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1.0 Introduction 
 

Indonesia has reached several key milestones in its OECD accession process. In 2024, 

OECD Council adopted and delivered the Accession Roadmap to Indonesia, which among 

other reforms, provides an important opportunity to align Indonesia’s public financial 

management (PFM) system with OECD standards. The Roadmap Committee of Senior 

Budget Officials (SBO) has provided a structured platform to assess Indonesia’s institutional 

readiness and capacity to manage public resources effectively and transparently. 

Over the past decade, Indonesia has made substantial progress in strengthening its 

PFM framework, particularly in macro-fiscal management, budget transparency and 

performance-based budgeting. But Indonesia must 

also demonstrate that these reforms are fully 

institutionalized and sustainable — and that they 

can support robust, evidence-based fiscal 

decision-making as fiscal risks and policy 

priorities continue to evolve. 

Evidence from the Open Budget Survey (OBS), 

conducted by the International Budget Partnership 

since 2006, provides an important benchmark for 

assessing Indonesia’s fiscal governance. These 

findings suggest that while transparency has improved, 

it has not yet translated into strong oversight or public 

influence over budget decisions. 

Against this backdrop, this policy brief examines 

Indonesia’s progress and remaining gaps in 

implementation of the OECD SBO roadmap in three 

areas: (1) capacity for effective allocation and reallocation of resources based on evidence; 

(2) openness and accountability in public spending; and (3) effective parliamentary oversight 

and public engagement. Drawing on OBS findings and OECD standards, the brief identifies 

priority reform areas and proposes policy directions that Indonesia must pursue to meet 

accession requirements and strengthen fiscal governance. 

 

2.0 Gaps in Indonesia’s Budget Governance: 
2.1 Capacity for Effective Allocation and Reallocation of Resources 

One critical assessment area is whether the government can improve public spending 

quality through a results-oriented, performance-informed approach — one in which it can 

prioritize high-impact programs and redirect resources away from low-performing or 

outdated ones. 
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Indonesia has made substantial progress in building the necessary inputs: integrated 

planning and budgeting regulations, digital systems (KRISNA–SAKTI), performance 

indicators, monitoring and evaluation frameworks and audit mechanisms. However, this 

evidence does not yet systematically influence resource allocation decisions.  

Concerns over spending quality persist at both the budget and execution stage. Budget 

compositional credibility remains a challenge, with recurring deviations between 

approved and actual spending across ministries, programs and expenditure 

categories, despite relatively strong aggregate credibility. Execution patterns show 

underspending in sectors such as agriculture, water and sanitation, alongside overspending 

on subsidies.1 These imbalances weaken the translation of planned allocations into intended 

outcomes, reinforcing the need to institutionalize spending reviews. 

Spending reviews have been conducted since 2013 and have generated useful technical 

analyses of efficiency, but they remain advisory and peripheral to the formal budget cycle. 

Findings are discussed in coordination forums without systematically influencing 

budget ceilings, reallocations or program cuts — with budget decisions continuing to 

be driven by incrementalism, compliance and political negotiation rather than 

structured analysis of value for money (Parhusip, 2016).2 This governance gap was 

evident in early 2025 fiscal efficiency measures, which were implemented through across-

the-board expenditure tightening rather than systematic review. At the same time, large-

scale flagship programs such as the Free Nutritious Meals Program (Makan Bergizi Gratis) 

and People's Schools (Sekolah Rakyat) were exempted entirely — exposing the absence of 

any neutral mechanism that can assess all spending regardless of political sensitivity. 

Spending reviews are also limited in scope and depth. They focus primarily on technical 

efficiency — whether outputs are delivered with minimal inputs — and rarely examine policy 

effectiveness, program relevance or alternative delivery options. These limitations are 

compounded by uneven data quality, output-oriented performance indicators and 

constrained analytical capacity across line ministries.  

The core challenge is not the absence of analysis, but the absence of governance 

mechanisms that compel the use of evidence to challenge baseline spending and enable 

reallocation. Without a formal mandate, comprehensive coverage including politically 

prioritized programs, and clear links to budget decisions, spending reviews cannot 

meet the OECD standard on improving public spending quality through evidence-based 

allocation and reallocation of resources. 

 

2.2 Openness and Accountability in Public Spending  

Indonesia has made clear progress in making its budget more transparent. In the 2023 Open 

Budget Survey, Indonesia scored 70 out of 100, well above the global average, showing that 

 
1 See for more detail Krishnadianty, D., 2002. Indonesia: Budget Credibility and the Sustainable 
Development Goals. International Budget Partnership. 
2 Spending reviews initiated by the Directorate General of Treasury (DG Perbendaharaan) at the 
Ministry of Finance , see more detail in: Parhusip, Bilmar (2016).  Analisis Implementasi Spending 
Review pada Kementerian Negara/Lembaga Tahun 2013-2015.  Kajian Ekonomi Keuangan Vol. 20 
No 3 (Desember 2016) 

https://internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/Indonesia-Budget-Credibility-and-the-Sustainable-Development-Goals_V2.pdf
https://internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/Indonesia-Budget-Credibility-and-the-Sustainable-Development-Goals_V2.pdf
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more budget information is now publicly available. The remaining challenge is not about 

publishing more data, but about making that information work for accountability. Large 

volumes of budget, spending and audit information are disclosed, yet they do not 

consistently lead to stronger public scrutiny, parliamentary oversight or corrective action 

when problems arise. 

Indonesia’s challenge in meeting the OECD standard on openness and accessibility of 

public spending lies in the persistent gap between formal transparency and functional 

accountability. Budget, spending and audit information is published regularly and supported 

by a strong legal framework for public information disclosure, yet this information is not 

systematically used to inform oversight or enforce accountability. Much of the data remains 

difficult for non-expert users to interpret and is weakly integrated into decision-making 

processes, limiting its influence on spending discipline and performance improvement. 

A key structural weakness is the fragmentation of public spending information across 

institutions and platforms. Public spending data in Indonesia is published across 

multiple platforms (APBN portals, KRISNA, SAKTI outputs, sectoral dashboards, BPK 

reports)3, often with inconsistent classifications and limited interoperability. There is 

no single, integrated user-oriented platform that links budget plans, allocations, execution, 

performance results and audit findings. As a result, civil society organizations, Parliament 

and the general public cannot easily trace funds from approved budgets to actual spending 

and results. In contrast, OECD best practices emphasize end-to-end transparency that 

enables users to track public funds across the full spending cycle (OECD, 2017)4. 

The OBS finds that publicly available information is often incomplete or not sufficiently 

detailed to allow meaningful analysis of how public resources are used. For example, 

execution reports, mid-year reviews, and audit follow-up information are either not 

published systematically, lack program-level detail or are released in formats that limit 

public understanding and reuse. Budget and performance documents are often lengthy, 

highly technical and published in formats that are not machine-readable or user-friendly. 

Performance and evaluation information is rarely synthesized into clear, accessible 

summaries that allow non-specialists to assess value for money or service delivery 

outcomes. As a result, transparency remains largely procedural and expert-driven, rather 

than enabling broad-based oversight and informed public engagement. 

Most importantly, transparency is not yet consistently translated into accountability. Audit and 

performance findings do not systematically trigger follow-up actions, budget adjustments or 

sanctions, and public visibility over how recommendations are addressed remains limited. 

Parliamentary scrutiny is further constrained by information overload and insufficient 

analytical support to assess spending effectiveness. In addition, the Supreme Audit 

Institution (BPK) does not audit a consolidated government performance report 

 
3 APBN portals refer to official State Budget information platforms publishing allocation and execution 
data. KRISNA is the integrated planning and budgeting information system. SAKTI outputs are 
institutional financial management and budget execution reports generated through the Ministry of 
Finance application. Sectoral dashboards capture ministry- or programme-level expenditure and 
performance monitoring. BPK reports are external audit reports issued by the Supreme Audit Board 
assessing public financial accountability 
4 OECD (2017), OECD Budget Transparency Toolkit: Practical Steps for Supporting Openness, 
Integrity and Accountability in Public Financial Management, OECD Publishing, Paris. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264282070-en 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264282070-en
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alongside the budget: end-year financial reports produced by the Ministry of Finance 

and performance accountability reports (LAKIP) produced by the Ministry of 

Administrative and Bureaucratic Reform (MenPAN-RB) remain separate, despite the 

executive budget proposal integrating budget allocations and performance targets (OBS, 

2023).  

Aligning with OECD standards will require integrating spending information, improving how it 

is presented and used and strengthening mechanisms that ensure openness leads to 

accountability and better public spending decisions. 

 

2.3 Oversight and Public Engagement 

Parliamentary oversight and public engagement mechanisms exist largely in form but do not 

effectively shape budget priorities, drive performance improvements or ensure that budgets 

are responsive to community needs. 

Although the House of Representatives (DPR) has formal authority to review and approve 

the budget, oversight practices are not sufficiently evidence-based or forward-looking, 

relying heavily on executive-provided information rather than independent analysis. The 

OBS highlights that Indonesia lacks an independent Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) 

or equivalent non-partisan analytical body— meaning Parliament cannot effectively 

assess trade-offs, fiscal risks or program effectiveness, and lacks the analytical 

capacity to challenge baseline spending or propose evidence-based alternatives.  

Parliamentary scrutiny is also disproportionately retrospective, focused on end-year financial 

realization reports rather than performance results, evaluation findings or implementation 

challenges during the budget year. This compliance-oriented focus weakens Parliament's 

ability to influence budget formulation and reallocation decisions in real time, contrary to 

OECD best practice where oversight spans formulation, execution and audit.5 

Public engagement faces parallel weaknesses. The OBS finds that while participation exists 

during early planning processes, there are no formal mechanisms for public input during 

parliamentary budget deliberations, and no clear channels to engage with execution, 

in-year changes or audit follow-up. Marginalized groups are largely excluded, with no 

targeted outreach, tailored information or inclusive consultation mechanisms — directly 

contradicting OECD standards on engaging underrepresented communities in fiscal 

decision-making. 

Across both dimensions, the central weakness is the same: oversight and engagement are 

not systematically linked to budgetary consequences. Audit findings, public inputs and 

parliamentary recommendations do not reliably lead to changes in allocations, program 

redesign or corrective action, and there is limited transparency on how executive responses 

are communicated or acted upon.  

 
5 OECD (2023), “OECD Best Practices for Parliaments in Budgeting”, OECD Journal on Budgeting, 
Vol. 23/1. 
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3.0 Policy Recommendations: 
 

To meet OECD standards on budget governance and demonstrate readiness under the 

Senior Budget Officials (SBO) roadmap, Indonesia should prioritize reforms that 

institutionalize the use of evidence, close accountability loops and strengthen oversight and 

participation mechanisms, including the following recommendations: 

 

3.1 Institutionalize Spending Reviews as a Binding Instrument of 

Budget Decision-Making 

The Ministry of Finance should move from ad-hoc and advisory spending reviews toward an 

institutionalized mandatory spending review framework embedded in the budget cycle. 

Spending reviews should be required at regular intervals, cover a meaningful share of total 

expenditure and include all programs, including politically prioritized flagship programs. 

Review findings should explicitly inform budget ceilings, reallocations, program 

redesign or termination decisions. This would align Indonesia with OECD practice, where 

spending reviews are used to challenge baseline spending and support strategic 

reprioritization. 

 

3.2 Establish an Integrated End-to-End Public Spending 

Transparency Platform 

The government should establish a single, integrated, and user-oriented public spending 

data platform that consolidates information across the full budget cycle, linking planning 

(KRISNA), budget allocations (APBN), execution (SAKTI), sectoral performance 

dashboards, and audit findings (BPK). This reform should be underpinned by harmonized 

budget classifications and common data standards, interoperable digital systems enabled 

through automated data exchange, and institutionalized data governance arrangements led 

by a designated coordinating authority. The platform should publish linked financial and 

performance information in accessible, open-data formats to enable Parliament, civil society, 

and the public to trace funds from approved budgets to actual spending and results. 

 

3.3 Integrate Financial and Performance Accountability to Support 

Evidence-Based Budget Decisions 

The Ministry of Finance should institutionalize a single, integrated financial and performance 

accountability framework by consolidating end-year budget realization reports (LKPP) and 

performance accountability reports (LAKIP) into a unified government financial and 

performance report. This integration would enable the Supreme Audit Institution (BPK) to 

conduct a consolidated audit that assesses not only financial compliance but also 



  Closing the Accountability: Budget Governance 

  Reforms for Indonesia’s OECD Accession 

 

 

differences between planned and actual performance outcomes, including non-financial 

results, in the Year-End Report. Budget guidelines should further mandate the use of 

this integrated evidence in budget formulation and review, requiring ministries and 

agencies to demonstrate how past spending results and performance outcomes 

inform proposed allocations and reallocations, so that financial and performance 

information becomes decision-critical rather than a parallel reporting exercise. 

 

3.4 Strengthen Parliamentary Oversight Through Independent 

Analytical Capacity 

Parliament should establish or strengthen an independent fiscal institution (IFI), such as a 

Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) or equivalent non-partisan mechanism. IFIs are 

increasingly recognized as credible, independent sources of fiscal and performance analysis 

for both the Executive and Parliament during the budget process. This body should 

provide the DPR and public with independent analysis of fiscal assumptions, program 

performance, spending trade-offs and fiscal risks, reducing reliance on executive-

provided information. Parliamentary oversight should also be reoriented from a 

predominantly retrospective and compliance-based focus toward in-year monitoring, 

performance review and forward-looking analysis. 

 

3.5 Expand Meaningful and Inclusive Public Engagement Across 

the Budget Cycle  

Public participation mechanisms should be expanded and formalized across the full budget 

cycle, moving beyond early planning stages to include budget formulation, parliamentary 

deliberation, budget execution and audit follow-up moments. This includes establishing clear 

channels that allow any civil society organization or member of the public to participate and 

provide testimony during parliamentary hearings on budget proposals prior to approval, as 

well as during hearings on audit reports. Participation frameworks should actively 

engage underrepresented communities, directly or through representative civil 

society organizations and create formal opportunities for public contributions to audit 

processes, including through participatory audits. These measures should be supported 

by the publication of accessible, user-friendly budget and audit information and reinforced by 

feedback mechanisms that demonstrate how public inputs are considered and acted upon, 

thereby strengthening trust and accountability. 
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4.0 Conclusion 
 

Indonesia has laid a strong foundation for sound public financial management, particularly in 

transparency and macro-fiscal control. The OECD accession process now requires a shift 

from transparency to accountability, from evidence generation to evidence use, and from 

formal oversight to effective influence over budget decisions. Addressing these governance 

gaps will be essential to improving spending quality, strengthening public trust and aligning 

Indonesia’s budget system with OECD principles of good governance.
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The policy brief was prepared and published by IBP Indonesia. 

 

The International Budget Partnership is a global partnership of budget analysts, community 

organizers, and advocates working to advance public budget systems that work for all 

people, not a privileged few. Together, we generate data, advocate for reform, and build the 

skills and knowledge of people so that everyone can have a voice in budget decisions that 

impact their lives.  

 
For more information on IBP Indonesia: 

Contact: yfarhan@internationalbudget.org 

LinkedIn: International Budget Partnership Indonesia 

Instagram: @ibp.indonesia 

X: @ibpindonesia 

Facebook: International Budget Partnership Indonesia 

 

 

The International Budget Partnership (IBP) headquarters:  

1919 Pennsylvania Ave NW, Suite 425, 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Tel/Fax: +1 202 792 6833 

 
For more information on IBP:  

info@internationalbudget.org or visit  

www.internationalbudget.org  

 

X: @OpenBudgets  

Facebook: International Budget Partnership  

YouTube: International Budget Partnership  

LinkedIn: International Budget Partnership 

Instagram: @openbudgets 
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