

decentralized system.  However, in contrast to those studies, this study finds that the technical staff’s 

personal preferences became the most influential determinant in both regencies.  This study argues that 

such an occurrence transpired because the economy was concentrated in big cities when the plan was in 

the making, causing the regents to ignore the issue.  The situation changed after firms fled from Jakarta 

Metropolitan Areas due to soaring workers’ wages and land prices.  The spatial plan was then adjusted, 

and economic factors became the primary consideration in the spatial plan revision process. 

  Keywords : Spatial Plan, Plan Making, Small Cities 

 1 Introduction 

  Following decentralization in 1998, Indonesia gave more freedom to district governments.  Spatial 

management also adapts to decentralization by stipulating Law 26/2007 concerning Spatial Planning, 

followed by Government Regulation 15/2010 concerning Spatial Planning Management.  Law 26/2007 

mandates that each government level arrange its new spatial plan.  While Law 26/2007 applies to all 

local governments, it does not regulate whether a spatial plan must be rigid or flexible, allowing local 

governments to choose a rigid or flexible plan. 

  In general, a flexible plan allows more than one activity on a parcel of land, such as in England 

(Buitelaar 2007) and Japan (Akashi and Ochi 2007).  Conversely, a rigid plan only allows one activity 

(or closely related) to occur in a designated zone, like in the USA (Buitelaar 2007).  Based on this 

classification, six among the 35 districts in Central Java Province opted for a flexible spatial plan while 

others chose a rigid one. 

* Ph.D. Candidate at Graduate School of International Development, Nagoya University. The author is very grateful to Professor 

Kusaka Wataru, Professor Shimada Yuzuru, and Professor Okada Isamu for their guidance and advice. The author is also thankful 

for insightful comments by two anonymous referees. This paper is based on one chapter that will be submitted for doctoral 

degree in Graduate School of International Development, Nagoya University.
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  Why did some local governments opt for a flexible spatial plan, while many others opted for a 

rigid one? This study aims to answer this question by looking at the cases of two small cities in Java 

Island: Jepara Regency (henceforth Jepara), which adopted a flexible plan in 2011, and Tegal Regency 

(henceforth Tegal), which adopted a rigid spatial plan in 2012 1 .  To answer why the small cities chose 

the different spatial plans, this paper examines institutional, economic, and social contexts, and argues 

that the latter context played the most prominent role. 

  First, the institutional context cannot explain the difference, because all regencies are under the 

same national policies and institutions.  Second, according to previous studies based on big cities 

(Bertaud 2018; Burby and Dalton 1994; Fritsch and Eskelinen 2018; OECD 2017; Razin 2015), 

economic context, whether in enticing investment or regulating development, can be crucial.  However, 

small cities do not always give much weight to such economic purposes, especially when they are 

ignored or underestimated by the private sector as potential sites of investment.  This negligence can 

be seen in the case of two regencies in the early 2010s, when firms were still concentrated in bigger 

cities (Indonesia Statistics Central Board 2021).  Therefore, social context such as technical officials’ 

considerations (Healey 1998) became decisive in choosing spatial plan type in small cities, because 

local political leaders and other actors did not fully recognize the importance of the spatial plan at that 

time.  This argument contrasts with previous studies that emphasize local leaders’ determining role 

over local governments’ policies in Indonesia’s decentralized system (Phelps et al. 2014; Sutmuller and 

Setiono 2011).  However, this condition changed when firms fled from Jakarta Metropolitan Areas (JMA) 

following escalating workers’ wages and land prices, making small cities compete to attract the fleeing 

firms.  Afterward, in the spatial plan revision process that occurred around 2019, economic aspects 

became the primary consideration in formulating spatial policies. 

  In this study, I have used a qualitative approach.  Data was mainly derived from the primary survey.  

I interviewed 28 respondents from Tegal and Jepara in August-October 2019, followed up by written 

phone communication.  I used a snowball sampling technique to select the respondents, starting from 

a key respondent in each regency in charge of the spatial plan-making.  Secondary data is used to 

give additional information.  The analysis will be presented in a timeline format, portraying the plan-

making progression in both regencies.  By doing this, the situation and change in each stage of the 

policymaking process can be described more clearly.  Limitations of this research are related to data 

availability, as all activities took place when the spatial plan was made, around 2010 in Jepara, and 

2011 in Tegal.  The minutes of the meetings were unavailable, so I had to rely solely on the actors’ 

memories of the events.  The minutes’ unavailability also made it difficult to trace all the policy actors 

involved. 
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 2 What Affects the Choice of Spatial Plan Type? 

  Tasan-Kok (2008) classifies the factors behind a choice of spatial plan types into institutional, 

economic, and social contexts.  My deeper exploration of the literature finds that the context can be 

categorized into more specific causes, described in Table 1.  The reason behind the plan type choice 

could either be a single cause or multiple causes, showing interrelation among causes. 

 2.1 Institutional Context 

  The institutional context consists of regulations in making a spatial plan, other rules that affect 

the spatial plan, and the governmental system.  Regulations regarding spatial plan making play a 

significant role.  As described by Buitelaar (2007), England’s spatial plans are fluid since its planning 

document is a policy paper that is not legally binding and is interpreted loosely.  In the USA however, 

Table 1 Factors Behind Spatial Plan Type Choosing

No Considerations Researcher (s) Tendency

Institutional context

1.
Regulations in making 

the spatial plan
Buitelaar (2007)

Neutral; depends on the 

regulations

2.
Other regulations 

affecting spatial plan

Barlow and Gann (1995); Ozkan and Turk 

(2016); Selmi (2001)

Neutral; depends on the 

regulations

3.
Governmental system 

(decentralization)
Razin (2015); Tasan-Kok (2008)

Neutral; depends on the 

leaders’ instructions

Economic context

4.
To adapt to a rapidly 

changing environment

Fritsch and Eskelinen (2018); OECD (2017); 

Tasan-Kok (2008)
Flexible

5.
To enhance 

competitiveness

Hudalah, Winarso, and Woltjer (2007); James, 

Thompson-Fawcett,  and Hansen (2016); 

Landabaso (2002); Razin (2015); Yu (2014)

Flexible

6. To control development
Bertaud (2018); Burby and Dalton (1994); Razin 

(2015); Scott, Gallent, and Gkartzios (2019)
Rigid

Social context

7.
Recognition for 

differences

Qadeer (1997); Sandercock and Kliger (1998); 

Tasan-Kok (2008)
Flexible

8.
Acknowledgment on 

land ownership
Metternicht (2018); Needham (2006) Flexible

9.
Policymakers’ 

preferences
Healey (1998); Yu (2014)

Neutral; depends on the 

preferences

Source: Tasan-Kok 2008; Author’s elaboration
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each municipality has its own spatial plan, which is legally binding.  Even though most cities in the 

USA have somewhat rigid zoning, they are still open to change if a person raises an objection about the 

designated zone on his/her land.  This is achieved through variance and rezoning mechanisms.  The 

Netherlands fall between the UK and the USA.  The municipal spatial plan is the primary reference for 

development, since provincial and national plans do not regulate the zoning in detail.  The Netherlands 

municipals’ spatial plan tends to be rigid and is legally binding (Buitelaar 2007). 

  Other regulations can also influence the type of spatial plan choice.  In Turkey, the planning practice 

becomes flexible due to the delegation of authority from the central government to the Housing 

Development Administration of Turkey (TOKI), whose role is to provide large-scale housing.  This 

assignment allows TOKI to build housing complexes based on its plan, bypassing the local spatial plan 

(Ozkan and Turk 2016).  The regulation regarding participatory planning also affects spatial plan types.  

In London, settled dwellers did not want their neighborhood converted into a mix-use zone (Barlow 

and Gann 1995).  Public participation in its most loose form, voting, could determine a plan type, 

whether it is rigid or flexible (Selmi 2001). 

  Lastly, the governmental system affects spatial plan type too.  Decentralization brings spatial 

planning toward a more flexible system (Razin 2015; Tasan-Kok 2008) since local governments have 

more freedom to formulate their policies. 

 2.2 Economic Context 

  The economic context is composed of adapting to a rapidly changing environment, enhancing 

competitiveness, and controlling development.  The first two lead to flexible zoning, while the last 

tends to promote rigid regulation. 

  First, adapting to a changing environment is a major consideration in choosing flexible zoning 

(Tasan-Kok 2008).  The following are two cases in which environmental changes facilitated flexible 

spatial plan making.  The 2008 economic crisis made many OECD countries switch their spatial plan 

into more flexible plans (OECD 2017).  Then, economic opportunities from incoming tourists in 

Finland made the regional government eager to apply a flexible spatial plan (Fritsch and Eskelinen 

2018). 

  Second, enhancing competitiveness also induces flexible zoning.  For instance, globalization 

pushed major metropolitan cities in Indonesia, Thailand, and the Philippines to adopt loose zoning 

(Hudalah, Winarso, and Woltjer 2007).  In a small city context, James, Thompson-Fawcett, and Hansen 

(2016) found that loose zoning, together with governance reform and cooperation with other cities, 

could revive Invercargill city of New Zealand.  Tendency to opt for flexible zoning also happened 

in Israel (Razin 2015) and even in China, which has a centralistic governmental system (Yu 2014).  

Furthermore, a decentralization system that escalates competition among local governments (Pepinsky 

and Wihardja 2011; Tambunan 2000) motivates less favored regions to formulate innovative spatial 
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policy to attract investments because of their limitations in improving physical infrastructure and 

giving fiscal incentives (Landabaso 2002). 

  Lastly, controlling development leads to a rigid spatial plan.  Several cities like New York, which 

wants to provide more open space, and Paris, which wants to preserve its historical landscape, opt for 

strict zoning (Bertaud 2018).  Protecting the environment is another reason behind a rigorous plan 

(Burby and Dalton 1994; Razin 2015).  Then, preventing agricultural land from conversion is another 

cause as well (Scott, Gallent, and Gkartzios 2019). 

 2.3 Social Context 

  The social context consists of recognition of difference, acknowledgment of land ownership, and 

policy formulators’ preferences.  The first two induce a flexible plan, while the latter leads to an 

unpredictable type of plan as preferences differ for each policy actor. 

  First, as cities grow over time, social complexities also develop.  Thus, the spatial plan should adapt 

to the social differences and be more flexible to serve heterogeneous communities (Qadeer 1997; 

Sandercock and Kliger 1998; Tasan-Kok 2008).  Second, since landownership should be used as one 

consideration in zoning designation (Metternicht 2018) and land use plan affects and potentially 

spoils  landowners’ investments (Needham 2006), a spatial plan should be flexible enough in 

providing space for landholders’ future development plan.  Lastly, zoning regulation strictness depends 

on the policymakers’ preference.  Such inclination is influenced by personal experience (Healey 

1998) and competence (Yu 2014).  In Indonesia, Phelps et al. (2014) and Sutmuller and Setiono (2011) 

found that local governments’ policies depend heavily on their leaders’ and head of planning agency’s 

competence, indicating that local governments’ top managers play a prominent role.  However, 

in terms of land management, competence is a significant issue as Firman (2004) found that local 

government officials lacked capacity. 

 2.4 Examining the Contexts of Small Cities 

  It is important to note a bias of these studies for big cities.  Many studies on spatial management in 

Indonesia focus on metropolitan or main cities and their hinterlands (Hudalah 2017; Rukmana 2015; 

Sadewo, Syabri, and Pradono 2018), causing small cities and their surroundings to be overlooked in 

academic discussions (Bell and Jayne 2009) 2 .  Therefore, to understand the difference in spatial plans in 

small cities, we need to examine how these contexts work in small cities that have different conditions 

from the big cities.  The following are the arguments that I shall develop in this paper. 

  First, the institutional context cannot explain why local governments of small cities opted for a 

distinct type of spatial plan since they were under the same system of the national government and 

referred to the same regulations in making the spatial plan.  Law 26/2007 does not regulate whether a 

spatial plan must be rigid or flexible, allowing local governments to choose a rigid or flexible plan. 
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  Second, the economic context is not always a primary consideration for small cities in choosing 

their spatial plans’ type.  Although Law 41/2009 (Protection of Sustainable Agricultural Land) 

mandates district governments to preserve agricultural land, controlling development is not an issue 

for many small cities because they rarely face big cities’ spatial-related problems such as urban sprawl, 

deteriorating infrastructure services, and environmental degradation (OECD 2017).  Instead, small 

cities aim for local economic development, and such cities in Java Island have a higher possibility for 

it due to the proximity to Jakarta and other big cities that have vibrant economic activities.  However, 

small cities do not always base their choices on other economic reasons (adapting to a rapidly changing 

environment and enhancing competitiveness) when it is not realistic to entice investment from big 

cities.  This situation occurred when small cities made their spatial plan in the early 2010s, when firms 

were still concentrated in metropolitan cities, mainly JMA, and competition among local governments 

to attract investments had not yet started. 

  Third, social context, particularly local technical officials’ preferences, play a decisive role in 

choosing a spatial plan under the following conditions.  One is the absence of competition among 

small cities to attract investments.  Another is the absence of local governments leaders’ initiatives or 

interventions into the policy-making process.  The two conditions existed in the early 2010s when the 

spillover of economic activities from JMA to small cities had not started, and the local governments’ 

leaders were not fully aware of the intention and consequences of the new spatial planning-related 

regulations. 

  However, the situation changed when JMA districts stipulated a steep increase in their minimum 

wage in 2014 (Indonesia Statistics Central Board 2020), causing labor-intensive firms to become 

unsettled and flee from JMA (Deny 2015; Pamungkas 2018; Siregar 2019).  Smaller cities started 

trying to entice investment, and one of the methods they used was by adjusting their spatial plans.  

Therefore, the unique condition of small cities in which local technical officials played a decisive role 

over spatial plans disappeared as more actors paid more attention to the spatial plan revision process 

that started in 2019. 

 3 Tegal and Jepara 

 3.1 Tegal and Jepara Situation Around the Time of the Spatial Plan Making Process 

  Tegal and Jepara are located in the north shore region of Central Java Province.  Tegal is on the 

west side of Semarang, the province’s capital, whereas Jepara is on the east side.  Both regions do not 

directly border with Semarang, so they are relatively free from a big city’s direct influence. 

  Tegal and Jepara have similar landscapes, ranging from mountainous areas, lowland, and coastal 

regions.  According to Tegal Statistics Central Board (2011), Tegal land cover consisted of wetland 

(46%), forest (22%), dryland (13%), and farmland (11%).  Meanwhile, based on Jepara Statistics Central 
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Board (2011), Jepara land use consisted of dryland (28%), wetland (26%), forest (19%), and farmland 

(18%). 

  In terms of laborers, Jepara was more industrial, while Tegal was agrarian.  Based on the 2010 

population census (Indonesia Statistics Central Board 2011), Tegal’s workers were concentrated on 

agriculture (25%), trade (22%), and manufacturing industries (14%).  Jepara’s workers were mainly 

in manufacturing industries (41%), agriculture (17%), and trade (15%).  Most of Jepara’s workers had 

wood-based industry jobs; Jepara is known for its wood carving crafts. 

  Tegal and Jepara possess a big difference in terms of location.  Tegal’s location is more strategic as 

the regency is bypassed by the Pantura (abbreviation of Pantai Utara, or north sore) road and railways, 

while Jepara does not have such infrastructure.  The road is the primary growth generator of Java 

(Octifanny and Hudalah 2017).  Jepara is crossed only by provincial roads, making the regency less 

preferable for firms, as transportation infrastructure is crucial in attracting investments (Fujita and 

Thisse 2002). 

  Tegal and Jepara, as well as other districts, were urged to compile the spatial plan based on Law 

26/2007.  The Central Government pushed District Governments to expedite the plan-making process, 

as mentioned by both districts’ officials.  A Central Government official stated that his performance 

was assessed by the number of local governments already stipulating the new spatial plan. 

  In making the plan, District Governments had to incorporate at least Law 26/2007, Law 41/1999 

(Forestry), Law 41/2009, and National and Province Spatial Plan.  Most of those rules were new in the 

2010s, and district governments were determined to understand the content of said rules.  After those 

national and provincial interests are incorporated in the district spatial plan, the remaining unmanaged 

area is handed over to the district government to manage.  Since Indonesia adheres to decentralization, 

district governments have the freedom to appoint land use as they wish in the unregulated space. 

  Both districts also experienced a shortage of technical staff knowledgeable on spatial planning 

affairs.  Tegal and Jepara relied on only two technical officials to conceive the spatial plan.  

Furthermore, there were only two people in each regency whose educational background was related 

directly to spatial planning.  The officials worked at the Planning Agency, and other agencies did not 

have any staff familiar with spatial planning matters. 

  Meanwhile, around 2010, manufacturing firms were mainly located around metropolitan areas.  

Small cities did not have many investments arriving, as 47.61% of the manufacturing industry in 

Indonesia’s gross regional domestic product (GRDP) came from metropolitan districts in Java island 

(Indonesia Statistics Central Board 2021).  JMA contributed a 33.16% share, indicating a centralization 

of firms in the area.  Based on the 2010 population census, manufacturing industry workers in JMA 

contributed 24.46% of total industry workers in Indonesia. 
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 3.2 Tegal and Jepara Spatial Plan 

  While district spatial plans must follow national and provincial policies, district governments 

still have the freedom to design their spatial policies on the areas that the national and provincial 

governments do not administer.  Tegal and Jepara’s plan accommodates such policies in their Zoning 

Plan Maps, especially on protected areas, forest areas, and agricultural field preservation (Jepara 

Regency Government 2011; Tegal Regency Government 2012).  The remaining zones (mainly built-

up zones) are delegated to district governments to delineate and regulate.  The Zoning Plan Maps 

implement single-use designation, following Law 26/2007, meaning that the spatial plan does not have 

mix-use zone in its Maps.  Principles Concerning Space Utilization 3  accompanies the Maps as technical 

guidance in implementing the spatial plan. 

  The Principles tend to be rigorous.  In Tegal, the regulation states, “It is prohibited to conduct 

activities that reduce or damage agricultural land functions and soil quality.” Also, “It is not allowed 

to convert the preserved agricultural field into non-agricultural dryland, except for public interest 

development according to the law.” In Jepara, its spatial plan mentioned that “Technically-irrigated 

paddy field must be preserved” and “To prevent and limit the conversion of fertile paddy fields into 

other cultivation activities usage.” 

  However, Jepara’s Principles also allow agricultural land conversion into dryland, making the plan 

flexible.  The conversion can be conducted with specific terms (such as limiting conversion areas up 

to 50% and improving irrigation ditch for twice of to-be-converted areas), which are rather difficult 

to fulfill.  Out of 35 districts in Central Java Province, only six have flexible zoning texts (Jepara, 

Rembang, Blora, Kendal, Karanganyar, and Temanggung) with similar regulations.  Jepara is the only 

district that complements its regulation with a table regulating whether an activity is allowed (or 

unallowed) to occur in a particular designated area.  In contrast, other regencies do not specifically 

mention the activities.  Jepara’s noteworthy policy is to allow (on a condition or limited) small and 

medium scale industry and housing development on agricultural land. 

 4 Dynamics in Tegal and Jepara Spatial Plan Making and Approval Process 

  Based on Government Regulation 15/2010, the spatial plan-making process involves many 

parties, and public participation is an obligation.  The process consists of sequential stages (Figure 

1).  However, the policy actors overlooked the zoning discussion.  There was no evidence that they 

considered the potential economic advantage influenced by the spatial plan.  The public argued for 

their particular interests, which absorbed more attention than land-use planning, the core of a spatial 

plan.  The top managers did not exert their intentions since the beginning of the process either.  These 

conditions enabled the technical staff to play a significant role in designing the districts’ spatial policies. 
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 Technical Draft Compilation 

  The technical draft, prepared by a planning consultant appointed by tender, was based on Law 

26/2007 and Regency’s policies, with supervision from the Planning Agency.  The draft was reviewed 

in discussion meetings 4  attended by public representatives and regency technical agencies (Housing 

and Spatial Planning Agency, Agricultural Agency, Industrial and Trading Agency, Transportation 

Agency, and Environmental Agency). 

  Tegal and Jepara’s technical draft tended to be rigid since Government Regulation 15/2010 states 

that the district spatial plan must accommodate the city hierarchy concept, national and provincial 

infrastructure plan 5 , forest areas, protected areas (regulated by government rules), and other 

national policies.  District spatial plan also has to adopt preserved paddy field quotas determined by 

the Ministry of Agriculture.  All regulations are non-negotiable and must be obeyed by the district 

governments, as stated by both regencies’ officials (Mr. TDR and Mr. AA, Tegal Development Planning 

Agency, August 2019; Mr. MT, Jepara Development Planning Agency, September 2020). 

  The above situations show that the institutional context cannot explain why Tegal and Jepara opted 

for a different type of spatial plan.  All regulations regarding the compiling of spatial plans apply to all 

Indonesian district governments.  Hence, both regencies had the same policies to follow. 

 Public Consultations 

  After the first spatial plan draft was finished, to make sure that the draft incorporated public and 

technical agencies’ interests more deeply, the Planning Agency held thematic public consultations.  

Both regencies held the consultations several times. 

  Public consultations in discussing zoning policies were not very lively due to various reasons.  In 

essence, the public representatives (1) were not experts in spatial plan policy, (2) strived for their 

particular interests, and (3) were not aware of the significance of the spatial plan.  Mr. TDR and Mr. 

Figure 1 District Spatial Plan Making Process

Source: Government of Indonesia 2010
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MT admitted that the zoning matter was overlooked in public consultation meetings.  The public paid 

more attention to rejecting nuclear (in Jepara) and geothermal (in Tegal) powerplant development 

plans.  Potential economic advantage by applying flexible zoning was unnoticed since the economy was 

still centralized around JMA. 

  The occurrences above indicate that the economic context did not play a significant role in the plan 

making process.  Instead, the Planning Agency’s technical staff, as the most knowledgeable policy 

actors, played a vital role in the events.  Other actors merely followed the guidance of staff, as long 

as their particular interests were being addressed.  Moreover, the high-level officials of the Planning 

Agency handed over the meetings to the technical staff. 

 Inter-Agency Meetings 

  The next stage after public consultations was inter-agency meetings.  The meetings were held 

several times to improve the second spatial plan draft.  The meeting’s participants were the Planning 

Agency and technical agencies. 

  Even though each agency had its own interests, the meetings tended to be dominated by the 

Planning Agency.  Despite the possibility of discussing and arguing intensely about spatial plan policy, 

they merely gave input and suggestions.  Discussions about zoning were not so lively since (1) the 

technical agencies were unaware of spatial plan significance, (2) the persons sent by the agencies to 

attend the discussions changed frequently, and (3) lack of spatial plan experts working for the agencies.  

This situation corresponds with Firman’s (2004) findings that local governments experience a lack 

of proficient officials in spatial management affairs.  The districts’ top managers were practically 

unknowledgeable about spatial planning and handed over the discussions to the Planning Agency’s 

technical staff. 

  Like the previous stage, the economic context was not a prominent factor in determining the spatial 

plan type.  Although many actors were involved, they were unknowledgeable about the economic 

advantage of applying flexible zoning.  The Planning Agency technical staff, therefore, still played a 

significant role in the plan-making process. 

 Province-Level Substance Approval Process 

  The next phase of spatial plan making is the Province-level substance approval process.  This stage 

is conducted to ensure that the provincial policies have been incorporated into the district spatial 

plan.  Before the approval meeting, Regency Planning Agency had consultations with the Province 

Planning Agency to improve the spatial plan draft.  The consultation was held to ensure that the draft 

integrated national and provincial interests, mainly the city hierarchy, development policies, protected 

and forest areas, and agricultural field quota.  The designation of the built-up zone was left to Regency 

Government.  Regency Planning Agency’s technical staff still played a significant part in this stage. 
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 National-Level Substance Approval Process 

  The National-level process was similar to that of the Province-level, but in the national context.  

The regencies had consultations with the Directorate General of Spatial Planning, Ministry of Public 

Works and Spatial Planning, to improve the spatial plan draft before the approval meeting.  In the 

meeting, Province Planning Agency was invited to cross-check the spatial plan draft.  The meeting 

was also attended by technical ministries and agencies (some of them were Ministry of Industry, 

Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Forestry, Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Transportation, and 

Geospatial Information Agency). 

  Jepara applied for the process beforehand.  The progress was described by Mr.  Y and Mr.  MT from 

the Planning Agency. 

 ... the table was intended to be used as guidance for the permit-provision process, provide a sufficient zone 

for future development-especially the carving craft industry-and attract investments that would specifically 

support existing traditional industries.  So, it was purely our consideration to formulate such a policy, and 

our superiors didn’t say any objections to it. (Mr. Y, Jepara Development Planning Agency, January 23, 

2020). 

 We composed such a flexible rule because we respect one’s ownership of land.  Say, if you have a parcel of 

agricultural land now, and ten years later, you want to build a home, and that land is the only asset you have.  

Then, your only choice is to build it on your agricultural land.  When you do that and ask the government to 

convert your land status into dryland, should we reject your request? That would be so unkind of us. (Mr. 

MT, Jepara Development Planning Agency, December 5, 2019). 

  Mr. Y’s reasoning was based on the existing situation that Jepara was heavily dependent on 

manufacturing industries, with more than 40% of total workers in the regency (Indonesia Statistics 

Central Board 2011), mainly wood carving crafts.  That was why he thought that providing space for 

such industries’ future development was a need in twenty years. 

  Meanwhile, two personal reasons induced Mr. MT consideration.  First, his awareness that a small 

amount of agricultural land would not be enough to support a family’s livelihood.  Thus, it would be 

more beneficial to convert the wetland into dry land, and the decision to convert should be respected.  

He experienced the situation himself when his father wanted to build a home on his agricultural land.  

Buying dryland was not an option since the price was beyond reach, and the yield from the wetland was 

only enough for everyday living.  From around 2,000 m 2  of land, 200 m 2  was submitted for conversion.  

However, the application was rejected. 

  Second, he witnessed that several agricultural parcels, mainly around the main road and residential 

areas, had been converted into dryland by the landowners.  The landowners argued that they owned 

the land, so they had the right to build on it.  Thus, providing a flexibility table would give landowners 
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more sense of security regarding their rights.  The acknowledgment of the land ownership was in line 

with Law 5/1960 Article 20, which states that land ownership is the strongest right on the land.  Both 

circumstances made him believe that a flexibility table was needed.  Regarding the table, the Jepara 

supervisor did not mind it, and the Regency’s top managers did not object either. 

  The technical ministries could accept the table since the regulation about agricultural land quota 

only states the quota that must be fulfilled and does not regulate where the agricultural land should 

be designated.  The quota was less than existing agricultural land, which opened up opportunities to 

convert some of the wetland into dryland for future physical development.  Thus, it was up to local 

governments to designate the agricultural land zone and how the zone was to be managed.  In the 

Jepara case, its spatial plan allows land conversion as long as the quota is still fulfilled.  Later, the 

spatial plan draft passed the approval meeting process. 

  The above process shows that Jepara’s spatial plan became flexible due to several reasons.  The 

first cause was a necessity to provide space for the local industries’ future growth.  This cause was 

connected to economic aspects, however was not related to attracting as many investments as possible.  

The next cause was the policy formulator’s personal experience.  The last factor was the high regard 

for land ownership, which initially was also triggered by the policy formulator’s personal experience.  

The above circumstances show that the technical officials still played a considerable role in formulating 

spatial policies. 

  Meanwhile, Tegal filed the draft later.  The consultation and approval process was similar to that 

of the Jepara.  Mr. TDR mentioned that “since Tegal registered afterward, we could combine other 

regencies’ spatial plan policy to squeeze out the best of it and adopt such policy for Tegal spatial plan.” 

He also stated that in the consultation stages, the supervisor did not tell him about the flexibility 

table Jepara made; therefore, he was uninformed about Jepara’s flexible spatial plan.  Regarding 

land ownership, Mr. AA believed that it should not be mixed with spatial planning.  Landowning 

was a private matter, while zoning designation was a public matter.  Thus, the government should 

concentrate on public matters. 

  The above situation in Tegal demonstrates that the policymakers’ preferences were still prominent 

in spatial plan making.  The economic context did not even influence their thought. 

 Discussions with Regency Top Managers 

  In this phase, the Planning Agency revised the draft based on input in the National-level Substance 

Approval meeting and directions from the regency’s top managers.  In Tegal’s case, its Regent ordered, 

in sequence, to provide sufficient land for housing, meet the protected agricultural land quota, and 

allocate industrial zones (Mr. TDR and Mr. AA, August 2019).  The officials interpreted the instruction 

into providing housing designated zone around the existing residential zone, preventing agricultural 

land conversion, and allocating industrial zone around national roads.  Hence, Tegal’s spatial plan 
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stayed rigid. 

  In Jepara’s case, its top managers prioritized developing existing-mainly traditional-industries 6 .  

They instructed that constructing a building on dry agricultural land should be allowed to accommodate 

future physical growth.  This demand was in line with the flexible spatial plan draft conceived by the 

Planning Agency.  Jepara’s Regent’s instruction convinced Jepara Planning Agency that choosing a 

flexible plan was the right decision.  In contrast, Tegal officials were more reluctant to allow wetland 

conversion.  The decentralization system allowed such different decisions to occur and were reflected 

into distinctive spatial plan types. 

  Still, both districts’ top managers did not take the potential advantage of applying flexible zoning 

into consideration.  Such an occurrence was plausibly caused by the economic condition around the 

2010s, when the firms were concentrated mainly around metropolitan areas (Indonesia Statistics 

Central Board 2021).  Hence, the top managers overlooked the possibility that stipulating loose zoning 

could attract more investments.  The top managers’ instructions coincidentally supported the spatial 

plan draft. 

  The situation in both regencies did not follow Phelps et al. (2014) and Sutmuller and Setiono’s (2011) 

findings on Indonesian decentralization, that state that local governments relied profoundly on top 

managers to draw up their policies.  Tegal’s and Jepara’s circumstances demonstrate that the technical 

staff formulated the policies first, and the top managers instructed their directives in the later stage. 

 Legislation Process 

  The legislation process involved the Regency House of Representatives to discuss the spatial plan 

draft.  The House is a legislative body that passes the spatial plan draft into a District Regulation.  The 

House formed a Special Committee to discuss the draft.  In the discussions, the Committee invited 

related parties to hear their opinions and interests.  The discussions ran smoothly, and the draft was 

officially passed as District Regulation.  Jepara spatial plan took effect on June 23, 2011, and Tegal 

spatial plan came into force on July 6, 2012. 

 Summarizing the Process 

  Initially, both regencies mainly followed Law 26/2007 and Government Regulation 15/2010 in 

compiling spatial plans, resulting in a rigid spatial plan.  As the rules were the same, the institutional 

context could not explain why Tegal and Jepara chose different zoning types. 

  The distinct policies rose in the approval process.  Aside from following the central government’s 

instruction to fulfill the agricultural land quota, Tegal’s staff also thought that land ownership was a 

private matter, while zoning designation was a public matter; thus, the government should concentrate 

on public matters.  In this regard, social context, mainly policy formulators’ preference, was the main 

reason behind Tegal’s choice of rigid zoning. 
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  Jepara opted for a flexible spatial plan primarily because of the regencies’ technical officials’ 

preferences.  An economic factor, providing space for future growth of the wood carving-related local 

industries, also influenced the choosing.  However, the economic consideration does not relate to the 

theory stating that flexible zoning will attract more investment. 

  To sum up, Tegal and Jepara depended on their technical staff to formulate spatial policies.  The 

policies originated from the staffs’ preferences, induced by personal experiences.  As both districts’ 

staff had various backgrounds, their choices also varied.  The findings also show that economic 

consideration influenced Jepara’s choice as well: to provide space for the local industries’ future 

growth.  Nonetheless, the consideration was not directly related to enticing investment. 

  The technical staff’s prominent influence in formulating spatial policies contradicts Phelps et al. 

(2014) and Sutmuller and Setiono’s (2011) findings, stating that local governments’ policies rely on top 

managers (and the technical staff formulates their instructions).  The results of this research show that 

in fact the opposite holds true.  The staff formulated the policy draft first, and then the top managers 

instructed their policies later.  This situation occurred because there was a structural condition in 

which the preferences of technical staff became decisive: new spatial planning-related regulations in 

which district governments were unfamiliar, pressure from central government to expedite the spatial 

plan making process, and lack of personnel knowledgeable about spatial planning affairs.  The policy 

actors’ ignorance was related to small cities’ economic condition when the plan was compiled.  The 

competition among small cities to attract investments had not yet started; thus, there was no urgency 

for policy actors to learn about the spatial plan, including its influence on the economy. 

 5 Time Gap between Big Cities and Small Cities 

  The spatial plan-making process in Tegal and Jepara demonstrates that although the process 

involved many policy actors, they tended to ignore the plan’s significance.  The actors advocated only 

their particular interests, which were not directly related to the rigidity or flexibility of zoning, causing 

zoning discussions to be overlooked.  They did not consider the possibility of gaining an economic 

advantage by adjusting the spatial plan. 

  The zoning plan oversight was due to firm-clustering in bigger cities when the spatial plan 

was made in the early 2010s.  In 2010, metropolitan districts in Java held 47.61% of Indonesia’s 

manufacturing industry GRDP (Indonesia Statistics Central Board 2021), and JMA districts contributed 

33.16% share.  Thus, small cities were relatively ignored by firms. 

  In 2014, JMA districts increased their minimum wage (Indonesia Statistics Central Board 2020).  

The wage gap between Purwakarta (the district with the lowest wage in JMA) and Tegal increased 

from 236,200 rupiahs/person/month in 2011 to 815,121 rupiahs/person/month in 2014.  The gap also 

widened between Purwakarta and Jepara, from 203,200 rupiahs/person/month to 815,121 rupiahs/
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person/month, resulting in soaring production costs.  The condition was aggravated by an escalation in 

JMA’s industrial land price.  The median land price in JMA suburbs (there was no available large-scale 

land in Jakarta anymore) rose from 61 $/m 2  in 2007 to 116.7 $/m 2  in 2011 (Hudalah et al. 2013).  The 

unsettled labor-intensive firms then tried to look for other places that offered lower manufacturing 

expenses (Deny 2015; Pamungkas 2018; Siregar 2019).  Such circumstances opened opportunities for 

small cities to attract firms to come to their regions. 

  The firms started to flee from JMA around 2015.  Later, investment data shows that Jepara 

could attract many labor-intensive firms and was included in five-top districts in total accumulated 

investments in Central Java Province in 2017  2019.  The number of yearly incoming projects in 

Jepara in 2014  2019 was 28, 88, 133, 186, 252, and 373 (Central Java Province One Stop Service 2019) 

consecutively, showing remarkable development.  Meanwhile, Tegal was in the twentieth position.  The 

difference occurred although Jepara was relatively less preferable for firms in terms of infrastructure 

availability.  These facts indicate that a flexible spatial plan was significant in enticing investment. 

  The spatial plan significance was eventually recognized when the plan was in the revision process, 

starting around 2019.  Government technical agencies, investors, legislators, and the public asked the 

Planning Agency to adjust the zoning to suit the changing environment.  Furthermore, the regencies’ 

top managers paid more attention to the revision process.  They gave directions from the beginning 

of the process: expand the industrial zone.  It was also expected that more districts would adopt the 

flexible plan.  However, many still chose a rigid spatial plan, even though flexible zoning may attract 

more investments (OECD 2017).  The situation was due to the district governments’ concern over the 

flexible zoning’s weaknesses: erratic policies (Cozzolino 2018) and sprawl (Fregolent and Vettoretto 

2017).  The district governments feel that flexible zoning is difficult to interpret and can possibly result 

in constantly-changing policies.  Moreover, an easier procedure to convert wetland into dryland makes 

the district governments worried that the physical growth will be uncontrolled.  Therefore, most 

district governments opted for rigid zoning by providing more space for industrial zones. 

  This change of events indicates that one characteristic of spatial plan-making in small cities is that 

there is a gap between big cities and small cities regarding the timing when economic factors become 

essential.  At first, when the economic condition was in favor of bigger cities, small cities’ spatial plan-

making depended primarily on the preferences of technical staff.  Later, as the economic situation 

changed, plan-making became more reliant on the economic context. 

 6 Conclusion 

  Law 26/2007 mandates each government level in Indonesia to make its spatial plan.  Tegal and 

Jepara stipulated their rigid and flexible spatial plan in 2011 and 2012, respectively.  Tegal’s plan tended 

to be rigid, whereas Jepara’s plan was flexible. 
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  The findings of this research offer a new insight in understanding small cities’ spatial plan-making 

process, in which the economic factors do not always matter in influencing the process.  The reasons 

behind spatial plan type choice can be classified into institutional, economic, and social aspects.  

The institutional aspect could not explain why both districts chose a distinct type of plan since both 

regencies belong to the same governmental structure and refer to the same regulations.  Then, 

although economic considerations are the most important factor in choosing a spatial plan type, it was 

the social aspect (in this case the technical staff’s preferences) that was more influential.  Tegal picked 

a rigid plan because of the policy formulators’ preference.  Meanwhile, Jepara chose a flexible plan 

due to the technical staff’s preference, combined with an economic reason to allocate space for the 

local industries’ future growth.  Economic factors were less significant since the competition to entice 

investments among small cities had not yet started in the early 2010s when the two regencies crafted 

the spatial plans, causing the regents not to exercise a stronger influence over the issues. 

  Subsequently, the situation changed after JMA districts stipulated a steep increase in their 

minimum wage, causing labor-intensive firms to become unsettled.  Jepara was able to attract more 

fleeing firms despite its lack of national infrastructure, indicating that flexible zoning is significant in 

enticing investments.  Later, when both regencies’ spatial plans were in the revision process in 2019, 

the policy actors paid considerable attention to the process.  They demanded altering the zoning plans 

to provide more space for investors, showing that the economic context became more prominent 

than the social context.  This situation indicates that there is a time gap between bigger and smaller 

cities when economic considerations become significant in spatial plan making.  Nevertheless, most 

district governments still chose rigid zoning and merely expanded the industrial zone.  They preferred 

straightforward spatial policies which are easier to interpret and desired to prevent uncontrolled 

development. 

 Notes 

 1 Both serve as Local Activity Center based on Indonesia National Spatial Plan. The Plan defines city-hierarchy as 

National, Regional, and Local Activity Centers. Local Activity Center acts as a center that serves district-level or 

several subdistricts-level activities. Local Activity Center is the lowest part on the hierarchy, implying the center 

as a small city in function. 

 2 Various inquiries that discuss small cities use inhabitants to determine smallness (Fahmi et al. 2014; Wirawan and 

Tambunan 2018). 

 3 Principles Concerning Space Utilization is one of spatial plan elements. The spatial plan consists of Planning 

Goals and Strategies, Spatial Structure and Infrastructure Plan, Zoning Plan Maps, Strategic Area Appointment, 

and Principles Concerning Space Utilization. In detail, the Principles Concerning Space Utilization is composed of 

Zoning Regulations (Zoning Texts), Permit Provisions, Incentives-Disincentives Policy, and Sanctions. 

 4 The discussion meetings were held two times: after the draft of the preliminary and interim reports were finished. 

 5 City hierarchy concept and national-provincial infrastructure network plan are defined in Indonesia National 

Spatial Plan (Government Regulation 26/2008) and Central Java Province Spatial Plan (Central Java Government 
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Regulation 6/2010). 

 6 The policy to develop existing industries was a general instruction, and Jepara’s top managers always asked such a 

matter as a base in formulating every policy. This is because Jepara is considered a less preferred location and the 

industries would absorb many workers. However, Jepara’s top managers’ intention did not relate with the theory 

stating that flexible spatial plan will attract more investments. 
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