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PROLOGUE

Once upon a time, a seven-year-old Indonesian girl would go with her grandmother 
on Saturday nights to a small hall to watch wayang wong (a type of classical Javanese 
theatrical performance). In general, the show was about a fight between Good and Bad. 
The bad character was depicted by a race of giants called the Rakshasa, which were not 
only enormous in size but also powerful and malevolent. In the eyes of the small girl, these 
giants were frightening due to their red eyes and red hair, their habit of drinking blood from 
a human skull, and their ability to harm the surrounding environment.

Fifteen years later, the same girl – now a young woman – got her first job as a civil engineer 
in a greater metropolitan area in Indonesia. Her first task was to design a transport 
megaproject. As a young and naïve civil engineer, she prepared a perfect engineering 
design for the project. She was so excited that she did not realize a nightmare was about 
to begin. Local protests made the land acquisition process a disaster. People tried to 
defend their homes and refused to be resettled, and they objected to the redevelopment 
of their area. The young woman watched a big yellow bulldozer knock down hundreds of 
informal dwellings, while men and women screamed at the bulldozer driver or lay down on 
the street, trying to stop the bulldozer destroying their homes. The situation was terrifying 
for the young civil engineer. To some extent, the experience brought back her memory 
of the giant she used to see in the wayang show – the giant who was disruptive to its 
surroundings and evil to people – and she started using the metaphor of the ‘Giant’ to 
explain the characteristics of megaprojects, larger versions of normal projects in terms of 
size and costs, which are disruptive to the surroundings. 

Today, the young woman has just finished writing her doctoral dissertation, which was 
inspired by the disruptive nature of the Giant. The title is “Perceiving the Giant: People’s 
perceptions of megaproject development practices“. It sheds some light on the perception 
making of people when facing the powerful and disruptive Giant of infrastructure provision, 
that is, megaproject development. She hopes that well-documented findings from 
her dissertation will contribute theoretically to the debate on megaproject studies and 
societally to reducing the harm the Giant inflicts on society.
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1.1 SETTING THE SCENE: PEOPLE AS A FORGOTTEN 
DIMENSION IN THE PROVISION OF THE GIANT 

For the last couple of decades, megaprojects have dominated the development agendas 
of policymakers all over the world. Megaprojects are characterized as being much larger 
than normal projects in terms of size, spending, stakeholder numbers and impacts. As 
much as 8% of the world’s total GDP has been spent on megaproject investment, which 
is the biggest investment allocation ever (Flyvbjerg, 2014). According to the Oxford 
Living Dictionaries, 1 a megaproject is “a very large-scale and costly construction or 
engineering project”. It is characterized by multi-million dollar investments, a long duration 
of implementation and the involvement of numerous stakeholders (Flyvbjerg, 2017; 
Oliomogbe and Smith, 2013). This dissertation focuses on mega infrastructure projects 
that involve a set of interrelated elements that are aimed at restructuring the existing 
infrastructure systems and interconnecting or upgrading infrastructure networks (Salet et 
al., 2013). Well-known examples of such large-scale infrastructure projects are Boston’s 
Big Dig (USA), the Oresund Bridge between Denmark and Sweden, and the Trans-Siberian 
Railway. 
  However, megaprojects – ‘the Giants’ in infrastructure provision – are not simply 
bigger versions of smaller infrastructure projects and their image has been a subject of 
wider public debate. On the one hand, the term megaproject is mostly associated with a 
tool to enhance the national economy. Ensuring a city’s position in the global competition 
and economy has been the prominent objective of many megaprojects worldwide 
(Swyngedouw et al., 2002). This implies an urban entrepreneurial strategy (Harvey, 1989) 
within which those managing megaprojects can be considered institutional entrepreneurs 
(Biesenthal et al., 2018). Such a strategy leads many cities worldwide to develop efficient 
infrastructure systems on a mega-scale, aiming to achieve a well-functioning modern 
economy (Dean, 2015). On the other hand, megaprojects can be inherently disruptive and 
ill-performing in terms of their impact on society. Megaprojects are often characterized 
by poor performance records, the huge amount natural and financial resources used, 
inherent risks, complexity and uncertainties (Oliomogbe and Smith, 2013). Moulaert et 
al. (2003) also emphasize how megaprojects can foster significant social polarization, 
widening the gap between the successful part of the population, and the disempowerment 
and marginalization as well as social transformations taking place for the other part of the 
population. Such environmental and social impacts are embedded in many megaproject 
practices (Brookes and Locatelli, 2015). The impacts range from environmental effects such 
as pollution (Gilbert et al., 2003) to social effects such as displacement (Gellert and Lynch, 

1  https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/megaproject
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2003). These contradictory images involve a lot of subjectivity, depending on whose lens 
is used to perceive the project, as they are based on their interests, expectations and 
experiences with megaprojects.
  Various studies have been conducted into managing the risks of megaprojects 
(e.g. Orueta and Fainstein, 2008; Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; Olds, 1995; Molle and Floch, 
2008; Storey and Hamilton, 2003) and to show the importance of the collective benefits 
derived from such projects (Korytárová and Hromádka, 2014). However, in practice, most 
assessment tools only captured the effects of megaprojects from a top-down perspective: 
most of the studies talked “about” rather than “with” people. These studies focused on 
the management perspective of primary stakeholders and their interests in the economic 
benefits of the projects (Aaltonen and Kujala, 2010). This dissertation, in contrast, 
distinguishes between the perspectives of primary and secondary stakeholders. 

1.1.1 Primary Stakeholders
A primary stakeholder is a group with a crucial role in keeping the cooperation going 
(Clarkson, 1995) or that has a contractual relationship with a project (Aaltonen and Kujala, 
2010). Such a group includes project managers, investors, governments and construction 
companies, and other actors with legal authority. However, looking only at the perspective 
of the primary stakeholders in the central power of project management is considered 
tricky. This is mainly because the project management run by the primary stakeholders 
is temporary (Lundin and Söderholm, 1995), while the impacts on the general public are 
permanent and irreversible (Gellert and Lynch, 2003). In this case, primary stakeholders 
are considered stakeholders that have a certain amount of power that enables them to 
intervene in the decision-making processes in megaproject development practices.

1.1.2 Secondary Stakeholders
Contrary to the power held by the primary stakeholders, the secondary stakeholders are 
generally outside the central power and have only limited access to influence the dynamics 
of megaproject development practices. Secondary stakeholders include members of 
society and the general public at large, specific local communities and directly affected 
groups of people. A secondary stakeholder is defined as one who influences and gets 
influenced by the cooperation, but is not involved directly in the cooperation (Clarkson, 
1995). A secondary stakeholder also does not have a legal contractual relationship with 
the project (Eesley and Lenox in Aaltonen and Kujala, 2010). This makes the position of 
secondary stakeholders weak. The academic literature is mostly silent about the bottom-
up constellation of the benefits to and impacts of megaprojects on the directly affected 
groups of people. 
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1.1.3 People as The Forgotten Dimension of Megaprojects
Academic studies have largely overlooked secondary stakeholders, especially in terms of 
local communities (Di Maddaloni and Davis, 2017). Although Shenhar and Holzmann (2017) 
underline the impact on society as one of the critical dimensions to analyse the success of 
megaprojects, along with efficiency, impact on the customer and financial success, the fact 
that the perspectives of the projects’ end-users and the affected groups of people have by 
and large been overlooked, is quite ironic. ‘People’ has been a mostly forgotten dimension 
in developing ‘the Giant’. 
  However, both megaprojects practitioners and the academic debate should pay more 
attention to these directly affected groups of people for three reasons. First, because it is 
expected that the general public will be the end-users of such a project, the level of their 
satisfaction is highly relevant when determining the project’s success. However, so far, 
the measurement of project success has been based on only ‘on time, on budget’ criteria 
(Sönderlund et al., 2017). Second, besides being targeted, they are also liable to be a part 
of the affected groups. The practices of megaprojects show that the negative externalities 
might harm particularly those who live in the vicinity of a project, who are usually the 
ones who are far from the central power of the decision-making process. Displacement, 
land grabbing, resettlement, loss of livelihood, noise and air pollution have blighted the 
process of megaproject development (Gellert and Lynch, 2003; Capka, 2004; Molle and 
Floch, 2008). Third, if the promotors of megaprojects (such as government officials) fail to 
accommodate the first two urgencies, they face a legitimacy issue of developing such a 
project. The legitimacy issue might lead to the question “Does society really need such 
a dazzling project?” (Söderlund, et al., 2017), and when the answer is “No”, the public 
resistance enters the arena, which Priemus (2010) underlines as one of the megaproject 
pathologies.
  Based on the above reasons, this dissertation argues that it is essential for the long-term 
success of megaprojects to incorporate in them people’s perceptions of megaprojects. This 
starts with understanding that the real (good or bad) effects of megaproject development 
are the ones ‘perceived’ by people. Different people have different perspectives; they 
look at the development through their own lens, then describe a certain reality. In the 
words of Vanclay (2012 p. 152): “Perception is reality.” 
  The way people perceive the development highly depends on the actual day-to-
day reality of how the megaproject affects them. It results from their experience with 
the megaproject’s dynamics over time and space. A long implementation duration and 
substantial spatial changes caused by megaprojects are used here as a starting point to 
investigate the importance of perception-making processes. This indicates that the space 
and time dimensions of megaproject development interfere with people’s perceptual 
reality concerning a megaproject development.
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1.2 PEOPLE’S PERCEPTIONS OF MEGAPROJECT IMPACTS 
OVER TIME AND SPACE

In this section, the dimensions of time and space are explored in relation to their relevance 
to affecting people’s perceptions of megaproject development.

1.2.1 Time Dimension and the Three Development Stages
The megaproject development lifecycle is usually a long one, and the project dynamics can 
persist throughout that lifecycle. For instance, the redevelopment of Zurich’s main railway 
station was beset with the conflicting interests of various stakeholders that hindered the 
development for more than thirty years (Wolff, 2012). The station area redevelopment was 
essential to improve the performance of the existing transport nodes. Meanwhile, other 
parties had an interest in restructuring the urban fabric and in extending national and 
international networks and activities (Bertolini and Spit, 2005). The dynamics involved 
ecological associations, political parties, referendums, economic recessions and fights 
among developers (Wolff, 2012). This situation is not specific to the Zurich railway station, 
as many other megaprojects struggle with the dynamics embedded in the long period of 
the development process. 
  In every phase of a project’s lifecycle, various activities and tasks have to be done and 
different stakeholders have to be involved, both internally and externally (PMBOK, 1996). 
More importantly, within this project cycle, megaprojects are hampered by dynamic and 
strategic institutional considerations (Gillett and Tennent, 2017). As argued in the previous 
section, the primary stakeholders mostly have sufficient power to influence the decision-
making during the lifecycle phases, unlike the secondary stakeholders, even though they 
(the secondary stakeholders) become either the end-users of the project or the affected 
groups. It is therefore necessary to identify and investigate the needs, concerns and moral 
issues of local actors throughout the lifecycle of a megaproject (Di Maddaloni and Davis, 
2017). 
  In general, a megaproject lifecycle consists of three stages of development, namely 
the planning, construction and usage stages. Each stage has different implications for the 
stakeholders involved. First, in the planning stage, impact assessments are performed to 
provide people with an overall picture of the costs and benefits of the project. However, 
in this stage, there is often a tendency towards what Flyvbjerg (2005) refers to as 
“design by deception”, in which the forecasts purposely ignore the negative externalities 
and overestimate the benefits. Because it is hard to get a full picture of the future, the 
proponents of megaprojects are very over-optimistic about megaprojects (Flyvbjerg et 
al., 2003). The information is often limited, biased and judgmental (Samset, 2013). As a 
result, it easy to engender a positive attitude in people. In contrast, people might reject the 
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development simply due to fear and anxiety about how the development might endanger 
their lives in the future. Because of the uncertainty of future events, people might be 
sceptical about the benefits of a megaproject and be terrified by the negative externalities. 
The typical reaction is well documented under the label ‘NIMBYism’ (Devine‐Wright, 
2005). Once a project is publicly announced, there is a sense of alertness that triggers the 
thinking process and consideration in people (Wolsink, 2007). The more negative impacts 
they perceive, the more resistant they are. 
  Second, in the construction stage, there are generally two situations that influence 
a megaproject’s dynamics, namely externalities from the construction process, and time 
and cost overruns. The disturbances from the construction and its direct impacts tend to 
burden people in the adjacent area. They suffer from economic, social and ecological 
consequences that disrupt and threaten the existing spaces and daily lives (Jamali, 2014); 
for example, pollution (Li et al., 2002), forced displacement (George and Rajan, 2015) and 
the impoverishment of low-income, rural or native people (Windsor and McVey, 2005). As for 
time and cost overruns, they have become a global trend in megaproject history (Flyvbjerg 
et al., 2003). This makes people sceptical about the real output of the development; that is, 
whether the actual implementation will meet the expectations. For instance, the Northeast 
Coal Project (NECP) in Canada failed to meet the expectation of regional employment 
described in the impact assessment (Gunton, 2003). A similar situation happened with the 
Channel Tunnel between France and the UK, Sydney’s Lane Cove tunnel, the High-Speed 
Rail connecting Stockholm and Oslo airports, the Copenhagen metro and Denmark’s Great 
Belt Tunnel (Flyvbjerg, 2014). 
  Third, people might argue that the direct positive effects will occur immediately 
after the construction is over, that is, in the usage stage. Especially in transport projects, 
as a location-specific investment, the effects will directly benefit the users (Banister and 
Berechman, 2001). For instance, in the case of high-speed rail investment, the benefits 
are decreased travel time, increased comfort and reliability, reduced accident probability 
and less congestion in other transport modes (De Rus, 2008). Although these effects are 
significantly covered by traditional economic tools such as cost-benefit analysis (CBA), 
the wider advantages at the macro level remain questionable (Vickerman 2008). In many 
cases, the investment in large infrastructure projects is not sufficient to have a significant 
effect on the economy. Because in practice only a small number of ex-post evaluations are 
conducted (Flyvbjerg et.al, 2003), the actors do not have a full picture of what the impacts 
will be. 
  In the short term, the impacts are mostly temporary and as time passes, these 
temporary impacts might vanish or evolve into more permanent effects (Oosterhaven 
and Elhorst, 2003). Over time, people’s perceptions of the development may change 
along with this evolution. For instance, people might be negative at the beginning due 
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to disturbances caused by the construction, then feel positive when they can enjoy the 
benefits of the project, especially when the net benefits are positive within a certain period 
of time (Campbell and Brown, 2015). On the contrary, they might feel positive about the 
project at the early stage due to the over-optimistic proposal (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003), then 
be more negative after what was written in the assessment does not match with the reality. 
  The question whether the planned effects of the project match the actual impacts leads 
to another issue, namely whose perspectives are used in capturing the planned effects in 
the assessment tools might also largely determine people’s expectations regarding new 
megaprojects. It is therefore important to observe and analyse the causal relationship 
between planned effects and actual outcomes at each stage of development (Pollack et 
al., 2015). Besides the time dimension, expectations and outcomes can also differ spatially. 

1.2.2 Space Dimension 
The space dimension deals with the impacts of a megaproject that vary over different 
spatial scales. Here, the jurisdiction in which the impacts take place determines the 
characteristics of the megaproject’s direct and indirect impacts (Boarnet, 1996). To simplify 
the analysis, we divide this jurisdiction into the adjacent area and the further area.
  In the vicinity of a project, the spatial intervention of a megaproject creates the direct 
impacts. The most notable one in which this dissertation is interested is the transformation 
or creation of space. It is well known that megaprojects can rapidly transform a landscape 
visually (Gellert and Lynch, 2003). Toronto’s new waterfront development, for example, 
has a goal within the framework of a competitive city that modifies the urban public space 
(Lehrer and Laidley, 2008). This type of project usually involves the development or 
redevelopment of a wide range of new commercial functions, such as tourism, leisure and 
consumption (Orueta and Fainstein, 2008). As a further example, both Amsterdam and 
London have restructured their spatial relations since the turn of the new century due to 
the conversion of their economic base from seaport reliance to finance, business services, 
tourism and creative industries, leading to the development of glamorous new spaces 
and luxury residential complexes, and the revitalization of industrial and riverside areas 
(Fainstein, 2008). From these examples, it can be noted that the transformation of particular 
urban spaces plays a significant role in delivering the economic impacts. In some cases, 
policymakers only keep tabs on ‘mega’ functional structures that generate profits, and in 
doing so dispose of the ‘soul’ of a place, including ordinary people living in the vicinity 
(Friedmann, 2010). Giving meaning to people and strengthening the connection between 
people and place are important in developing a megaproject (Shaw and Montana, 2016). 
However, in this, there is a poor understanding of the person–environment relationship 
(Lang, 2005).
  It is important to note that the contribution of megaprojects to economic growth is 
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often indirect and works particularly at a broader spatial scale. For instance, in the case 
of transport investment, the projects change the effective density of people along with 
the jobs, which affects effectiveness and productivity (Graham, 2007). There is a coupling 
relationship between the advancement of transport and economic growth (Saidi and 
Hammami, 2017). The contribution is considered a multiplier, derived from Keynes’s 
theory in which increments in demand ripple their way through an economy, triggering 
additional demands (Kockelman et al., 2005). In the case of transport infrastructure, the 
investment functions as a supporting element for other more fundamental conditions when 
achieving economic development (Banister and Berechman, 2000). The problem is that 
since the indirect effects work interchangeably with other factors besides the project, it 
is hard to have a complete picture of the impacts. Even though models and tools have 
been developed, most of them are subject to subjectivity in choosing which assumptions 
regarding impacts need to be considered. For example, decision-making tools like CBA 
are often hampered by difficulties in quantifying relevant values of equity, dignity and 
equal distribution (i.e. Sunstein, 2016). As a result, the broader indirect and interrelated 
impacts are often oversimplified.

1.2.3 Linking the Time and Space Dimensions of Megaprojects: Evolution of Impacts 
and Perception 
The previous subsections discussed the importance of the time and space dimensions 
in relation to the evolution of megaproject impacts, and how they contribute to people’s 
changing perceptions of a megaproject. A summary is provided in Figure 1.1. Within the 
time dimension (i.e. as reflected in the three development phases), the impacts evolve from 
temporary into permanent impacts, and within the space dimension (i.e. as captured in the 
project’s jurisdiction; close versus distant), they evolve from direct into indirect impacts.

Figure 1.1 The impacts’ evolution over time and space
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This dependency of impacts over the time and space dimensions resonates the argument 
of Engwall (2003, p. 789), who states that projects are context-dependent: “No project is 
an island.” Projects are open systems that are highly dependent on their temporal and 
organizational scope and the simultaneous activities in their environment. The space and 
time dimensions are best explained through the context in which the project is enacted. 
According to the Oxford Living Dictionaries,2 context is “the circumstances that form the 
setting for an event, statement, or idea, and in terms of which it can be fully understood.” It 
is a setting to fully understand what is going on with the projects. The remaining questions 
are therefore “How do policymakers govern megaprojects in other parts of the world?’ 
and “What lessons can be learned from the implementation of megaprojects in immature 
economies?” These questions are answered in the following subsection.

1.3 THE GIANT IN GLOBAL SOUTH: A PARADOX?

With limited funding, a lack of expertise and the importance of budget allocation priority, 
developing countries struggle to deliver megaprojects as a growth strategy. To begin with, 
the classic text on megaprojects by Flyvbjerg et al. (2002) reveals how the cost escalations 
tend to be higher for projects executed in the global South compared to those in the global 
North. Cost overrun is one of the common causes (along with time overrun and under-
quality) of megaproject failure (Weaver, 2007). That megaprojects in the global South have 
experienced cost escalation evidences the poor capability of megaproject management, 
which faces great challenges in developing countries in terms of human development, 
engineering, and managerial, political and sustainability challenges (Othman and Ahmed, 
2013). 
  Despite the challenges, foreign investors increasingly promote megaprojects in 
developing countries, such as China’s Belt and Road initiative (Huang, 2016). It seems 
that the “megaproject paradox” – as Flyvbjerg et al. (2003) call the situation in which 
megaprojects are still high on the development agenda even though the projects fail to 
deliver the expected benefits within the given time and budget – is a global phenomenon. 
In developing countries, the paradox emerges because policymakers favour easily 
developed alternatives that take less time to build than megaprojects (Ansar et al., 2014). 
At the same time, the economic promises of megaproject development (Flyvbjerg et al., 
2003) are so tempting that policymakers usually cannot deny foreign investors their wishes 
and desires. This emerging paradox in megaproject development in immature economies 
triggers the following question: if the projects are not well managed, how will the impacts 

2  https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/context
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on the secondary stakeholders be properly governed? And will the affected groups in 
developing countries suffer more than those in developed countries?
  Unfortunately, the empirical research is not distributed equally over the world. Di 
Maddaloni and Davis (2017) show that most of the empirical research on megaprojects has 
been conducted in Europe, followed by America and Asia (22%, 13% and 11%, respectively). 
Their study shows that less attention has been paid to the Asian context. This can be 
problematic because a lot of references have been made within the context of developed 
countries (mainly in Europe and United States), whereas megaprojects have increasingly 
been promoted in developing countries. The mismatch between the number of references 
and the actual megaproject investment in developing countries raises the issue of a lack 
of representation and lessons learned from a similar context. Therefore, this dissertation 
focusses on the case of developing countries to complete the picture of megaproject 
empirical practices.

1.4 INCORPORATING PEOPLE’S PERCEPTIONS IN 
MEGAPROJECT STUDIES IN THE CONTEXT OF IMMATURE 
ECONOMIES

1.4.1 Research Goal and Relevance
The aim of this dissertation is to clarify the way in which people perceive megaproject 
development in relation to space and time, and to add value to the megaproject literature 
in the context of developing countries. Thus, the main research question is: 

“How do people perceive megaproject development in relation to space and time, 
and to what extent can the incorporation of people’s perceptions in megaproject 
studies be an added value for megaproject practices in the context of developing 
countries?”

First, answering the main research question might provide a starting point for gaining 
greater acceptance of megaprojects from the general public. This societal acceptance is 
also relevant for defining the level of success of megaproject development. Shenhar and 
Holzman (2017) argue that the impact of a megaproject on society is one of the leading 
dimensions of a megaproject’s success. Fahri et al. (2015) and Mišić and Radujković 
(2015) also stress the dimension of people’s satisfaction with a megaproject. By listening 
to society’s concerns, project promoters could encounter less rejection and opposition, 
and the shared benefits of the projects can be better achieved. Also, looking at how 
megaprojects contribute to society would reveal the real ambitions behind them and the 
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associated problems, as well as their future effects (Söderlund et al., 2017). Especially in 
the case of developing countries, where resources are usually scarce, expertise is limited 
and the state must decide whether to invest in megaprojects or in infrastructure to meet 
basic human needs. Building on the findings of this dissertation, it is hoped that a new 
direction in creating more inclusive megaprojects can be achieved and that the public’s 
resistance (Priemus, 2010) can increasingly be overcome.
  Second, megaproject development processes are characterized by many stakeholders 
with different interests. Megaprojects have proved to be contested in nature (Sutherland 
et al., 2015; De Bruijn and Leijten, 2007; Strauch et al., 2015; Shatkin, 2014). This creates a 
pathology of ‘the tragedy of the commons’ in which risks are extensively spread, leading to 
accurate information being either ignored or dismissed (Gunton, 2003). In addition, scarce 
attention is paid to managing the social and political impacts on secondary stakeholders 
(Di Maddaloni and Davis, 2017). Accommodating both primary and secondary stakeholders 
might be useful in practice to weaken a project’s negative impacts and promote the sharing 
of benefits with the affected groups of people, and to optimize the actual benefits enjoyed 
by the targeted groups of people.
  From a scientific perspective, the output of this dissertation will also contribute to 
enriching social impact assessments in terms of participation as a valued end rather than 
a means (Esteves et al., 2012). It will enrich the assessments to go beyond the traditional 
assessment methods, which Immers and Stada (2004) believe are largely limited to 
economic theories based on the concept of efficiency. The output can be used to integrate 
the diverse dimensions of effects and thus improve the scoping step of impact assessments, 
as underlined by Morrison-Saunders et al. (2014) and Vanclay (2012). To be specific, the 
findings are expected to lead to a better place for local communities in the assessment 
tools, mapping their concerns, fears and anxieties, as well as their expectations regarding 
a megaproject development. The idea is to operationalize the argument of Sutherland et 
al. (2015) to bridge the gap between pro-growth and pro-poor. The aim is to overcome the 
institutional shortcomings of impact assessments (e.g. Revesz, 2017) and to deliver social 
responsibility by doing less harm to society (Friedmann, 2000). 

1.4.2 Conceptual Framework and Sub-questions
The previous paragraphs discussed the relevance of incorporating people’s perceptions 
– the core of this dissertation – into megaproject studies and practices. However, for 
the added value of perception to megaproject literature, the argument presented here 
requires specific knowledge in different research areas that are translated into a conceptual 
framework below (Figure 1.2). In this way, it is possible to unbox people’s perceptions of 
megaproject development.
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Figure 1.2. Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework has three important dimensions. The first is the time dimension 
(A), which is divided into the planning, construction and usage stages. The second is the 
space dimension (B), which consists of the adjacent and the further area. It is important 
to highlight that impacts evolve over the time and space dimension from temporary 
into permanent and from direct into indirect impacts. The third element is the people 
dimension, which is divided into primary (I) and secondary stakeholders (II). The role of 
primary stakeholders tends to have more influence in the earlier phase and the adjacent 
jurisdiction, and vice versa for secondary stakeholders (for instance the general public or 
a group of affected people).
  The contribution of this dissertation is five-fold. First, it reflects on the drawbacks 
of economic assessment tools that neglect the importance of people further away from 
the central power of the decision-making process. This first contribution functions as a 
background, to set the scene for the importance of including people’s perceptions in time 
and space in megaproject studies. In this sense, the importance of people’s perceptions 
counteracts the pitfalls of impact assessment tools as a top-down perspective of the 
primary stakeholders. This is in line with Pereira and Pereira (2015), Altshuler and Luberoff 
(2004) and Samset (2013). In particular, the first contribution answers the question “How 
might the methodological and theoretical pitfalls of impact assessment practices lead 
to the broader impacts of megaproject development processes being overlooked?” (as 
explained in chapter 2 and illustrated in Figure 1.3).
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Figure 1.3. Coverage of chapter 2

Second, this dissertation identifies which groups of people could potentially be affected by 
a megaproject, especially in the adjacent area and their dependency on the place, which 
might get displaced by the development of a megaproject during the construction stage. 
The question to be addressed is ”What impacts do local communities in the adjacent area 
(i.e. port–city interface) have to face due to a new megaproject (port expansion)?“ (as 
explained in chapter 3 and illustrated in Figure 1.4).

Figure 1.4. Coverage of chapter 3

Third, the exploration continues with how people, as secondary stakeholders, perceive 
a megaproject based on their experience of the effects of the megaproject on their daily 
lives. This experience influences the positive or negative attitude towards the megaproject 
that evolves over time and space. Space and time dimensions play a significant role in 
the perception-making process, namely in terms of changing perception over time and 
the direct and indirect impacts on the jurisdiction of the project. Chapter 4 focuses on 
the various development stages embedded in the time dimension, with the research 
question ”How do different groups of people perceive built megaprojects and how do 
their perceptions change over time?” (as explained in chapter 4 and illustrated in Figure 
1.5).
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Figure 1.5. Coverage of chapter 4

The factors underlying the perception will be analysed in chapter 5. Over the development 
stages, people might perceive matters differently due to the linkage nature of the economic 
benefits of the megaproject. People would recall their experiences during three planning 
stages to illustrate the dynamic of particular projects over time. The question “What are the 
perceptions of local people regarding the balance between the negative and the positive 
effects of megaprojects, and what factors affect their perceptions?” will be answered in 
chapter 5 (and is illustrated in Figure 1.6).

Figure 1.6. Coverage of chapter 5

Fourth, chapter 6 focuses on the space dimension. Special attention is given to the 
creation of place caused by megaproject development to reflect the evolving perception 
over the space dimension, with the research question ”How do local people perceive new 
place-creation generated by large-scale infrastructure development, and how might their 
perceptions differ from the intended images of the project?” (as explained in chapter 6 and 
illustrated in Figure 1.7).
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Figure 1.7. Coverage of chapter 6

Fifth, the final contribution scales up the megaproject governance mode into a practice 
of programme management. Some literature has underlined the ability of programme 
management to incorporate broader long-term issues hampering the temporary 
organization of project management. In this sense, the last contribution explores the 
megaproject governance practice to illustrate the perspective of primary stakeholders as 
to whether simply scaling up is sufficient to speed up the development process. In chapter 
6, the research question ”How can programme management as an external instrument 
deal with the problem of temporary organization and context dependency at the project 
level, especially in the case of developing countries?“ will be addressed (as illustrated in 
Figure 1.8). 

Figure 1.8. Coverage of chapter 7
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1.5 EMPIRICAL STUDY: INDONESIA

This dissertation uses a case study of Indonesia as an Asian developing country to illustrate 
the diversity of empirical research on megaproject development in this context. As the 
world’s 4th most populous country, Indonesia has the potential to compete in the world 
economy. The issue of economic growth has been the main priority since The Masterplan 
of Acceleration and Expansion of Indonesia Economic Development (MP3EI) 2011–2025 
was legalized by Presidential Decree number 32 in the year 2011. From the perspective 
of infrastructure provision, the masterplan contains many megaprojects. The infrastructure 
provision has so far been utilized to reduce the transaction cost in Indonesian development 
practices (Timmer, 2006). Over time, the masterplan evolved into The Acceleration of 
Priority Infrastructure Development Programme, which consists of 37 megaprojects spread 
throughout the country. 
  The need to promote numerous megaprojects in Indonesia’s planning arena is testing 
the ability of the whole system. Since decentralization in 1998, the Indonesian government 
has had a dynamic institutional arrangement. The managerial problems range from multi-
actor perspectives to the involvement of substantial foreign investments. Within the multi-
level governance context that has evolved since the East Asian Crisis in 1997–98, a new 
institutional framework for economic policymaking has emerged (Hill and Shiraishi, 2007). 
The system grapples with its ineffectiveness in directing sustainable development due to 
the institutional–cultural forces copying detached ideas of neoliberalism without adapting 
the existing system to it effectively (Hudalah and Woltjer, 2007). This complex institutional 
arrangement adds a dynamic to megaproject development practice in the Indonesian context.
  The case studies presented in this research will complete the missing picture of 
megaproject studies in the context of developing countries. Different cases are presented 
to provide a broad representation of developing different projects within a certain context. 
The case studies were at different stages of development when the data was collected. 
Thus, the dynamics during the different stages can be captured to show how the time 
dimension interplays with people’s perceptions. The following cases are used.

1.5.1 The Acceleration of Infrastructure Provision Programme 
Indonesia’s Mid-term National Development Plan 2015–2019 is aimed at achieving an 
economic growth of 6–8%. The plan was narrowed down to 227 megaprojects, known as 
National Strategic Projects. To accelerate the projects’ development, the Committee for 
Acceleration of Priority Infrastructure Delivery (KPPIP) was established. One of its tasks 
is to prioritize the National Strategic Projects. The committee prioritized 37 of the 227 
megaprojects, with a total budget of up to USD 173 billion. The case study presents the 
practice of a programme management approach as a mode of megaproject governance 
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and illustrates how external instruments can influence the internal development processes.

1.5.2 High-Speed Railways: – Jakarta-Bandung (Early Planning Stage)
To meet the goal of developing the Java Economic Corridor, the national government 
initiated the first high-speed railway route within this corridor, which is the connection 
between the Greater Jakarta Metropolitan Area and the Bandung Metropolitan Area. 
Later, this route is expected to be extended to the Surabaya Metropolitan Area. The total 
investment is up to approximately USD 155 billion, which makes this project the largest 
transport infrastructure development in Indonesia in terms of financing. When the research 
was conducted, the project was in the early planning stage. 

1.5.3 Tangerang LIVE 2020 (Construction Stage)
As the Greater Jakarta Metropolitan Area has experienced massive growth in terms of its 
economy and demography, Tangerang – a municipality 25 kilometres west of Jakarta – has 
to deal with the challenges of metropolitan transformation. To do so, the local government 
initiated the urban development project Tangerang LIVE 2020. This project acts as a city 
branding strategy to deal with regional and national competitiveness and is an attempt 
to achieve sustainable development in the city. Three related large-scale infrastructure 
projects are worth looking at, namely the development of a bus rapid transit (BRT) system, 
a waterbus system, and the redevelopment of the city centre area in order to combine 
tourism and economic opportunity. The projects were still in the construction phase when 
the data was collected.

1.5.4 New Priok Container Terminal (Early usage stage)
The New Priok Container Terminal is a part of the Tanjung Priok Port expansion project. 
Tanjung Priok Port itself is the busiest seaport in Indonesia and it handles the majority 
of all national and international freight flows. Based on the Master Plan of Tanjung Priok 
Port 2012, there is an increase in flows of goods of up to 23% per year. To deal with this 
demand, a total of USD 3.5 billion has been invested in the expansion project. The port 
is located in the northern part of the Greater Jakarta Metropolitan Area, which covers the 
most populous urban region of Indonesia with at least 30 million residents. The first phase 
of the project had only been operationalized for five months and the other phases were at 
the construction stage when the fieldwork of this study took place.

1.5.5 Suramadu Cable-Stayed Bridge (Usage stage)
The Suramadu Bridge is a 5.4 kilometre long cable-stayed bridge connecting Java and 
Madura Island. The project was initiated in the 1960s, and after a lengthy process of planning, 
the bridge was opened to the public in 2009. The aim of the project was to accelerate 
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economic development on Madura Island, which had experienced slow economic growth. 
The island covers approximately 5,000 square kilometres and is inhabited by at least 3.6 
million people. The success of the bridge development is reflected in not only reduced 
travel times but also the creation of a new iconic symbol of the area. When the research 
was conducted, the bridge had been in use for nearly a decade.

Figure 1.9. Location of the projects used as case studies in Chapter 2-6

1.6 RESEARCH DESIGN

This section outlines the research design for each of the following chapters (chapters 2–7)

1.6.1 For the Greater Good? 
The focus of chapter 2 is on a critical evaluation of the impact assessment of megaprojects. 
It highlights the theoretical and methodological difficulties inherent in analysing the 
relationship between investment in large infrastructure projects and indirect economic 
benefits during the assessment processes. It is necessary to incorporate the broader 
effects of megaprojects into impact assessments. Because most of the economic effects 
are indirect long-term benefits, it is hard to get a clear picture in the early phase of a 
development. The consideration of time and space is crucial to prevent a mismatch 
between the planned impacts and the actual impacts of development practices.
  The critical evaluation is useful in identifying difficulties that lead to a lack of objectivity 
when measuring the broader effects. A lack of objectivity implies the probability of excluding 
certain groups of people. As a strategy to generate economic growth, megaprojects 
can affect different groups of people over space and time. This chapter discusses the 
background to the forgotten dimension of people in megaproject development practices 
along with the political role of time and space.

36

1

CHAPTER 1



A literature review and desk research were performed for two cases, namely the Jakarta–
Bandung and the Japanese Shinkansen high-speed railway projects. For the Indonesian 
case, the feasibility study is used as secondary data to illustrate the practice of economic 
assessments, and for the Japanese case, the analysis is generated from previous studies 
on this project.
  The contribution of this chapter echoes the work of Lakshmanan (2011), Banister and 
Berechman (2001), Archibugi (2006) and Esteves et al. (2012).

1.6.2 Living on the Edge 
Chapter 3 focuses on the dependency of communities in the vicinity of megaprojects 
whose livelihoods depend strongly on the affected area. A case study of the New Priok 
Container Terminal – a port expansion project in the Greater Jakarta Metropolitan Area – is 
introduced. As a megaproject, port expansion tends to lead to conflict of interests at the 
port–city interface.
  The starting point of this chapter is that there is an unclear and undefined concept 
of ‘community’ in the stakeholder management literature (Di Maddaloni and Davis, 
2017). This chapter offers a new direction to acknowledge the impacts of development 
on the community. The case study is used to illustrate how vulnerable communities 
that are dependent on the port and the sea are to any development intervention in the 
area. In-depth interviews, observations and informal group discussions with the various 
communities in the area were used as data collection techniques. The analyses build upon 
the port literature to grasp the nature of ports as a megaproject entity and upon the port–
city interface literature to see the dependency of affected communities to the area they 
live in and the area on which their livelihoods largely depend. Then, both port literature 
and port–city interface literature are supplemented with megaproject literature to grasp 
the bigger picture of megaproject complexity.
  The contribution of this chapter is that it extends part of the works of Sutherland 
et al. (2015), Huang et al. (2011) and Cochrane (2009). It highlights the vulnerability 
of the communities to the negative externalities of the megaproject. In addition, these 
communities are underrepresented in impact assessment analyses.

1.6.3 Bridging the Perception Gap? 
The main focus of chapter 4 is on explaining the process of perception-making regarding a 
built megaproject. The chapter presents a conceptual framework for how people perceive 
megaproject development, based on their everyday experiences of the externalities 
caused by the new place-creation as a result of megaproject development. In addition, 
people might have an unrealistic perception of the impacts and react negatively to the 
planning and the implementation. However, their perception might also change during 
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long development stages, and this chapter discusses the plausible reasons for this.
  The conceptual framework combines psychology literature on perception-making with 
megaproject literature. This chapter sheds light on how individuals perceive a megaproject 
and act and behave accordingly. To operationalize this, the Suramadu cable-stayed bridge 
is used as a case study. This empirical case shows a dynamic during the usage stage and 
illustrates the delivery of benefits and the permanent and indirect impacts of the project.
  A mixed method design of in-depth interviews and surveys was used to capture 
people’s perceptions. This is useful to explore the comprehensive and rich information 
about how megaprojects affect local communities and to provide up-to-date empirical 
evidence (Di Maddaloni and Davis, 2017). The contribution of this chapter is that it 
completes the work of Vanclay (2016) by contributing to the incorporation of people in 
assessment tools to provide a better outcome for local people.

1.6.4 Megaprojects – An Anatomy of Perception 
Chapter 5 argues that the impact of megaprojects on society contributes to the satisfaction 
of the general public as positively or negatively affected stakeholders, and that later this 
satisfaction influences how they perceive the project. The reason for this is twofold. First, 
one of the prominent dimensions of a megaproject’s success is its impact on society, which 
is reflected in the long-term effects concerning the environment, quality of life, scientific 
or artistic achievements, entertainment, ecology or symbolic impact on humanity (Shenhar 
and Holzmann, 2017). Rationally, people will perceive the project positively based on the 
positive impacts they experience, and vice versa. Second, besides affecting people’s 
opinion, the impact of a project also contributes to people’s level of satisfaction regarding 
the project. This satisfaction is also one of the determining success factors of megaprojects 
(Fahri et al., 2015).
  Although some scholars have highlighted this topic, they merely cover tangible 
benefits and costs. In fact, the benefits of a project are not merely tangible. In some cases, 
the immaterial benefits play equally important roles in shaping people’s perceptions and 
influencing the level of satisfaction. Using the case study of Suramadu Bridge, people’s 
perspectives on both tangible and intangible benefits and costs are evaluated. A door-
to-door survey was used and supplemented with in-depth interviews to explore which 
factors matter in determining perception. A factor analysis was then performed to explore 
the factors underlying perceptions of megaprojects. The findings support the idea that 
developing a megaproject could be a symbol of such success outside the boundary of 
economic benefits (Söderlund et al., 2017).

1.6.5 Balancing the Image of Place
Chapter 6 stresses the importance of place-making processes in shaping people’s 
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perceptions of megaprojects. Once megaprojects have been built, there is a newly created 
place in which the project is located. This creation of place might bring new nuances to 
the locals and make them feel like aliens in their own homes. Taking this phenomenon 
as a point of departure, this chapter challenges the relational place-making approach 
of Pierce et al. (2011) in explaining how people perceive the place creation caused by 
megaprojects. The chapter also confronts the top-down planning intervention from the 
project’s promoters with the bottom-up perception of new place creation through Lew’s 
(2017) concept of intentional and unintentional place making. 
  The Tangerang LIVE 2020 urban redevelopment projects and a set of large 
infrastructure projects related to these are used as a case study to illustrate how 
megaprojects can transform space in their vicinity. The analysis is built upon the place-
making and megaproject literature, especially regarding how megaprojects create 
displacement in the area. In-depth interviews were supplemented with field observations 
to analyse how different images appear between intentional intervention and unintentional 
dependency of people towards the place. 

1.6.6 Scaling Up to Speed Up? 
The focus of chapter 7 is on the governance approach to megaproject development. It 
highlights two problems in traditional megaproject governance practices, namely the issue 
of temporality and that of context dependency. First, most megaprojects are managed by a 
temporary organization, which makes it difficult for the management team to deal with the 
uncertainties and ambiguities of future events. Second, the broader benefits of megaprojects 
work as linkage effects, within which the interaction of related factors is necessary. Programme 
management claims potential as a megaproject governance approach to eliminate the 
complexities of megaprojects. This chapter presents a critical evaluation of this mode 
of governance to provide insight into how the primary stakeholders interact in managing 
megaprojects and deal with the problems of temporality and context dependency. 
  A case study of Indonesia’s Acceleration of Priority Infrastructure Delivery Programme 
is used in this chapter. The programme consists of 37 strategic megaprojects aimed at 
promoting national economic growth, with a total budget of USD 173 billion. To analyse the 
case study, an in-depth content analysis of policy documents, media analysis and in-depth 
interviews was conducted. 
  The theoretical relevance of this chapter originates from the argument of Busscher 
et al. (2015), who acknowledge the role of the programme management approach in 
dealing with the complexities of a megaproject. The findings also enrich the literature on 
megaproject management (Pellegrinelli, 2011; Shehu and Akintonye, 2010) by providing 
insights into how programme management can not only support the project implementation 
but also hinder the process of implementation.
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ABSTRACT

Investing in large transport projects affects the (potential) economic development of 
metropolitan areas. Yet, very little critical research has been performed to understand 
how to assess these effects. The relationship between infrastructure investments and 
regional economic development is complex and indirect, and many theoretical and 
methodological difficulties remain. On the one hand, the assumption that investing in 
infrastructure is important to sustain economic growth is sometimes doubted. On the other 
hand, it is argued that investments in infrastructure enhance the accessibility of urban 
regions and that in the slipstream of such investments, social problems in urban regions 
can be tackled as well. Despite these contrasting views, there is at least a consensus that 
transport infrastructure development depends on economic development and vice versa. 
Yet, in many cases, the method of assessing economic impacts highly affects the results. 
Therefore, this paper focuses on a critical reflection of methods for estimating economic 
effects of infrastructure investments. A critical evaluation is made based on Indonesian 
and Japanese cases. After conducting in-depth desk research on both cases, we found 
that the broader effects on affected group of people tend to be overlooked due to the 
problems of time and space dimensions, the chain reaction of effects, and inappropriate 
data practices. The assessment on the appraisal processes tends to overlook the broader 
economic implication due to narrow focus and the concept of efficiency of economic 
theory.

Keywords: large infrastructure projects, High-Speed Railways, economic effects
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2.1 INTRODUCTION

For the last decade, the proponents of large infrastructure projects tend to structurally 
oversell the magnitude of growth effects (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003). A large scale project 
is usually associated with big money, long duration, numerous stakeholders, poor 
performance records, enormous resource use, inherent risk, complexity, and uncertainties 
(Oliomogbe and Smith, 2013). It is sometimes perceived as a magical strategy to achieve 
greater economic growth by the project proponents in over-optimistic way (see Flyvbjerg 
et al., 2003). However, the relationship between large infrastructure project investments 
and economic growth is indirect and questionable. Some studies show that investing 
in large-scale infrastructure affects (potential) economic development (Yu et al., 2012; 
Lakshmanan and Anderson, 2002; Summerhill, 2005). However, Vickerman (2008) opines 
that the economic effects are different among projects in terms of direction and magnitude. 
Thus, a common understanding of the indirect effects is hard to achieve.
  There are two major problems. First, the effects of large infrastructure projects are 
interrelated. In terms of service improvement, investments awaken diverse interconnected 
economy-wide processes and benefit a set of sectoral, spatial, and regional impacts, 
increasing productivity as a whole (Laksmanan, 2007). However, due to contested 
nature of the information supply, the process of generating information has led to the 
negotiated knowledge rather than objective knowledge (de Bruijn and Leijten, 2007). 
Thus, there is a tendency to misunderstand these effects due to spatial multiplier effects 
and possible specification biases (Cohen, 2010). Second, the planning stages consist of 
complex uncertainties. In the decision-making process, different opinions among policy-
makers about budget allocation tend to frustrate the process. This is mainly because 
large scale investments raise risk and uncertainty in dealing with design, construction, 
and funding (Frick, 2008). Later, the frustration effects unsurprisingly contribute to political 
discussions—regarding volume and location of the projects—to generate as many indirect 
economic effects as possible. Unfortunately, these effects are hard to predict.
  Because of these problems, a common understanding of the indirect economic 
effects of infrastructure development is important. However, very little critical and empirical 
research has been performed concerning how these effects can be assessed (see Pereira 
and Pereira, 2015). Therefore, this paper aims to provide a critical reflection on assessing 
indirect effects of large scale transport projects appraisal. This is important because 
politicians are captivated by large scale, and any analysis during the development 
processes could easily be manipulated and thus needs to be standardized (Altshuler and 
Luberoff, 2004).
  The next section outlines the assessment methods. First, the identification of different 
effects is presented along with the methods. Second, to challenge these methods, 
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theoretical and methodological pitfalls are demonstrated. Further, empirical insight on an 
Indonesian case is presented. As a comparison, a Japanese case experience is briefly 
described. Finally, some concluding remarks, as a reflection, will give recommendations 
for future research.

2.2 (INDIRECT) ECONOMIC EFFECTS AND THE METHOD OF 
ESTIMATION

To begin with, a set of assessments determines the conditions in which infrastructure 
investment can influence economic effects. In Europe, for instance, appraisal is depicted 
as a tool providing relevant information to decision-makers and is used in the process of 
planning transport systems (Bristow and Nellthorp, 2000). However, in the early phases, 
the information is limited and mainly biased and judgemental (Samset, 2013). It is also 
difficult to determine the causality between transport investment and economic growth, 
as the relationship is indirect and complex, and gets more complex as the investigation 
expands.
  Therefore aiming at better orientation in all of impacts caused by the large scale 
infrastructure project, this section classifies the effects of large infrastructure projects 
based on the combination of the types (direct vs. indirect) and the time period of these 
effects (temporary vs. permanent) , especially in case of transport project. The categories 
are adapted from the Economic Effects on Infrastructure—Overzicht Effecten Infrastructuur 
(OEI)—method that acts as a guideline in transport infrastructure in the Netherlands 
to monetize the effects of development. This guideline groups the effects into four 
classifications: direct temporary, direct permanent, indirect permanent, and indirect 
temporary effects (see Spit, 1999). The discussion focuses on the first three types of effects 
due to rare evidence of indirect-temporary effects.
  In the following sub-section, the explanation regarding the current methods used 
for the assessment is presented. The explanation itself will be divided into three parts 
based on the types and time period of the effects. Then, the discussion continues about 
theoretical and methodological pitfalls and follows a framework of interrelated processes 
in assessing economic effects of infrastructure investment.

2.2.1 Diverse effects of transport-infrastructure investments
First, the effects are divided into direct and indirect effects. For transportation development, 
direct effects are associated with the effects on behavioural choices of users, while indirect 
effects are determined by the effects outside the transport market resulting from new 
infrastructure (Jonkhoff and Rustenburg, 2011). The difference is in where the jurisdiction 
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of the effects take place (Boarnet, 1996). Thus, there is a dimension of space where the 
effects take place, whether inside or outside the market of development. Furthermore, 
indirect effects relate to a wider scope, such as accessibility or area competitiveness. 
Because the indirect effects usually occur in the long run, the planning stage debates 
about the priority of investments mostly occur between politicians. Bleisch in Lami (2014a) 
argues that the debate emerges from the existence of numerous stakeholders with various 
perspectives, conflicting interests, and a certain degree of uncertainty. At the planning 
stage, it is highly important to gain a common understanding about the effects. Different 
perceptions might lead to rejection from a particular group of stakeholders. This may be 
because the benefits might only relate to certain groups, while other groups pay for the 
disadvantages or externalities.
  Second, based on the time in which the effects occur, they are categorized into 
temporary and permanent effects. Temporary effects occur during the construction period, 
while permanent effects occur within the usage stage (Oosterhaven and Elhorst, 2003). In 
this sense, temporary effects are usually related to the costs of construction itself, such 
as jobs derived from the construction. Permanent effects deal with the longer presence 
of particular transportation projects. The shape of the effects ranges from simply reducing 
travel time to restructuring the spatial arrangement. The time dimension plays a significant 
role in determining the effects, especially to create sustainable projects (e.g. Steg and 
Gifford, 2005). Taking the time dimension into consideration, the division of effects 
differentiates three development stages: planning, construction, and usage. Each stage 
has its own characteristics and time period of effects. The assessment at each stage of 
project development is crucial to see the causal relationship between planned effects and 
actual outcomes (Pollack et al., 2015).
  The difference between the effects can be seen on figure 1 and the following sub-
chapters.

Figure 2.1. diverse effects of transport infrastructure investment
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Direct-temporary effects
The planning and construction stage is where the building cost and employment effects 
mainly occur. Although in practice these two effects also appear at the construction stage, 
their influence can be considered marginal—compared to the total investment—and too 
dependent on other factors to be analysed separately. At the construction stage, a “quick 
scan” method is developed to assess the effects. This method is usually an initial scan 
evaluation (Meurs et al., 2013). The advantage is that this simple method only requires 
a minimum amount of data. The costs are calculated per kilometre based on the type of 
infrastructure and a limited number of other basic characteristics. Standardized construction 
cost indicators are developed for each type of infrastructure, along with percentages for 
works of art and some physical construction. The precise calculation is necessary if the 
ground plan is known. 
  Acquisition of land and removal of existing structures can then be added to the calculation 
(see e.g. Buitelaar et al., 2014). Employment effects are considered directly related to the 
volume of the investment. The employment indication seems to work adequately in practice. 
Some projects are intended to increase construction employment (e.g. McCuthcheon, 2001). 
These effects are substantial, although by nature they are temporary.

Direct-permanent effects
The general measurement of transport projects is highly related to improve travel and 
the relative attainability of certain areas. The first effect to assess is travel time and cost-
effectiveness. To determine these effects, it requires some traffic model data, namely, traffic 
flows, travelling times, and distances before and after the investment. The data is gathered 
from the observation of personal travel behaviour in a week to see the general pattern. 
Then, certain indicators are used to monetize the expected effects. In practice, there are 
two approaches to assess the valuation of travel time. They are revealed preference and 
stated preference. While revealed preference deals with alternative choices, the stated 
preference involves the hypothetical choice of routes and modes (Wardman, 1988). Stated 
preference is more common than revealed preference when analysing the value of travel 
time savings (VTTS). Due to shorter data collection time, a response to a new modal or 
route choice will be given by passengers of firms (Zamparini and Reggiani, 2007).
  The next effect is the change in travel behaviour. Naturally, passengers will respond to 
the new infrastructure. The first response would be route change, journey re-arrangement, 
new destination choice, increased travel frequency, new journey generation and land use 
pattern change (Metz, 2008). On this basis, people are free to make a “choice” regarding 
their travel behaviour as new modes have been developed. Travel, then, is not the purpose 
of the activities but instead a means to achieve such activities (Bates, 2007).
  To assess the trend, Van Wee (2009) puts a strong emphasis on the sets of data 
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used as an input for assessing self-reflection. The data includes socio-economic variables, 
such as sex, age, household and income. With this data, multilevel regression models or 
structural equation modelling (SEM) can be used to estimate the direct effects of person or 
household variables on travel behaviour and on location choice, along with the impact of 
land use variables on travel behaviour.
  The change in travel behaviour creates new activities, such as new commuters’ 
activities. Sooner or later, this mass flow of people will somehow make some spatial 
intervention in a particular area. The new activity pattern will be generated along the 
corridor of people movement. Buliung et al. (2008) underlined the importance of repetition 
of activities made by travel behaviour. They believe that there is a strong relationship in 
travel behaviour between spatial patterns and repetitive use of activity locations over time.

Indirect-permanent effects
Indirect-permanent effects relate to induced effects and to the backward expenditure 
effects of the exploitation of infrastructure (Oosterhaven and Elhorst, 2003). In the long 
term, it is expected that transport investment policy will enhance the accessibility of a 
particular area. Accessibility can be defined as “the measure of the capacity of a location 
to be reached by, or to reach [a] different location” (Rodrigue et al., 2013, p. 322) related 
to good spatial interaction, potential connected activities or goods, attractive nodes in a 
network, and the travel costs to and from the node (Rietveld and Bruinsma, 2012). Some 
simply express accessibility with traveling speed as a measure. But, in a more complex 
form, regional accessibility could be determined using Newton’s law of gravitation as a 
function of regional attractiveness and transport cost (see Stewart in Africani et al., 2016).
  Besides accessibility, the indirect effect of labour supply and product expansion is 
also of relevance. Some might argue that the added value from job creation is considered 
marginal and could be assessed simply by the “quick scan method” as discussed before. 
However, Graham (2007) argues that transport investment in the area changes the effective 
density of people as well as the jobs, which affects productivity and effectiveness. When 
a particular area has easy access, firms or businesses prefer locations with a high quality 
infrastructure. Sufficient public transport appears to be a crucial factor for locating firms, 
especially for larger intra-regional firms (Leitham et al., 2000). The rationale behind this is 
that a high quality infrastructure can decrease the traveling time of individual passengers 
and reduce the transportation costs for industrial freights. A significant number of survey 
respondents in the study conducted by Fowkes et al. (2004) try to have very strict time 
windows for deliveries, especially to retailers. The lower the transportation cost, the more 
the industry will invest. Consequently, there will be a change in travel behaviour of freights 
or passengers, leading to spatial intervention regarding the flow of people and goods. In 
this sense, the proliferation of industry calls for a high number of labourers and high-quality 
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employees.
  Taking a broader perspective, the effects of labour supply will lead to agglomeration. 
Infrastructure durability plus labour supply lead to new agglomerations in urban areas (Anas 
et al., 1998). If two or more agglomerations occur in a certain area, they will intensify the re-
arrangement of the spatial pattern of this area. The structuring effect of this arrangement is 
twofold. First, it generates new traffic and enhances economic performance by improving 
area attainability and transport reliability. Second, it develops possible adjustments of 
particular economic activities. The regional real estate market, for example, will benefit from 
the infrastructure improvement, followed by stimulating housing markets and commercial 
real estates.
  Lastly, competitiveness occurs when at least two firms connect and relate to each 
other as competitors within a complex network of interactions (Fujita and Thisse, 2013). 
This could happen if the ease of regional activity has invited too many firms to invest. The 
area becomes more competitive and then tends to enhance the economy and increase 
the overall GDP.

2.2.2 Pitfalls in Achieving the Greater Good : a reflection on large transport project 
assessment
Although in fact the effects of transport infrastructure are diverse and occur dependently 
on time and space as shown on the previous section, a systematic approach to measuring 
the impacts of large sale transportation projects cannot be considered fully successful. 
In taking effects into consideration, some pitfalls range from sectoral perspectives, to 
incorporation of wider strategic issues in the economic cases (Witte and Spit, 2014). A 
complex planning case such as a transportation project is usually followed by frag-mented 
smaller assessment approaches (Baum, 1977). In large transportation project assessments, 
the pitfalls are divided into theoretical pitfalls and methodological or practical implications.

Theoretical pitfalls
Decision-making tools such as the CBA are sometimes misused, because it is difficult to 
technically quantify relevant values of equity, dignity, or fair distribution (Sunstein, 2016). 
When measuring the indirect effects of large scale transport projects, it is hard to fully 
predict actual effects due to the uncertainty of future events. As a result, the assumptions 
in the assessment play a significant role in drawing up the effects. However, the definition 
and scope of projects is often influenced by political motives. As a result, ambiguity 
arises on practices that have an appraisal regime that is influenced by political systems 
(Grant-Muller et al., 2001) and may cause the assessment to be misused. There are four 
reasons for misused decision-making tools, as presented below. To explain the theoretical 
pitfalls, this paper proposes a framework, as shown in Figure 1. The pitfalls regarding the 
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assessment methods relate to the following: 1) time dimension, 2) space dimension, 3) 
chain reaction of effects, and 4) strategic dimension (Figure 1). Because the processes 
are interrelated, these four pitfalls should be considered in the indirect economic effects 
assessment on large scale projects.

Figure 2.2. Interrelated processes in assessing economic effects of infrastructure investments

First, the time dimension becomes crucial in the analysis due to the temporary and 
permanent effects of the projects as well as the different characteristics of effects occurring 
on each stage. In the short term, the costs of infrastructure development are relatively 
high, including all inconveniences and NIMBY behaviour on the development stage. Yet, 
the net benefit tends to be negative for a time, then turns to be positive (Campbell and 
Brown, 2015). The time dimension also becomes crucial, especially from an economic 
perspective, because the impacts evolve overtime. However, the current assessing 
methods, CBA, does not estimate the Residual Value3 adequately (Jones et al., 2014).
  Also, over a long period, the distinctions between public and private investments and 
how public and private actors correspond with the investments are necessary. It seems 
biased to assume that the investment on public goods will give a similar rate of return as 
the private investment. During the long run investments, the return rate behaviour might 
differ due to the uncertainty of future events. Public goods do not usually take “making 
money” as the central core of investment purposes. The profit is small and usually occurs 
over a long period of time (Lami, 2014b).

3 Residual Value is infrastructure’s value at the end of project lifetime and It evolves overtime (Jones et al., 2014).
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Second, the space dimension is important in the analysis, as the direct and indirect effects 
of the projects deal with jurisdiction of the transport market. Transport plays an important 
role in spatial relations between two or more locations (Rodrigue et al., 2013). Therefore, 
the spatial re-arrangement follows the importance of space in the project development’s 
effects. For example, accessibility cannot be assessed as one entity, because it evolves 
as a mutual correlation from one area to another. The interdependency of two or more 
areas creates a viable economic activity. Thus, the improvement in regional accessibility 
might open new opportunities for economic development as a side effect of decreasing 
transport time and increased travel cost effectiveness. The flow of people benefitting will 
generate other new infrastructure developments surrounding the project, creating a new 
spatial structure to support in a network.
  Third, there is a sensitivity implied by the change in transport systems. A simple 
change in a transport system might lead to larger effects, the chain reaction. Change in 
travel behaviour, for example, might intervene in the spatial arrangement of a city or area. 
Although modelling aims to find the key links between causes and effects, the models 
are mainly designed to be descriptive (Hensher and Button, 2008). The assessment of 
each effect is performed as a single modelling. Even worse: “Causality was seen as less 
relevant than forecasting performance” (Hensher and Button, 2008; p. 6). For example, 
although recent studies involve land, and consumer and firm location, they do not deal 
with the relative choice of location. This choice is fundamental in the economic analysis of 
an infrastructure project’s appraisal (Fujita and Thisse, 2013).
  Fourth, spatial re-arrangement is organized on the public question of whether the 
development of infrastructure projects will attract economic activities or cause a relocation 
of existing spatial arrangement. The spatial re-arrangements will also affect different 
spatial scales since transportation projects are usually interconnected with the need for 
strategic planning. The distinction between (inter)national, regional, and local levels that 
are working within administrative boundaries is not sufficient to explain the complexity of 
transportation systems across boundaries. Investment in infrastructure should be seen 
by decision and policy makers as investments in a wide range of modalities to secure 
the interconnectedness of the system with spatial, economic, and institutional contexts, 
instead of just a single infrastructure. However, the literature has overlooked functions of 
the broader sustainability criteria in large projects’ evaluation (Lehtonen, 2014).

Methodological and Practical Implications

In practice, the assessments described in the framework above often meet methodological 
and practical difficulties. The first methodological problem deals with the existence of 
primary and secondary data. For instance, in the stated preference approach, the actual 
data of passengers or a firm’s response to new infrastructure rarely exists; the hypothetical 
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situation of the stated preference relies heavily on the data gained, but only if the context of 
the situation is carefully defined and framed (Zampirini and Reggiani, 2007). Not only does 
the existence of relevant data matter, but also the comparability of the data. Comparable 
data must meet the requirements of time and space relevancies. The projection of data 
for the longer run is crucial as well for different spatial levels. Particular data usually only 
represents the moment the data is gathered. Further, variation in analytical methods is 
cumbersome. To give a comprehensive analysis, the assessment tools should be related to 
one another. The availability of secondary data analysis has a wide range of methods due 
to different disciplines being used for underlying assumptions. While the secondary data 
faces this problem, the primary data is also not favourable because it is expensive (e.g. 
Fayyad et al., 1996). Lastly, the problem deals with the singularity of the case. Investing in a 
transport project means investing in modality that is unique in terms of quality and spatial, 
economic, and institutional contexts. This uniqueness tends to complicate comparisons 
between case studies.
  Although the problems mentioned are persistent, this does not mean that research on 
the economic impacts of large infrastructure projects is pointless. The upcoming projects 
still need to be assessed.

2.3 INDONESIAN AND JAPANESE EXPERIENCES WITH 
LARGE TRANSPORT PROJECTS

On the following section, we present the empirical case that shows whether the 
assessment on the appraisal have fully covered the variation of the effects. The case study 
of Indonesian high speed railways at the early planning stage is presented to analyse 
the economic effects illustrated on feasibility study, meanwhile the Japanese case at the 
usage stage is presented to depict the actual effects of the investment.

2.3.1 Case study description and methodology
There is a flourishing trend of Asian large infrastructure project development which is 
currently led by the Japanese, Korean, Taiwanese, and Chinese construction industries 
(Kusayanagi and Niraula, 2013). Although large infrastructure projects are slowly but surely 
becoming common practice, many people still try to figure out the most appropriate way to 
depict the economic benefits as a reason to promote a particular project. Because of the 
wide experience with large scale development in an Asian context, it might be useful to 
distil some lessons from Asian practice dealing with the economic assessments. Therefore, 
in the upcoming paragraphs, this paper will provide greater insight into Indonesian and 
Japanese planning practices.
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Indonesia, as the fourth most populous country in the world, has the potential to affect 
economic competitiveness world-wide. The long-run targets written on Mid-term National 
Development Plan 2015-2019 showing Indonesia as becoming one of the top ten economies, 
has been officially legalized. To meet this goal, Indonesia started the development of 
high-speed railways. The first route will connect the Greater Jakarta Metropolitan Area 
and Bandung Metropolitan Area and will be expanded to Surabaya Metropolitan Area by 
means of the Java Economic Corridor (Figure2.3). The total investment is 2,000 trillion IDR, 
which equals 133 billion Euros (Coordinating Ministry of Economic Affairs, 2011). This project 
seems to be the biggest ambition of transport infrastructure development in Indonesia to 
date. Developing large scale transport projects has become a new entity of Indonesian 
planning practice, although it is not without its problems in assessing the potential effects. 
Some of them have failed to meet the expected goals and left out the effects regarding 
particular groups of people (e.g. Notohadiprawiro, 1999; Delinom et al., 2014). Therefore, 
it is interesting to take the first phase of Indonesian high-speed railways as a case study 
due to its highly substantial cost. This paper will show the interrelated processes in the 
economic assessment of this case study and how the assessment gives a picture of future 
events at the early planning stage. 
  On the other hand, Japan’s high-speed railway Shinkansen is chosen as a case study 
because its success is well-known worldwide after operating for more than half a century. 
The Tokaido Shinkansen proved to be an effective and reliable means of high-speed 
transportation leading to a new trend of high-speed railway development worldwide, such 
as in Germany, China, Korea, and France. While the first case shows the assessment at 
the early planning stages, the second case will act as a comparison in seeing the actual 
outcome of a project at the usage stage. Besides its expertise on high-speed Railways, the 
Japanese case study is selected because in the first phase assessment of the Indonesian 
high-speed railways (used for this research) Shinkansen is used as a comparison.
  In both cases, in-depth desk research will be performed. For the Indonesian case, 
the “Feasibility Study on the High-Speed Railways Project (Jakarta-Bandung Section) 
November 2012” prepared by Japan International Consultants for Transportation (JIC) for 
Japan Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry is used as secondary data to illustrate 
how economic effects of this project are assessed in practice. For the Japanese case, 
the analysis will be generated based on previous studies that have been done by various 
scholars about Shinkansen. 
  Then, both cases will be presented in a narrative, descriptive way. The framework 
from the theoretical part (see Figure 2.2) will be used to structure the discussion about the 
effects assessed from the case studies, and the lessons learned from both cases will be 
given.
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Figure 2.3. Java Economic Corridor. Source: Coordinating Ministry of Economic Affairs, 2011

2.3.2 High-Speed Railway development in Indonesia
The feasibility study examines three different routes (see figure 2.4), and examines the 
alternatives based on three points of view: technical, demand, and financial. 

Figure 2.4. Comparison between Bandung Route and Coastal Route. Source: JIC, 2012

The first direct economic effect assessed in the study is the priority of investment. The 
urgency of the project is based on the need to break up the less competitive existing 
conventional railway services to support the intercity connection along Java island. 
Moreover, the National Railway Master Plan put a strong emphasis on the necessity of the 
high-speed railways to boost the economy. However, in 2008, the examination of Jakarta-
Surabaya high-speed railways showed that the project cost was up to 2.1 trillion JPY or 
equal to 17 billion Euros (JIC, 2012).
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Second, in terms of building costs, it is estimated that between the three alternatives, the 
lowest cost goes to Jakarta-Cirebon (Coastal Route) with only 2,818 million JPY or equal 
to 22 million Euro per km, followed by Jakarta-Bandung-Cirebon and Jakarta Bandung 
Gedebage, which are respectively 2,837 million JPY (22 million Euro) and 3,427 million 
JPY (27 million Euro). These numbers include construction costs for rolling stock, project 
implementation cost, as well as land acquisition cost. To minimize the building cost, the land 
acquisition budget is reduced by utilizing the toll roads and conventional railways area. 
The crossings with urban areas, firms, commercial facilities, graves, mosques, and other 
public facilities should be avoided along the route choices. In the Jakarta Metropolitan 
area, the route will be underground as this area has already been well developed above 
the ground in terms of infrastructure, high-density real estate development, and so on.
  The third economic impact is travel time and cost attractiveness and change in 
travel behaviour. In terms of travel time, the feasibility study shows the acceptability and 
willingness of prospective users to pay, and the conversion ratio from existing models. 
From this feasibility study, comparison of traveling time is presented on table 2.1 below:

Table 2.1. Comparison of Travel Time. Source: JIC, 2012
Transportation Mode Jakarta-Bandung Jakarta-Cirebon
Conventional Railway 3 hours 3 hours
Passenger Car 2 hours 5 hours
Long-Distance Bus 2 hours 6 hours
High-Speed Railways Bandung Route 37 minutes 70 minutes

Coastal Route 118 minutes (Change to existing railway at Cikampek) 49 minutes

Further, the change in travel behaviour is estimated through a binary logit model and 
demand forecasting. It is argued in the study that the demand for the Bandung route is 
almost four times larger than that of the Coastal Route by the year 2050.
  
Table 2.2. Result of Economic and Financial Analysis. Source: JIC, 2012

Index Bandung Route Coastal Route
Jakarta-Bandung-Cirebon Jakarta-Bandung-Gedebage Jakarta-Cirebon

B/C 1.30 1.91 0.11
EIRR 13.6% 16.2% Negative

ENPV (JPY million) 127,295 260,079 Negative
FIRR BOT(AF 50%) 8.5% 8.6% 4.9%

Concession(Gove-S 50%) 8.4% 8.6% 2.3%
DBL(LC 1.4%) 15.5% 15.8% Negative

BOT: Build-Operate-Transfer, AF: Availability Fee, Gov-S: Government Support,

DBL: Design-Build-Lease, LC: Lease Cost

*Initial cost excluding rolling stock and station (11% of total project cost) burdened by the private sector
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Besides the direct effects, the broader economic effects and financial feasibility are 
assessed through the Economic Internal Rate of Return (EIRR) and a CBA (see table 2.2). 
Both approaches describe the Bandung Route as more feasible. The comparison of costs 
and benefits between the Bandung Route and the Coastal Route indicates a wide gap, 
1.91 and 0.11 respectively. Even worse, for the EIRR, the Coastal Route shows a negative 
number. From this figure, the study seems to prefer the Bandung Route to the Coastal 
Route as explicitly stated in the study: “These figures proved that the Bandung Route has 
an advantage over the Coastal Route and that the construction of high-speed railways in 
the Bandung Route will be beneficial for the national economy” (pp. 11-12).
  In terms of accessibility, the route selection of each alternative focuses on the 
connectivity of the new area. From a technical point of view, the selection of routes is 
assessed through the geographical conditions from the site survey. Later, consideration 
is given to choosing the shortest distance between stations, and the rationality of the 
location is determined by developing a new station in the suburbs and surrounding areas. 
In addition, since the Indonesian government has an agenda of airport expansion, the 
issue of integrated transportation systems between high-speed trains and the aviation 
industry will also be included in the study.
  Surprisingly, the elaboration of other indirect permanent effects is not well developed 
in the assessment. Placing high-speed railways on a broad spatial scale without considering 
the broader economic effects is considered troublesome because it tends to exclude 
consideration of the people affected. This is a concern of the framework in Figure 1, taking 
as broad as possible the economic effects on the assessment of large scale projects. 

2.3.3 High-Speed Rail in Japan: lessons from 50 years of Shinkansen
Investment priority discourse on the high-speed rail network of Japan started in 1930 
when speed was highly important for the Imperial Expansion of Japan (Hood, 2006). 
With four main islands stretching for about 3,000 km, Japan needed a reliable and fast 
transportation infrastructure to carry mass people and freight. At the time, the airplane 
was in its infancy, so a fast train was the only option. Therefore, the first train was built to 
open the accessibility of Tokyo, which was an isolated capital city. In 1964, the Tokaido 
Shinkansen started operating. Since then, Shinkansen has carried more than 7.6 billion 
passengers (Hood, 2006). 
  The building costs of the Shinkansen add up to 380 billion JPY or equal to 3 billion 
Euros. The travel time between Tokyo and Osaka has been reduced from 6.5 hours to 4 
hours. In 1965, travel time decreased to 3 hours and 10 minutes at the speed of 210 km/hour 
(Smith, 2014). Interestingly, Shinkansen saves up to 400 million hours per year, with 85% of 
passengers shifting their travel behaviour from conventional lines to high-speed railways 
(Okada, 1994). Smith (2014) estimates this number by GDP per capita, and he concludes 
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that its value based on 2003 figures was equal to 500 billion JPY (3.9 billion Euros) per 
year. He later shows that from 1969 to 1999, there was an increasing trend of ridership in 
Tokyo. During this period, Japan’s GDP also tripled; thus, the government believed that the 
development of Shinkansen contributed significantly to economic growth.
  Smith (2014) also opines that the Shinkansen system has opened accessibility by 
opening a set of stations in smaller cities. These stations often become the focal point of 
many urban developments. For example, Okada (1994) also suggests that there is a strong 
connection between Kakegawa City redevelopment and Tokaido Shinkansen development. 
In addition, along Joetsu Shinkansen line, the station is some distance from where the city 
centre has been developed over the years. Shinkansen gives well-documented benefits 
for the regional economy, impacting 400 companies that are opening their branches along 
the Sanyo Shinkansen extension (Hood, 2006).
  Despite these success stories, the impacts of high-speed railways on medium 
or intermediate cities are experienced differently. Intermediate cities on high-speed 
railway lines often experience job losses due to similar employment opportunities in 
corresponding regions. The smallest clusters like Kakegawa, Gifu-Hashima, Maibara and 
Atamu only gained slightly in employment opportunities (Murakami and Cervero, 2012). 
There is only a slightly increasing opportunity for jobs in the small clusters like Kanagawa, 
with only 8% in the subsequent four years after the new Shinkansen station was built in 
1988 (Smith, 2014). This is mainly due to weakened economic roles of intermediate cities 
toward urban hierarchy (Murakami and Cervero, 2012). However, the overall picture of new 
employment still seems promising. By reducing travel times and the introduction of private 
investments, jobs are created with the influx of new industries and businesses as well as 
added recreational demands in areas along the Shinkansen lines (Smith,2014).
  Later, the agglomeration patterns along the Shinkansen lines also show a significant 
change. Han et al. (2012) states that the Shinkansen impacts industrial locations in Japan, 
contributing to the regional economic structure, with new industries (such as real estate), 
businesses, and services. Along the Tokaido lines, there are at least four different clusters 
created as an impact of the development of the Bullet Train (Murakami and Cervero, 2012). 
They are: 1) world class finance and information business activities in Tokyo and Shinagawa 
stations; 2) secondary business and leisure service around Shin-Osaka, Nagoya and Kyoto 
stations; 3) important business clusters on the western edge of Tokyo, Shin-Yokohama 
station area and 4) small manufacturing and leisure services along Kakegawa, Gifu, 
Hashima, Maibara and Atami. In addition, Shinkansen influences the area competitiveness 
by inducing growth at the regional and local levels as well as increasing land values over 
time (Banister and Berechman, 2000).
  Further, Murakami and Cervero (2012) believe that these spatial redistributions might 
form the global competitiveness of the largest urban centres with the help of public 
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policy guiding market shifts to station catchment areas. They also found that for Tokaido 
Shinkansen, Japan’s commercial redevelopment policy in Tokyo, Shinagawa and Nagoya 
affects the commercial land prices within 5km of the Shinkansen stations. Large-scale 
redevelopment projects through public-private partnerships flourish along this area. These 
policy responses guide the economic development induced by transport investment 
strategic planning, showing the direction of growth.

2.3.4 Reflection from the case studies
After the analysis, there are some interesting findings about how JIC conducted the 
feasibility study for the first phase of high speed railways in Indonesia compared to the 
Japanese Shinkansen. There are four reflections (see figure 2.2) related to the theoretical 
pitfalls as discussed before. 
  First, dealing with time dimension, the effects are mostly derived from direct 
economic effects with only small consideration for the indirect effects. Taking Figure 2.2 as 
a framework, the feasibility study only covers five out of nine effects. They are the priority 
of investment, the building cost, travel time and cost attractiveness, change in travel 
behaviour, and accessibility. However, the broader effects are neglected (see Table 2.3). 
This is a result of simplifying the problem to quantify and understand the effects measured 
as described by Baum (1977) during the time frame of analysis. Taking the Japanese case 
as an example, after being in operation for a half century, people can study both the direct 
and indirect impacts. Therefore, the consideration of the forecasting time frame is crucial. 
Even though the study from JIC already includes the demand forecast for the next 40 
years, the definition of a future problem event is still rough in this case, especially as they 
conducted fragmented assessments for the different phases of development instead of 
taking the whole route from Jakarta to Surabaya.

Table 2.3. Comparison of the consideration of effects between the case studies
Effects on Figure 2.2 First phase of Indonesian High-

Speed Railways, Jakarta-Bandung
Japanese Bullet Train, Shinkansen

Priority of the investment Improving existing conventional 
railways service to connect Java 
Economic Corridor

Solution for ‘traffic hell’ in 1950

Building Cost and Employment 
effects

Construction cost : approximately 22 
million Euros

Construction cost of Tokaido line : 
approximately 3 billion Euros

Travel time and cost 
attractiveness

From 3 hours to 0,5 hours Tokaido- Osaka : from 6.5 hours to 3,17 
hours

Change in travel behaviour Car and Bus move to Railways 85% passengers from conventional lines 
move to Shinkansen

Accessibility Connectivity of new area and 
connection of new airport.

Opening accessibility of smaller cities 
between Tokyo-Shin Osaka
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Table 2.3 continued.
Effects on Figure 2.2 First phase of Indonesian High-

Speed Railways, Jakarta-Bandung
Japanese Bullet Train, Shinkansen

Labour Supply and Product 
Expansion

- Job losses in medium/intermediate city, 
if any, only generate 8% employment of 
Kanagawa district

Agglomeration - 4 new clusters
Area Competitiveness - Inducing growth and increasing land 

values through policy guiding markets.
GDP - Values : 3,9 billion Euros in 2003

Second, it is surprising that the feasibility study does not have an in-depth assessment 
regarding the space dimension in relation to the economy. The effects of infrastructure 
development, particularly transport infrastructure, should not be narrowed down to a 
specific area, but should be focused on the broader spatial level. Taking Shinkansen 
as a success story, after 50 years, the Japanese Bullet Train shows a remarkable effect 
on economic development, mostly on the metropolitan areas. For instance, industrial 
clusters of various types occurred as long-term permanent effects that could have led 
to a dispersed spatial structure if not handled properly. This is important to answer the 
challenge of multi-level appraisal in the decision-making process within national, regional, 
and local levels (Grant-Muller et al., 2001).
  Third, although the assessment of the Indonesian high speed railways involves both 
qualitative and quantitative methodologies, the assessment of the chain reaction between 
each effect is still lacking. Each effect is treated as distinct and unrelated. For example, the 
study presents the demand forecasting of each route, but it does not imply the meaning 
behind such a number and how it will affect the wider economy. In addition, although the 
study implies a technical interconnectedness among different modes of transportation, 
the arrangement of intermodality in relation to economic effects is still ill-defined. The 
study of infrastructure should not be analysed per type of infrastructure but rather in the 
interrelations with each other. In which ways will the development of high-speed railways 
add economic value to the whole system? 
  Moreover, the most striking experience from the Japanese case stresses the need 
of policy intervention as a response to the investment itself. The objective of economic 
growth does not automatically happen even after substantial money has been invested. 
Policies regarding strategic planning have been developed to guide economic growth to 
positive overall outcomes of the investment, as argued by Banister and Berechman (2001). 
These policies work on various levels from local to global level, as an overall strategic plan, 
but the investment itself is never enough. Therefore, the need for strategic planning that 
leads to a distinction between administrative levels is crucial to implement the strategic 
policies to support the investment for economic growth. The interconnectedness within 
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each scale of transport system (local, regional, and national) must be the crucial part of the 
assessment.

2.4 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Based on two case studies, this paper has shown that although a set of appraisal tools 
has been used in the assessment of large transport projects, many theoretical and 
methodological difficulties remain. It is argued that the narrow attention given to the 
relationship between large transport project investments and economic effects needs to 
be broadened (e.g. Lakshmanan, 2011; Banister and Berechman, 2001; Lehtonen, 2014). 
In this paper, we have strongly argued that the consideration of the time and space 
dimension, the consideration of strategic planning, and the chain reaction issue are the 
keys to enhance appraisal tools and assessments and to determine the economic effects 
of the development (Figure 1). Because most economic effects are only considered in 
terms of indirect permanent effects, it is hard to quantify the real economic effects. Also, 
empirical evidence shows that the availability and comparability of data, as well as variation 
of the methods, remains problematic.
  It is also central to questioning the equal distribution of the economic effects over the 
groups of affected stakeholders. Even though the assessment gives valuable information 
to decision-makers, the subjectivity of particular effects depends on the stakeholders who 
conduct the assessment. It seems that the social agenda sometimes lacks in the assessment 
of large transport projects. Even though the social impact assessment (SIA) might act as 
a tool to overcome this problem, this tool is not without its pitfalls. The transformational 
change of SIA practice is required, toward more valued end participation, rather than just 
being a means for project legitimation (Esteves et al., 2012). This is also in line with the 
argumentation of Archibugi (2006): “It is not evaluation that depends on the values, rather 
the values that depend on the evaluation” (p. 77). The unequal distribution of effects, 
especially the social effects, highly depend on the value attached in the assessment.
  In this case, it is hard to objectively measure the fairness or equity of certain policies 
because the concept of projects’ values is highly subjective. There is a tendency to risk 
underestimation, in seeking to increase the project feasibility (Gunton, 2003; Salling and 
Leleur, 2015). Thus, instead of trying to explain this subject, the economic theory uses the 
concept of efficiency on each effect assessed (Immers and Stada, 2004) which provides a 
narrow focus on the effects. There is a need for integration of various dimensions of effects 
and better focus on scoping impact assessment (Morrison-Saunders et al, 2014). The chain 
reaction of the effect of placing huge construction into certain areas cannot be explained 
through a narrow focus on assessments. Without considering broader effects, it tends to 
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exclude significant effects of the development. Again, as a strategy to greater economic 
growth, large infrastructure projects can affect various groups of people differently in 
space and time. In some cases, the effects might be negative and become externalities for 
some groups of people, depending on the circumstances and to who these values matter. 
A hardly-defined chain reaction among effects and the uncertainty of the trans-local effects 
are plausible reasons for this ambiguity. The process is not as easy as compensating the 
affected people and raises further questions in accommodating social agenda. 
  As an attempt to highlight this social agenda, it is recommended to conduct further 
research on how people become a central focus in any large scale project appraisal. There 
is a need to incorporate qualitative and quantitative approaches (Xu et al., 2015) as well 
as to cover broader socio-economic costs and benefits (Korytárová and Hromádka, 2014). 
What does it imply for people in terms of time and space? With different perspectives 
about the effects, what does it imply for the political role of time and space? 
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ABSTRACT

A port–city interface can be characterized as an area of conflicts between port 
development and city land-uses. Unfortunately, most research is limited to a technical 
and managerial perspective on port development and focuses less on the impacts on the 
communities in the area. This paper offers a new direction to acknowledge the impacts 
of port development on the community by borrowing from literature on rural–urban 
fringes, as there are similarities between the port–city interface and the rural–urban fringe 
as areas with conflicting interests. The port community is divided into the community of 
interest and the community of place. Based on this, a set of implications arising from how 
the community might experience the impacts of port development is presented. These 
implications are operationalized in a case study of the expansion of Tanjung Priok Port in 
Jakarta, Indonesia. The findings are differentiated for the four most prominent communities 
that are vulnerable to the impacts, namely fishermen, port workers, seafood processors, 
and industrial and other types of workers. They are likely to experience two indirect effects 
of the port development, namely resettlement and loss of livelihoods. This shows how 
vulnerable the communities living on the edge of the new development are, mainly due to 
their livelihoods’ dependency on the blurry boundaries between port and city.

Keywords: port development, local reality, port–city interface
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3.1 INTRODUCTION

The port–city interface, an area that Hayuth (1982) defines as an area in transition, 
is a geographical line that separates port land-uses from urban land-uses and is often 
associated with an area of conflicting ideas and objectives on both the port and the urban 
side (Hoyle, 1989). The conflicts are depicted as a trend in which the city expands rapidly 
towards the port, while the seaport expansion moves away from the city relatively slowly 
(Wiegmans and Louw, 2011). From the port development side, there are two issues that 
bring conflicts to the port-city interface. First, policy-makers are more and more in favour of 
developing a port region as a growth pole. However, this tends to ignore local and regional 
characteristics of the port area (Ducruet, 2016). Second, the trend of port regionalization, in 
which market dynamics impose a shift of freight distribution systems inland within seaport 
regions to foster efficiency, poses considerable socio-economic conflicts related to scarce 
local resources used by the ports (Notteboom and Rodrigue, 2005).
  As global hubs, ports receive increasingly strong positive and negative impacts 
stemming from port expansion. Positive impacts include employment opportunities, 
regional economic growth and added value to a particular area (Merk, 2013). However, 
these positive economic impacts usually occur at a broader scale (regional, national) as 
an indirect effect (Chang et al., 2014). If it occurs at the local scale in areas adjacent to the 
port, it is mostly limited to port-related job opportunities. At the same time, direct negative 
impacts are usually at the expense of local communities in the port–city interface, such as 
environmental degradation or loss of livelihoods of traditional fishermen.
  In most developed countries, affected communities in port areas have some power 
to raise their concerns and incidentally even have an ability to cancel the development. 
For instance, the development of the Europoort coastal-zone reclamation, a port industrial 
expansion in Rotterdam in the Netherlands, had been canceled due to refusal from the 
local community (Pinder, 1981). However, with different institutional frameworks across the 
globe, incorporation of the interests of affected groups of people is not always evident. 
It is important to explore the unexpected ways in which different policies and institutional 
contexts contribute to the implementation of port reforms in local communities (Ng 
and Tongzon, 2010). Careful consideration is therefore needed to copy best practices 
of governing port-city challenges to different contexts (Witte et al., 2016), to avoid 
implementing ‘western solutions’ in developing countries (Ng and Pallis, 2010). In the case 
of developing countries, there is a complex relationship between the seaport and the 
hinterland. The port sector is struggling with the demand of economic acceleration (Ng 
and Tongzon, 2010), while local communities in immature economies tend to have less 
power to influence policy-making related to implementation of port activities in the area.
  Focusing on developing countries, local port communities are vulnerable for three 
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reasons. First, the livelihoods of these communities depend greatly on their surrounding 
environment –the port, the sea or the city. Even small direct or indirect changes in the 
area might destroy their livelihoods. Second, in general they have weaker interests in the 
broader economic benefits of the port development. In this, proximity to the port area is not 
always beneficial for profiting from the broader economic benefits (Witte et al., 2017). The 
small benefits that ports bring to the local economy make communities the weakest actors 
in port development processes (Hinka et al., 2016; Jung, 2011). Third, most impact studies 
ignore the impacts on workers and communities that depend on the port (Ng et al., 2014), 
despite the need to preserve the quality of life in the surrounding neighbourhoods and 
to incorporate a preservation effort in any port assessment (del Saz-Salazar et al., 2012). 
The formal impact assessment is usually performed to gain social legitimacy (Vanclay, 
2012), rather than to capture the local reality of the communities. In some cases, such as 
the Colombo Port-City project in Sri Lanka, the construction did not follow the approved 
reports that resulted in a gradually polluting environment (De Silva et al., 2015). All in all, 
research on the social implications of megaprojects at the local community level is rather 
limited (Di Maddaloni and Davis, 2017), especially in the context of developing countries.
  This phenomenon is not unique to port–city interfaces, but also occurs in other areas 
with conflicting land uses, such as the rural–urban fringe, which is defined as an area of 
transition between the rural and the urban (Gallent et al., 2006). Like the communities 
in a port–city interface, the communities in a rural–urban fringe are dependent on that 
fringe and are therefore vulnerable to any changes or policy interventions in the area. 
Taking such similarities as a point of departure, this paper analyses local communities in 
the port–city interface area in a developing countries context and explores the possible 
impacts when a new port is developed. The research question is: ‘What impacts do local 
communities in the port–city interface, in the case of developing countries, have to face 
due to new port expansion?’
  This paper is relevant to acknowledge the impacts of port investment on the community, 
especially when their livelihoods are so dependent on the area that any development in 
the area might jeopardize those livelihoods. With the massive foreign direct investment in 
transport infrastructure to developing countries worldwide, such as China’s recent Belt and 
Road initiative (Huang, 2016), this paper captures how strategic economic ambitions behind 
port expansion in developing countries can negatively affect local communities in the port-city 
interface and how accommodating their concerns can be beneficial for more inclusive port 
development. This paper will contribute to port governance studies as categorized by Pallis 
et al. (2010), especially on the discussion of cooperation with the port community in seaports.
  The case study is Tanjung Priok Port expansion in Jakarta, Indonesia. For the last 
couple of decades, port regionalization has taken place here at a large scale with 
development of multiple inland terminals, corridors and freight distribution centres. Also, 
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for over a century the port has experienced an enormous influence on the megacity of 
Jakarta, and especially on the communities living near the port. This port is the most 
important in Indonesia, handling approximately 70% of the country’s globally traded goods 
and 29% of the domestic container traffic between Java island and other parts of the 
country (Ginting et al., 2015). Not only is this case representative of the typical conflicts 
between the growth of port and city, but also the vulnerable communities are more visible 
in the case of rapidly developing countries such as Indonesia.
  The paper is structured as follows. The following section discusses theoretical 
perspectives of the rural–urban fringe and the port–city interface. Based on this, the third 
section introduces the community response options as proposed by Gallent et al. (2006), 
which are used as an analytical frame in the empirical part of this paper. The fourth section 
introduces the case study and the data collection. The fifth section presents the results of 
the empirical analyses. The final sections summarize and discuss the results in light of the 
impacts of port development on local communities in the port–city interface.

3.2 PORT–CITY INTERFACE AND RURAL–URBAN FRINGE: 
TWO AREAS IN CONFLICT

Using the work of Gallent et al. (2006), this section explores the theoretical foundations of 
communities in the port–city interface setting by borrowing from literature on rural–urban 
fringes. It starts by looking at the struggle experienced by the rural–urban fringe as an area 
of conflicts between rural and urban interests. Then the port–city interface is introduced, 
as is the notion of communities in port–city studies. Lastly, similar characteristics between 
both interfaces are outlined as a point of departure for the research design presented in 
the subsequent section.

3.2.1 Rural–urban fringe
Literature on the rural–urban fringe mainly concerns how ecological and demographic 
change influences local communities to construct their own images of rurality and urbanity 
(Garner, 2017). In 1937, Smith introduced ‘urban fringe’ as a developed area outside the 
corporate limits of the urban area. Later, the term evolved into ‘rural–urban fringe’ due to its 
two identities: the urban fringe and the rural fringe (Pryor, 1968). The urban fringe is in contact 
with the central city, whereas the rural fringe is detached from it. The tension between rural 
and urban land-uses was historically due to cities putting undesirable yet essential industries 
in rural areas, excluding them from the urban per se (Wehrwein, 1942).
  Further, the rural–urban fringe is also defined as a transition area. Bryant et al. (in: 
Qviström and Saltzman, 2006) define the fringe as the transition stage from rural to urban 
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area with a slight doubt about its function as urban-oriented and conversion to urban use. 
The rural–urban fringe is also seen as the transition zone between a fully developed area 
and a more rural area, where a mixture of urban and rural land-use takes place, including 
essential service functions that are specific to the fringe (Gallent et al., 2006). It is for instance 
used as a residential area, dump site or secondary lot services, such as amusement parks 
or golf courses.

3.2.2 Port–city interface and port regionalization
The port–city interface was first introduced by Hayuth (1982), who believes that the emerging 
port–city interface is derived from spatial and functional trends caused by the changing 
coexistence of seaport and port cities regarding new developments in maritime transport 
and modern port operations. This condition leads to a more attractive and accessible 
urban shoreline for the public. Later, Hoyle (1989) added that any development in the port–
city interface should achieve a balance between technological changes and ecological 
restraints, and between maritime viewpoints and urban planning conceptions (Figure 3.1). 
In the case of developing countries, the interface shows more conflicts as compared to 
developed countries. The reason is that in the mature economies, port authorities perceive 
containerization and intermodal services as an efficient way to connect ports to inland 
cities. In contrast, port authorities in developing countries (mainly in Asia) struggle more 
on developing and improving the function of ports and inland cities symbiotically (Ducruet, 
2006). Also, unlike mature economies in which policy preferences and political borders 
are less significant, developing countries struggle more with the centrality of the port to 
the city (Ng and Gujar, 2009).
  The tension from the port side comes from the need for reliable maritime transport. 
Limited available land for port expansion has pressured many port authorities to improve 
their capacity and performance through port regionalization, creating logistic regions in 
the hinterland (Notteboom and Rodrigue, 2005). In doing so, ports aim at maximizing the 
efficiency of the configuration of the “port triptych” (i.e. the port, hinterland and foreland, cf. 
Vigarie, 1979) in one port region (Ducruet, 2016). With the expansion of port activities to the 
hinterland, there is a new opportunity to reconnect the relationship between the city and 
port. Debrie and Raimbault (2016) underline two plausible reasons. First, not only has the 
port expansion reached the urban area, but also the city expansion is slowly approaching 
the port facilities, creating new interfaces. Second, there is a policy ambition of new urban 
development. Therefore, it is important to define and agree on the shared goals between 
city and port activities.
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Figure 3.1. The port–city interface as a zone of conflicts

Source: Hoyle, 1989

As global hubs, port expansion has positive and negative impacts. Based on the 2013 
OECD report, the positive impacts of port expansion range from employment opportunities 
to the area’s added value, and the port-cities benefit mostly from the industrial clusters in 
the port area and the plausible economics of scale as well as related-knowledge transfer 
(see Merk, 2013). The OECD report also claims that the vast majority of indirect effects 
as well as the backward and forward linkages of port clusters spread out over the whole 
country, while taking place less in the port-city itself. According to the report, the port-city 
interface has to bear the consequences of the environmental impacts (e.g. air emissions, 
water quality, waste, loss of biodiversity, etc.) that in the long run might influence the health 
of the population, in particular the poorer parts of the port-city interface. 
  These unbalanced development impacts contribute to conflicts in the port-city 
interface. There are major socio-economic conflicts connected to seaport development 
and choosing the optimal port location for a given region (Rodrigue and Notteboom, 2006). 
For instance, the local community might request a reasonable compensation for the scarce 
local resources that are used by ports when expanding (Notteboom and Rodrigue, 2005). 
Beside the impacts stemming from the port side, the port-city interface also experiences 
tensions from urban development. This might ring especially true for the Asian context, 
since ports are required to follow the urban hierarchy, causing high congestion in the port-
city interface (Ducruet, 2006). The difficulties in planning and implementing a project within 
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this area result from the negotiation between objectives, influences and interests caused 
by various constraints on decision makers (Hoyle, 1989). They also reflect different forces 
and trends, including community attitudes and environmental sensitivities (Hoyle, 2000). 
Thus, the conflicts between the port and urban forces necessitates a balance between 
various interests concerning economic, transport, spatial and environmental values, which 
are reflected in the form of laws and regulations and informal institutional structures (Witte 
et al., 2014). In this regard, the role of the community is substantial in influencing the pattern 
and pace of any development and change, and its attitude might politically influence the 
process of change to a significant degree (Hoyle, 1999).

3.2.3 Community of Place and Community of Interest in the Port–City Interface
Based on the experiences of rural–urban fringes, it can be argued that planning the port–
city interface as an area with similar conflicting interests and objectives is to some extent 
problematic. There is a need to make more significant efforts to underline the environmental 
and social issues, rather than just the economic achievement of the planning intervention 
in the port–city interface (Huang et al., 2011). To this end, we shifted our focus to the 
affected local port communities.
  To identify these communities, we followed Thomsen et al. (2009), who divide 
communities in a coastal context into community of place and community of interest. First, 
regarding the community of place, the definition is related to geographical location. It 
refers to people sharing a common locality (Selznick in Kepe, 1999), like a town, city or 
neighbourhood (McMillan et al., 1986). The community of place is important in the port–
city interface because of the place attachment created. Place attachments are emotional 
bonds that people have with their physical surroundings, which informs a sense of identity, 
creates the meaning of lives, facilitates community and influences action (Manzo and 
Devine-Wright, 2013).
  Second, the community of interest relates to a relationship in which social actors share 
common interests, resources controls and economic activities to make their livelihoods. 
However, they do not have to live in one locality (Kepe, 1999). The term ‘community’ implies 
more than just residence outside of an institution (McMillan et al., 1986). It relates to the 
same shared values, worries and culture, like professional, spiritual, etc. The importance 
laid on the high dependence of a community’s livelihood on the area, makes the community 
vulnerable to any changes brought about by development in the area. Various community 
groups are attached and interact, forming informal structures.
  For this paper, the division is mainly based on the type of activities carried out in 
the shared-space setting – whether related to the port, the sea or the city – and on the 
administrative boundaries of the area in which the community lives, because it depicts 
their livelihoods’ dependence on the port–city interface area. In this, each community 
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experiences different impacts from either port or city development, generating value-
based knowledge. Each community has different concerns and aspirations concerning 
their place attachment and sense of community. Thus, it is necessary to take into account 
these perceived impacts in the process of impact assessment (Vanclay et al., 2015).
  Summing up this section, we acknowledge the similarities between both interfaces 
(Table 3.1). Both areas have communities of interest and of place that are highly dependent 
on the area they live in. However, the area itself is full of conflicts as a land-use transition 
that, in this case, makes planning intervention in the interface area have a severe effect on 
the communities. Acknowledging the communities’ dependence on the conflicting area is 
important to analyse the impacts of the planning intervention on the area. 

Table 3.1. The similarities between the port–city interface and rural–urban fringe
Characters Port–city interface Rural–urban fringe
Blurred boundaries The transition zone between port and city The transition zone between rural and 

urban area
Community Sea-dependent community

Port-dependent community
City-dependent community

Rural community
Urban community

 

3.3 RESEARCH DESIGN

This section presents a set of implications arising from the impacts of planning interventions 
in the port–city interface. We found that the intervention options put forward by Gallent et 
al. (2006) in the rural–urban fringe literature were useful as a potential analysis scheme 
suitable for studying the community on the port–city interface setting. There are three 
possible options in handling the conflicts: do nothing, understanding fringe and seeking 
change. These options are instrumental in shaping spatially inclusive policies and 
innovations in a port–city interface context in accordance to the community living on the 
edge of the city and the port (Table 3.2).

3.3.1 Intervention option 1: do nothing
Gallent et al. (2006) perceive the fringe as an area with an infinite capacity to employ the 
spill-over from the urbanized world. The fringe is seen as the most suitable place for illegal 
dumping, and the relevant plans ignore the features of low-density development at the 
edge. In the case of the port–city interface, this option implies spill-over on the boundaries 
between port and city. The trend of port regionalization in the port region brings such 
development both in the foreland and in the hinterland with the active involvement of 
the port-related stakeholders. However, the main challenge within this option is the 
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inability of most coastal cities to engage with simultaneous port expansion and population 
growth. Like in the case of the rural-urban fringe, policy-makers tend to have a blindness 
towards the quality of low-density development at the edge (Gallent et al., 2006). The 
intervention focuses solely on increasing the efficiency of transhipment and other port 
activities imposed by market forces, leaving only a very limited amount of space for the 
local communities’ concerns.
  In this sense, the existence of a port generates certain characteristics of its urban life, 
with a large dependence of the community on port development and the city’s economic 
returns (Boulos, 2016). Another challenge is that port and city authorities disagree about 
how renewal should be done, although they do understand the underlying problems such 
as the displaced community or the restructured economy (Hoyle, 2001). These challenges 
sometimes make the port–city interface, what Gallent et al. (2006) would call, an area with 
unlimited capacity to host the exiles of the urbanized world.
  There are two implications to this. The first is environmental degradation. The port–
city interface as an area with insufficient sustainable interventions is a burden on the urban 
environment, leading to social issues and social impacts caused by maritime transport, 
such as air pollution and maintenance dredging (Schipper et al., 2017). The pollution 
from massive port activities sometimes hinders the city when the sprawl from urbanized 
area reaches the coastline (Boulos, 2016). The second implication is the low quality of 
life of the communities around the port. This is mainly a result of the area being used 
for the widespread development of container terminals and bulk cargo handling facilities 
(Hoyle, 1989). The urban economy still benefits from the added value of port activities (e.g. 
employment creation in logistics), even with the spatial separation between the urbanized 
city and the busy port (Ducruet and Jeong, 2005). However, the skills of port workers are 
often too low to keep up with the evolution of advanced port technologies, such as cargo 
automatization (Hinka et al., 2016). This is especially evident in the case of developing 
countries. As a result, a significant decline in port-related employment is observable for 
port communities (Hoyle, 1989).

3.3.2 Intervention option 2: understanding fringe
This option acknowledges the processes of framing the fringes and continues working 
with the processes to promote more sustainable qualities (Gallent et al., 2006). Originally, 
any development in the fringe is claimed to provide jobs and generate local economic 
benefits (Pacione, 2016). However, the main critique is weakened opportunities caused by 
the direct impacts of new challenges regarding land-use changes and meeting daily needs 
(Thuo, 2013). Even such an inclusive policy instrument might encounter objections from 
affected landowners who fear the social effects of urban growth (Taylor, 2016). In some 
cases, fear and anxiety are apparent even before a development takes off. The case of 
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the Beijing urban fringe, for instance, had raised a spontaneous response to the inability 
of the state to fulfil the essential need for affordable housing and living space in the recent 
process of urbanization (Zhao, 2017), which leads to the existence of informal housing with 
increasing inequities in social development between rural and urban areas.
  Regarding the port–city interface, land development conflicts are the result of different 
priorities captured by various related actors (Abdullah et al., 2012). Port expansion has a 
considerable bearing on a city’s economic advantages, such as forward linkage effects, for 
example the use of port sectors by primary and secondary industries (Chang et al., 2014) 
and the creation of employment in both port-related sectors and other relevant industries 
(Jung, 2011). The development of ports also severely ruptures the port–city interface 
area, for instance concerning spatial-economic disassociation and environmental impacts 
(Musso et al., 2015).
  The effects can extend across administrative boundaries and do not automatically 
decline in intensity with distance from the site (Vanclay et al., 2015). Thus, it is essential 
to understand both the direct and the indirect impacts of changes (in this case, a port 
expansion project) on society at large. Such communication is necessary in this case to 
bridge the interests between authorities and communities. For instance, in Strasbourg, 
a dialogue was established between the communities and the port authority with the 
purpose of achieving shared goals of port–city development and maintaining the port 
activities (Debrie and Raimbault, 2016; Witte et al., 2016).

3.3.3 Intervention option 3: seeking change
The last option aims to reshape the edge into a different image from a spatial planning 
perspective (Gallent et al., 2006). In a port setting, the port authorities can attempt to develop 
projects that enhance the image of the port and intensify its spatial and socioeconomic 
relations with the city (Daamen and Vries, 2013). Because conflicting interests remain 
among port and urban authorities, achieving win–win solutions is a challenge. A clear 
example is waterfront development versus global port development, which usually involves 
reclamation of the shore. In Corinth (Greece), for instance, an urban waterfront project 
transformed the commercial port into a city gateway that combines a technical port with a 
massive centre of social activity, shopping and entertainment, characterized by easy access 
and an abundance of walking paths and public places (Zazzara et al., 2012). This approach 
goes beyond conventional planning. In particular, it attempts to serve the overall wellbeing 
of the entire port city by providing attractive spaces (Ducruet and Jeong, 2005).
  However, in practice, it is difficult to address a new model of port–city relationships 
because a refined combination of local and regional factors must be taken into account 
(Ducruet and Lee, 2006). The search for a shared vision may be present, but it is rarely 
entirely successful and even raises the question whether the redevelopment is an urban 
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success story (Hoyle, 2000). The experience of Asian port cities shows how the regional 
environment has shaped specific local conditions in port cities (Lee et al., 2008). For instance, 
South Korean port cities had to deal with the risk of making the urban spaces unattractive to 
Seoul urban concentration and foreign neighbouring port–industrial poles caused by static 
port functions (Ducruet and Jeong, 2005). Another implication is that developing attractive 
space through water-front development projects, for instance, tends to turning the table for 
the exiles of urbanized world being replaced by the elites living in luxury.
  Therefore, ‘seeking change’ also means that the malleable processes to the 
affected community could be fostered through creating a dialogue with the secondary 
stakeholders. According to Dooms et al. (2013), this can be done through the incorporation 
of the dynamic spatial dimensions of actors’ interests and interactions by decision makers. 
Doing so, instead of being displaced by the elites, the exiles can share the space with the 
elites and enhance their quality of life.

Table 3.2. The implications of development interventions on the port–city interface
Characteristics port–city 
interface

Do nothing Understanding fringe Seeking change 

Blurred boundaries
The transition zone between 
port and city

•	 Densely populated city
•	 Environmental 

degradation due to 
maritime transport 
activities

•	 Land development conflicts 
on the interface area

•	 Battle of resource 
management

•	 Spatial-economic 
disintegration

•	 Environmental degradation 
due to the development

•	 Difficulties in 
combining local 
and regional 
economic, social and 
environmental factors

Community
Sea-dependent community
Port-dependent community
City-dependent community

•	 Low quality of life 
due to advanced 
technology in port 
activities

•	 Fear and anxiety
•	 Direct and indirect impacts 

on the community

•	 Broader indirect 
impacts working both 
locally and regionally

•	 Requiring careful 
negotiation with the 
community for a win-
win solution

3.4 CASE STUDY AND METHODS

Next, a critical analysis of area dynamics was performed for the case study of port expansion 
in Jakarta, based on the implications presented in Table 3.2. This provided an in-depth 
understanding of the landscape of the port–city interface and highlighted the fringe/edge 
character (Qviström and Saltzman, 2006). We start this section by introducing our case 
study, Tanjung Priok port, and then explain the data collection and the methods used.

3.4.1 Tanjung Priok Port Development
Jakarta’s Tanjung Priok is the busiest port in Indonesia, serving the majority of national and 
international import and export freight flows. Based on the typology of European and Asian 
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port cities (Ducruet, 2006), the city of Jakarta is categorized as “general city”, a category 
that is dominated by the major urban centres. However, it is important to note that the 
position of Jakarta is also really close to the quadrant of “hub port cities” (Figure 2). The 
local economy in hub port cities is highly dependent on the port functions through efficient 
concentration but limited intervention in the hinterland (Ducruet, 2006). Thus, we should 
not ignore the importance of the existence of Jakarta’s port in shaping the local economy. 
This makes Jakarta as a port city relevant as a case study to observe and analyse a tension 
between port and urban activities.

Figure 3.2. Typology of European and Asian port cities

Source: Ducruet, 2006

The port is located in the northern part of the Jabodetabek metropolitan area, thus 
covering part of the populous Jabodetabek urban regions, which have more than 30 million 
residents. Based on the Master Plan of Tanjung Priok Port 2012, the port sees an annual 
increase in goods flows of up to 23%, and it is projected that this growth will continue. 
To deal with this, Pelabuhan Indonesia II (the Indonesian Port Corporation II) planned to 
expand the port and finish the entire development in 2030 with a total investment of 
47 trillion rupiahs (almost 3.5 billion US dollars). This paper focuses mainly on the North 
Kalibaru terminal, which is also known as the New Priok Container Terminal (NPCT), which 
is part of the Tanjung Priok Port expansion. Three phases of the NPCT development are 
now at the construction stage. The first phase has been in commercial operation since 
August 2016; the other phases will comprise a total of seven container terminals and two 
product terminals as well as 411 hectares of supporting area (NPCT1, 2016).
  Also, the port development includes reclamation of the open shore in Jakarta Strait. 
The issue of reclamation is a sensitive issue for the local people in this area due to the 
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planned Giant Sea Wall project. This project has sparked a debate at both the local and 
the national level. The aim is to enhance flood prevention and foster urban development 
under the name of the National Capital Integrated Coastal Development (NCICD). In the 
NCICD Masterplan, which is being executed by the Indonesian Coordinating Ministry of 
Economic Affairs (2014), it is stated that the plan will make a significant contribution to 
enhancing port activities by easing traffic congestion. It is also expected that by 2030, 
additional extensions of the port combined with other urban developments in the eastern 
part of the bay will have been completed. The expansion of Tanjung Priok port has positive 
impacts on increasing the economic growth in Jakarta and on lowering the national logistic 
costs as well as enabling regional industrial productivity, but further research is needed to 
involve the sustainability aspects of the development (Prakoso et al., 2017).

3.4.2 Methods
Data was collected through qualitative interviewing. This method is most suitable to capture 
in-depth stories from local people and illustrate their daily lives within their local contexts. 
To discover the boundaries of the communities, we used the key informant technique. 
Through exploratory observation, we identified different local stakeholders along with their 
activities. We selected the informants through snowball sampling during area observation. 
A total of 102 formal and informal semi-structured interviews and three additional informal 
focus group discussions were conducted in ten sub-districts in February and March 2017 
(Table 3). The informal group discussion was stimulated in the field setting with different 
community groups living on the edge of the port and city to discuss their daily lives (cf. Frey 
and Fontana, 1991). It aimed at exploring in-depth key questions for the individual interviews.
  To grasp the perspective of the community of place, we observed the area within the 
legal administrative boundaries near the port that was expected to show a high dependency 
on the port and the sea (Figure 3.3). We then interviewed community leaders and residents 
within this area. To gain stories from the community of interests, we held interviews and 
informal focus group discussions with different groups that we found in the field, related to 
activities in the port and on the sea, such as fishermen, mussel and salted-fish processors, 
and unskilled workers on transport boats and in the port. To operationalize the concept 
of ‘community dependency’ to the port/sea/city, we raised questions of how important the 
port/sea/city is for their livelihood and how they perceive it. Lastly, a document analysis 
was conducted on the NPCT port development policy. The interviews were all conducted 
in Bahasa Indonesia (i.e. Indonesian language) which is the informants’ native language.
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Table 3.3. Research data collection
Key informant interviews Total: 102
Civil government organization 7 Formal interviews
Community leaders 8 Formal interviews
Residents 32 Informal interviews
Port workers 8 Formal interviews
Seafood processors 24 Formal interviews
Fishermen 10 Formal interviews
Transport boat workers 10 Formal interviews
Academia 3 Formal interviews
Informal Focus Group Discussions 3

Figure 3.3. Study area

3.5 RESULT AND ANALYSIS

3.5.1 Do nothing: ecological challenges to the port–city interface
In this sub-section, the problems and complexities of the area are explored to capture the 
idea that an ‘infinite’ capacity of the port–city interface is not feasible in practice. The port–
city development forces in the study area are characterized by the growing Jakarta urban 
area and the need for Tanjung Priok Port expansion due to capacity constraints.
  In 2016, more than 10 million people lived in Jakarta, of whom 1.7 lived in the coastal 
area (World Population Review, 2017). The data gained in 2017 shows that the employment 
in Jakarta is generated mostly by the service sector with 53%, followed by the trading and 
manufacturing industry with 34% and 13% respectively (BPS DKI Jakarta, 2018). The city has 
a growing presence in the global economy, as evidenced by the development of numerous 
high rise buildings, wealthy neighbourhoods and luxury shopping centres (Cybriwsky and 
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Ford, 2001). In North Jakarta, there were at least five ‘Integrated Development Zones’ 
proposed solely in 2005 and 2006 with a total of more than 4 million square meters of 
residences, shopping and leisure areas (Pandawangi, 2012).
  The coastline in Jakarta faces ecological challenges such as decreased biodiversity and 
water quality, shifted ecosystems and destroyed habitats (Wolanski, 2006). The coastline 
has also experienced coastal environment-related complications such as depleted and 
contaminated fisheries, saltwater intrusion, coastal littering and land subsidence (Nur et 
al., 2001). Land subsidence, in particular, has become a salient problem in the northern 
part of Jakarta. Takagi et al. (2016) argue that land subsidence has contributed to an 88% 
increase in the projected affected area in the case of flooding. To combat the effects of 
land subsidence, the Jakarta government has designed a huge mitigation project called 
the National Capital Integrated Coastal Development (NCICD). However, the people 
living on the coast are likely to reject it because the project extends the inundation areas 
(Saputra et al., 2017). Figure 3.4 illustrates how environmental degradation affects densely 
populated areas, resulting in a low quality of life.

Figure 3.4. Left: one of the water intakes in Kalibaru district; right: non-permanent houses along the 

railway in Tanjung Priok district

3.5.2 Understanding fringe: port development and community challenges 
Based on the interview with the community leader, the persistent environmental degradation 
seems to have been worsened by the new port construction. Land development and 
resource management conflicts occur between the port actors and the local communities, 
which leads to spatial-economic disintegration within the area. Due to the diverse land-
uses and densely populated areas surrounding the port, it is impossible to resettle people 
in the area. The land reclamation is also opposed by the affected people. The communities 

88

3

CHAPTER 3



of interest are particularly impacted, as they are highly dependent on the port and the sea, 
especially in the sub-districts located directly next to the port, such as Kalibaru, Cilincing 
and Tanjung Priok (Figure 3.3). 

Community of traditional fishermen

Figure 3.5. Fishermen communities in Kalibaru and Cilincing

According to Badan Pusat Statistik (BPS; Indonesian Statistics Bureau), there are 
approximately 6,000 traditional fishermen and 1,100 people working in the cultivation of 
green mussels (BPS, 2016). In 2013, the cultivation of green mussels was facilitated by 700 
bamboo fishing platforms in the coastal area of the Cilincing sub-district, surrounding the 
existing port (FAO, 2014; BPS, 2016). These fishermen are defined by the Indonesian Act 
of Fisheries No.45/2009 as fishermen with small capacity vessels of less than five gross 
tonnes (Figure 3.5). The fishermen mostly live in the sub-districts of Kalibaru and Cilincing. 
All interviewed fishermen were self-employed and had a daily income of 50,000–100,000 
rupiahs (approximately 3.7–7.4 US dollars) and were either boat owners or worked together 
with other fishermen who owned boats.
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Figure 3.6. Seafood processor workers

Community of seafood processors
We observed many post- and pre-fishing activities, such as the production of salted fish 
and shrimps, and the transport of fish/processed fish and ice cubes for fish preservation. 
People employed in these activities are defined as seafood processor workers (Figure 
3.6). An interview with a home-scale shrimp processor revealed that shrimp processors 
can process 200–300 kg of shrimps a day (12.5–19 kg per person); approximately 16 
people were employed in the trade. Mussel processors can process up to 10 kg of mussels 
per day per person, earning a daily income of 30,000-45,000 rupiahs (2.5–3.5 US dollars).
  The new port development is having, and will continue to have, various direct impacts 
on fishermen and seafood processors. The main impact is limited access to fishing 
grounds, caused by the logistic activities of the existing port. This restricts the continuity 
and stability of the traditional fishing community’s activities (da Costa Oliveira et al., 2016). 
As a comparison, the development of Coruna Outer Port in Galicia (Spain) created a huge 
economic loss for fishermen, due to the loss of a productive fishing area (Doldán-Garciá 
et al., 2011). The development also had significant ecological impacts on the marine 
ecosystem and natural resources, affecting both the quantity and the quality of fishing. This 
is also observable in our Indonesian case. The number of traditional fishermen has been 
decreasing, as mentioned in interviews with the leader of the fishermen community, a 
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community leader and a worker at the fish auction in Cilincing. Seven out of ten fishermen 
said that it is hard to catch the same amount of fish as they did years ago. They also 
said that environmental pollution and new fishing regulations are forcing them to find new 
fishing grounds further away from the shore. However, this is impractical, since 95% of the 
fishermen’s equipment is small scale (FAO, 2014) and their boats are not suitable for fishing 
far out to sea. As a result, their livelihoods might be endangered.

Community of port workers
Another community is that of the port workers. This is a common occupation in the sub-
districts of Tanjung Priok and Kota. A port worker can earn approximately 120,000–
180,000 rupiahs (9–13.5 US dollars) per day. Although one might think that these workers 
would benefit the most from the port development because the expansion will generate 
more loading activities, the reconfiguration of modern equipment and facilities in the port 
reverses the situation. The primary concern of the workers is that they do not have the 
skills to keep up with the automatization and advanced port technologies, as mentioned 
in the informal focus group discussions and interviews. Changing work patterns might 
jeopardize the livelihoods of low-skilled port workers. Moreover, the workers do not have 
permanent contracts, which means that job uncertainty is commonplace. Technological 
improvements in loading and unloading activities (Figure 3.7) bring new risks and make 
ports a dangerous working environment, thus education and training for port workers is 
necessary (Hinka et al., 2016).

Figure 3.7. The automatization of port facilities

Source: IPC Port Developer, 2015

Other communities
Other occupations both observed and mentioned by BPS (2016) are workers in trade, 
restaurants, accommodation, transport, storage, communication, manufacturing and 
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community services. The existence of a port can attract various types of industries to a 
city (Zhao et al., 2017), leading to the port having broader economic attractions regarding 
new job creation generated by these industries. In the Jakarta metropolitan area, the 
minimum daily wage for this type of work is approximately 160,000 rupiahs (12 US dollars). 
Interviews with community leaders in the surrounding neighbourhoods showed that the 
low educational level of the residents is perceived as a problem. The port and surrounding 
industries offer only a limited number of low-skill jobs, whereas the supply of low-skilled 
labour is large. This is in line with Wiegmans et al. (2015), who show that there is no 
relationship between the number of jobs in a region and the presence of transhipment 
growth, and that the relationship between regional employment and transhipment levels 
is insignificant. If any, based on OECD report (2013), the local employment created by port 
industries is relatively marginal compared to the wider regional economy mainly due to the 
fact that employment is a result of backward and forward linkages of port development 
(see Merk, 2013).
  Moreover, regarding the community of place, respondents living in Tanjung Priok and 
Kalibaru mentioned a low quality of life related to unemployment, violence, and drug and 
alcohol abuse. Community leaders and residents in these areas also raised this issue. 
One of the community leaders in Tanjung Priok explained that there used to be garment 
factories in the area and that they employed many unskilled workers. However, the factories 
closed in 2015 due to changed land-use for the port extensions. Automatization of the port 
activities has also contributed to the loss of jobs in these areas. Some community leaders 
underlined that high unemployment rates possibly lead to increased drug use, violence 
and criminality in those neighbourhoods.

3.5.3 Dealing with change: indirect impacts of port development 
Gallent et al.’s (2006) ‘seeking changes’ scenario highlights innovative ways of dealing 
with planning on the edge. Since the Jakarta port–city interface has limited land to be 
used for port expansion, the development will take place on reclaimed areas along the 
shoreline (see Figure 3.8).
  The effects of port expansion through reclamation are twofold. First, regarding positive 
impacts, the project will contribute to meeting the high demand for port facilities and to 
a growing economic and maritime industry (Jayanthi and Damayanti, 2015). Doubling the 
port capacity will impact Jakarta’s transport services industry, which is expected to see 
a 20% capital increase between 2016 and 2020. It is also predicted that improvements 
in port efficiency through expansion and related reduction in port turnaround time might 
contribute to a 4% increase in Jakarta’s GDP and a 1.1% increase in the nation’s GDP 
(Ginting et al., 2015). Second, regarding negative impacts, based on our observation and 
evaluation, the communities identified in the previous section will be negatively affected 
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by the port development. Potentially, there are at least two indirect effects on the local 
communities, namely loss of livelihood and the relocation of residents and industries.

Figure 3.8. Master plan of new Priok terminal

Source IPC Port Developer, 2015

Loss of livelihood
Although based on the Ministry of Transportation’s Regulation No.38/2012, the land 
reclamation for port development is supposed to be outside the fishing grounds of 
the local communities, in many cases reclamation might have negative impacts on the 
environment, such as loss of marine habitats and water quality degradation, that can affect 
coastal ecological systems (Jin et al., 2016; Zhu et al., 2016). The coastal reclamation has 
also forced the fishermen to find other fishing grounds (Saleh et al., 2016).
  The interviewed fishermen see this effect as a perceived challenge, and their fear of 
losing their livelihood is very real, because they do not have any skills other than fishing. 
As the development of NPCT is located in the northern part of Tanjung Priok and Kalibaru 
sub-districts, fishing grounds and mussel cultivating areas in this area might disappear. One 
of the community leaders in the Kalibaru sub-district also said that the number of fishermen 
in his area is decreasing due to the development of a new dike along the seashore. A 
leader of the fishermen community also emphasized that most fishermen object to the 
reclamation. They will lose their livelihoods if they are resettled far from the coast.
  The fish auction could therefore also see a decrease in trade. During the interviews, 
one of the workers said that the fishing ponds of small-scale fishermen are negatively 
affected by the port development. Despite the fishermen’s protests, the income in the 
fishermen community had decreased by 50–60%. As supply is decreasing, this will trigger 
a decline in fish processing activities in the area, along with supporting activities like 
logistics for ice blocks, food for fishermen and fish production. As a result, a great number 
of local workers are at risk of losing their livelihoods and incomes.
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Relocation of residents and industries
The port expansion is accompanied by the development of a functional infrastructure 
network into its hinterland. Based on the Ministry of Transportation’s Regulation No.38/2012, 
a significant number of households will be resettled to make way for the new main access 
routes to the port. This will also change the land use in the surrounding areas. In the 
long run, resettlement due to megaproject development tends to create social divisions 
and disempowerment, as well as a reconfiguration of power relations in the local context 
(Jordhus-Lier, 2015). The interviews with residents living in the river embankment area 
showed that resettlement was causing them fear and anxiety. If they have to move, it 
will significantly increase travel time to their current working place. This can cause a 
loss of livelihoods, especially when the skills they have do not match the employment 
opportunities at the new location. The vast majority of the interviewed seafood processor 
workers, fishermen, transport boat workers and port workers emphasized that they do not 
have other skills besides their existing jobs.

Implications for local spatial planning
To take these diverging local and regional factors into account, we observed opportunities 
for local inclusion as a planning strategy. Community empowerment and the embedding of 
local knowledge can be useful for urban adaptation planning in Jakarta (Simarmata, 2017). 
From the interviews with all community leaders, we found that Musrembang (Musyawarah 
Perencanaan Pembangunan) – a local discussion forum about planning and development 
– is perceived as useful for giving the district-level authorities local contextual input 
for their regional development plans. This forum is also used to inform residents about 
forthcoming projects and acts as a venue for local people to communicate their concerns 
to the relevant authorities.
  Here we observe another parallel with the fringe literature (Gallent et al., 2006), 
namely the necessity to underline local visions that offer realistic solutions derived from 
an understanding of the local contexts and needs. From this, we conclude that the port–
city interface could benefit from more inclusive plans with a participatory approach that 
brings local stakeholders together to ensure that ‘place making’ processes are in line with 
various aspirations and agendas. A forum like Musrembang is in line with this, because the 
discussions are usually attended by community leaders, residents, district-level authorities 
and other related agencies who understand their localities to achieve shared-benefits.
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3.6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In most academic literature on port studies, there is a missing link between port development 
and its implications for the external environment (Ng et al., 2014). The literature has so far 
barely looked at the interests of local communities. The present research therefore studied 
the impacts of port expansion on local port communities in the case of Jakarta, Indonesia. 
Based on rural–urban fringe experiences, we identified and analysed the impacts of port 
development on the surrounding area of conflicting interests (i.e. the port–city interface) 
in a more holistic way. The most important insight is that the communities’ livelihoods 
are highly dependent on the blurry boundaries between port and city. This makes the 
communities living on the edge the most vulnerable actors in the port–city interface.
  Unlike the case of a rural–urban fringe, in which people move freely to the fringe 
area to escape the disturbances of the urbanized world (Pryor, 1986), the communities 
living on the edge of a port–city interface are bound to the area because their livelihoods 
depend on it. With the trend of port regionalization (Notteboom and Rodrigue, 2005), 
there are continuous spatial developments related to the port activities taking place in 
the port-city interface. Our findings are generally in line with this phenomenon in other 
developing countries, in which port development also has to catch up with the demands of 
economic growth (e.g. Ng and Tongzon, 2010). As a result, both the community of interest 
and the community of place (Thomsen et al., 2009) are at risk of social disruption caused 
by planning interventions in the interface area, especially if their livelihood dependency 
is overlooked. Our findings also confirm the work of Witte et al. (2017) in the context of 
mature economies, stating that proximity to the main port does not guarantee that the 
growth benefits trickle down in the direct hinterland. Significant attempts to underline 
the negative implications of the development have to be prioritized on the agenda as a 
counter consideration of economic benefits of such a large project (Huang et al., 2011).
  Such efforts could start by acknowledging these communities along with their 
concerns, fears and local realities. Doing this will enable policymakers to map the actual 
impacts of new port development on society. In this, the use of assessment tools such as 
Cost-Benefit Analysis have a long history. However, there are institutional shortcomings 
attached on the practices of impact assessment (Revesz, 2017). Especially when taking 
social effects into consideration, for instance by means of Social Cost Benefit Analysis, our 
finding are relevant to bringing back the communities into the assessment tools and finding 
space for mapping their concerns, fears and anxiety as impacts of certain developments, 
in our case, port expansion. In particular, the demand for more transparency and real 
partnership between the city administration, private sector and citizens is persistent in the 
case of Jakarta (Steinberg, 2007).
  Besides mapping the impacts, identifying the communities in the port–city interface 
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is also crucial for the delivery of shared benefits derived from the new port development 
to the locals. The expansion of a port provides the city with economic advantages in the 
form of forward linkage effects (e.g. freight support for primary and secondary economic 
activities) (Chang et al., 2014). Through acknowledging communities’ livelihoods, there is 
a possibility to optimize the economic advantages for the people living in the vicinity of 
the project. As the empirical findings show, the communities of interest in the area perform 
informal and small-scale economic activities, such as fish supply and seafood processing. 
Policy tactics, for instance in the form of appropriate mitigation strategies, could transform 
these activities into shared economic benefits. Policymakers, for example, could provide 
the opportunity to uplift people’s skills to compensate for the loss of livelihood as a result 
of displacement and resettlement. As the interviews revealed, most of the participants do 
not have alternative skills.
  The findings of this research might inspire a reconsideration of the agenda of port 
development, to take into account the broader indirect impacts of port expansion on the 
local communities. When the local reality of port communities is better represented in 
impact assessment analyses, it is expected that bridging the gap between pro-growth and 
pro poor (Sutherland et al., 2015) will become more than just a ’fairy tale‘ on paper. These 
communities have their own perceived reality in making sense of the dynamics in the 
port–city interface. For further research, we therefore argue that there is a possibility of 
looking at the perception making on megaprojects capturing the perceived local realities.
  Perception making is also related to the power struggles taking place between 
communities and other actors and entities in the port-city interface. Thus, we also 
recommend to explore port communities in the context of other subfields of port research 
as categorized by Pallis et al. (2010), such as ports in transport and supply chains and port 
competition and competitiveness, in which supply chains, logistic activities and shipping 
networks as well as port choice have significant implications to the local communities living 
in or near the port. Also, we suggest to look at different case studies in other developing 
countries to see whether our specific findings about the challenges of communities living 
on the edge of the port and the city are struggles that are experienced by port communities 
across the globe.
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ABSTRACT

For the last few decades the development of mega-infrastructure projects has been high 
on policymakers’ agenda in Southeast Asia. Despite its potential benefits, there are also 
inevitable societal impacts. Although impact assessment tools are used to predict these 
impacts, the perceived impacts by the society members themselves remains understudied. 
Some people have unrealistic perceptions about the impacts then react negatively to the 
planning and implementation of megaprojects. This is problematic because rejection 
from society might decrease the project’s legitimacy. Yet, many megaproject studies are 
focused more on project management than on people perception. This article therefore 
explores how people perceive megaproject development, based on their everyday 
experiences of the externalities and the benefits of certain megaprojects, and whether 
these perceptions change as the project stages develop over time. This article offers an 
analytical approach on perception making adopted from psychology theories which is 
elaborated in a quantitative and qualitative empirical setting using the Suramadu cable-
stayed bridge in Indonesia as a case study. The results imply the need for including people 
perception in megaproject development necessarily in order to bridging the gap between 
top-down expected benefits and the bottom-up acceptance or rejection from the people 
outside the central power. 

Keywords: megaproject; perception; people; infrastructure development; Indonesia; 
people perception
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

Megaprojects are usually defined as large-scale infrastructure projects involving substantial 
investments, a long period of development, numerous stakeholders and the ability to 
transform spaces irreversibly (Flyvbjerg, 2014). The examples range from high-speed 
railways, airports, to urban development projects. However, despite their popularity on the 
agenda of policymakers worldwide for the last few decades, megaprojects are complex and 
regularly prove to be over-optimistic in delivering benefits for people (Flyvbjerg et al., 2009). 
  On the one hand, more and more megaprojects have been built with the ambition of 
economic growth (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003). Megaprojects have often been used as an urban 
entrepreneurial strategy to boost the economy and increase city competitiveness by 
restructuring the socio-economy and spatial structure (Qian, 2011). Especially in the case 
of Southeast Asia, Cities have experienced new forms of urbanism under the pressure of 
globalization (Yeung, 2002). To deal with the pressure of globalization, policy makers have 
developed megaprojects as part of global branding strategy (Swyngedouw et al., 2002). 
  On the other hand, despite the plausibility of affecting economy, many megaprojects 
witnessed a downturn in terms of transferring promised benefits to the people (Brookes 
and Locatelli, 2015). Often, the promises associated with megaprojects do not live up to 
the a priori perceptions and everyday realities of the people. Especially for the case of 
Southeast Asian cities, many urban megaprojects are formulated on by the powerful actors 
in defining the public interest and creating urban space that later raises issues of inequity 
and exclusion (Shatkin, 2008). 
  Derived from this dilemma, it is necessary to look at the importance of people 
perception on megaproject development. The urgency has heightened because of three 
emerging issues. First, ’People‘ are considered one of the drivers of successful megaproject 
development (Mišić, and Radujković, 2015). The targeted groups of people are expected 
to be able to make use of the project and feel the real benefits of the project. In this case, 
the question which arises is related to the actual delivery of project benefits. Secondly, the 
affected groups of people are the ones who feel the negative externalities of the project. 
Although assessment tools are used in decision-making processes (e.g. Vanclay, 2016), it 
is hard to define the actual impacts at an early stage of development (Winch, 2001). Also, 
the opportunistic behaviour by the primary actors can lead to marginalization of impacted 
communities (Magee and McDonald, 2006). Clash between both parties is undeniable 
when communicating views on corporate gains on the expense (Herrold-Menzies, 2006). 
Thirdly, if the authorized officials fail to accommodate these perspectives, they will have 
a legitimacy issue in developing megaprojects. Flores Dewey and Davis (2013) argue 
that acknowledging the different opinion from people over what is considered “good” 
megaproject as alternative to pursue megaproject planning and implementation can at 
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least defend the legitimacy of the project..
  From a scientific perspective, numerous studies so far have focused specifically on 
megaproject management (e.g., Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; Van Marrewijk, 2007; Giezen, 2012; 
Zhai et al., 2009). However, the review carried out by Di Maddaloni and Davis (2017) shows 
that existing stakeholder management literatures contain limited points of view regarding 
incorporation of secondary stakeholders, and then mainly the ones whose daily lives are 
affected by a major public infrastructure construction project. This contribution therefore 
aims to provide a broad insight into how different groups of people perceive megaprojects, 
based on two research questions: ‘How do different groups of people perceive built 
megaprojects?’ and ‘How does their perception change over time?’. The central argument 
in this paper is that perception about megaprojects might change due to different spatial 
and temporal scales. The spatial scale is associated with new space creation caused by 
megaproject development; meanwhile, the temporal scale is characterized by the long 
period of time associated with the development stages of megaprojects during which 
people might change their perception on the megaproject’s costs and benefits. 
  The relevance of this paper will be a starting point to take secondary stakeholders, 
mainly the ones who are far from central power (residents, and affected groups of 
people for instance: fishermen, low-skilled labours, or resettled groups of people) into 
megaproject literature through the incorporation of their perception of the project, in terms 
of benefits delivery and experienced externalities. This is also relevant to depict how the 
implementation of megaproject might affect people’s daily lives, especially in the case of 
developing countries.
  The experience of developing countries in conducting megaproject development 
is unique due to the challenge of managing social complexity regarding community’s 
acceptance of the project (Othman and Ahmed, 2013). Especially in the case of Southeast 
Asian cities, the urban development brought the conflicts between citizens and developers 
regarding economic, environment, social and cultural implications (Shatkin, 2008). In some 
case, the equity issues relate to the benefits to the rich at the expense of the poor (ibid.).
  Dealing with this, we use the Suramadu cable-stayed bridge in Indonesia as a case 
study. This project is suitable to represent a generalized picture of perception making on 
megaprojects for two reasons. First, the project is at the usage stage in which the people 
have already felt the externalities. Second, the case study represents a turning point of 
Indonesian development practices to deal with megaproject. With the rapid globalization 
pressure in Southeast Asia, this project becomes a mean to balance the development 
between the second largest city nationwide, Surabaya, and one of the poorest region in 
the country, Madura Island.
  We base this perception making processes on the work of Werner and Wapner (1952), 
in a psychology article entitled ‘Toward a general theory of perception’ and combine it 
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with megaproject literatures to capture the perception making of people about certain 
megaprojects. This will explore on the following section.

4.2 PEOPLE’S PERCEPTION OF MEGAPROJECT 
DEVELOPMENT

As a starting point, we agree with Van Marrewijk (2007) idea on how perception of 
primary stakeholders toward a megaproject can lead to the value creation of actual 
implementation. However, there is no single perception that fits all types of megaprojects, 
and different stakeholders perceive megaprojects differently. Therefore, the inclusion of 
all project partners and stakeholders to share a common understanding about the project 
is important in governing a megaproject (van Marrewijk and Smits, 2016).
   Stakeholders itself can be defined as individuals or groups of people who are 
either directly or indirectly affected by an object or change (Sutterfield et al., 2006). The 
importance relies on the debate between the promoters’ perspective on megaproject 
who perceive the project as an economic investment and the society who defines the 
sustainability of megaproject at their cost (Qian, 2011). This closely relates to local residents 
who are affected by, or who affect, the performance of megaprojects but remains excluded 
from the decision-making processes (ibid.). In fact, it is crucial for decision-makers to 
take these people into account (Bryson, 2004) because, intuitively, these people make a 
judgement and have a preference for their surrounding environment, including the new 
megaproject enacted in their area. Therefore, we particularly focus on the usage stage 
of the project to see people’s perception based on their experiences about the project, 
instead of looking at people’s expectation towards an upcoming project. 
  To unbox the concept of people’s perception of megaproject development, this 
article uses the classic work of Werner and Wapner (1952), in the field of psychology, 
as expressed in their article entitled ‘Toward a general theory of perception’ and tries 
to elaborate this theory with megaproject literature. The work is useful because of its 
concise, simple and manageable attempt to outline the development stages of perception 
making without omitting higher levels of complexity (Werner and Wapner, 1952). Also, their 
work has influenced most common theory of perception in psychology field.
  In their work Werner and Wapner (1952) highlight the stages of perception making with 
basic experimental situations in which they insist that perceptual behaviour is influenced 
by certain stimuli. Stimulation is considered an influence on the balancing state regardless 
of the presence or absence of objects (Rock and Palmer, 1990). Werner and Wapner (1952) 
believe that both object and perceiver are important that makes the past history, experience, 
and adaptation level important; by acknowledging this, a starting point of unboxing human 
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dimension in urban form and function is necessary (e.g Rapoport, 2016). Stimuli from the 
inside and the outside of the object are crucial. Based on this, we make a distinction 
between stimuli from megaprojects’ externalities and context-specific stimuli or extraneous 
stimuli. These two stimuli lead to perception making as a function of counteraction.

4.2.1 Megaproject Externalities
We define stimuli from megaprojects as direct and indirect externalities caused by 
megaproject development because we argue that, in general, both externalities 
contribute the most to perception making. When defined as an opportunity the benefits of 
megaprojects can, on the one hand, be directly and indirectly beneficial to the targeted 
society (Eweje et al., 2012). The direct benefits usually go to the users as a location-specific 
investment (Banister and Berechman, 2001); for instance, increasing comfort and reliability, 
decreasing travel time, reducing accident probability and reducing congestion (De Rus, 
2008). On the other hand, the broader indirect benefits appear as spill-over effects from 
the direct benefits such as increasing income and creating employment opportunities 
(Dimitriou et al., 2015). When defined as a threat, the externalities of megaprojects can be 
seen as an anatomy of ambitions that the proponents of megaproject oversell to get either 
support or project approval (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003). 
  We argue that, both as opportunity and threat, the externalities working on different 
spatial and temporal scales become stimuli for perception making. Although it is often 
hard to count non-material losses due to externalities and to ensure a proper temporal and 
spatial scale of the analysis (Tilt et al., 2009), an in-depth understanding of the scale on 
perception making about megaprojects is still necessary. After all it is believed that these 
scales have framing power that can shape the attitude of society (McCann, 2003). 

Spatial Scale  
We are particularly interested in the new creation of space caused by megaproject 
development, as has been explained by Gellert and Lynch (2003) that megaprojects have 
an ability to transform spaces and have tangible impacts. For example, local residents living 
at the project location tend to suffer from economic, social and ecological consequences 
that transform the existing spaces and daily lives into something disruptive, threatening and 
disorienting (Jamali, 2014). Moreover, megaprojects in many cities often create various social 
impacts, leading to the forced displacement of people living on the area covered by the 
project (George and Rajan, 2015). The benefits of particular megaprojects sometimes are 
earned at the cost of displacement and impoverishment of low income, rural or native people 
(Windsor and McVey, 2005). As a result, people can lose their jobs, or even their livelihood, 
especially when the mitigation plan is not properly accommodated (Gellert and Lynch, 2003). 
Displacement might also create social division, disempowerment and a reconfiguration of 
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power relations (Jordhus-Lier, 2015). In many cases, even impacts such as environmental noise 
are often regarded as a forgotten pollutant, even though excessive exposure can induce 
nuisance, disruption to sleep cycles, health issues and cognitive development impairment 
(King et al., 2016). In this sense, the provision of public goods can also lead to a debate 
between proponents and opponents of megaprojects (Orueta and Fainstein, 2008).

Temporal Scale
Since megaproject development takes a long time, people perception may change – for 
better or for worse – during the planning, construction and usage stages. These evolving 
stages of megaprojects development often entail a dynamic process (Ma et al., 2017). 
Changing perceptions are also caused by uncertainty embedded in future events. In the 
early planning stages there is more uncertainty than reliable information. Most projects 
struggle at the inception phase with high levels of uncertainty which decrease during the 
completion stage (Winch et al. in Winch, 2001).
  The problem is that people can only feel the benefits of the project after construction 
has been completed. Therefore, during the long time period between planning and 
usage, people might have a non-realistic perception about megaprojects. Dealing with 
this, impact assessments are important to make stakeholders aware of the impacts and 
prepare sufficient mitigation strategies as early as possible. Open access to assessment 
tools is crucial to make societies adapt to the new spatial and temporal situation caused 
by megaproject development. It enables an understanding of determinant effects on cost 
and benefits and it may affect the success of the project (Van Wee, 2007). 
  However, practice shows that cost-benefit analyses of megaprojects seem to 
be unreliable and biased due to negative incentives that underestimate costs and 
overestimate benefits in order to be appealing (e.g. Flyvbjerg, 2009). Most social and 
environmental indicators are often not incorporated into project appraisal and decision-
making processes, so project management methodologies sometimes fail to assess the 
relevance of these indicators (Labuschagne and Brent, 2005). 

4.2.2 Context-Specific or Extraneous Stimuli 
Besides the stimuli from the megaprojects itself, we also define extraneous stimuli for 
people perception as context-specific features of megaprojects. We acknowledge how 
context-specific attributes of human-environment interactions contribute to perception 
making (Ostrom, 2007). 
  As extraneous stimuli outside project management, the context of particular 
megaprojects will generate tacit knowledge for local residents to face and perceive the 
impacts or benefits of the project. People usually recall the knowledge they had before 
the project enactment and make an assessment based on this knowledge of how to fit 
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into the new creation of space caused by megaprojects. This tacit knowledge is inherently 
different from explicit knowledge (Te Brömmelstroet and Bertolini, 2008) and should be 
assumed multi-dimensionally with a strong emphasis on various surrounding contexts 
within which this tacit knowledge is enacted and formed (Ferni et al., 2003).
  Since similar types of projects can share different contexts and situations as well as 
approaches to different situations and challenges (Khan, 2005), the deliberations on the 
context of the surroundings also raises the importance of interdependencies between 
projects, personal ties, local relations and organizational affiliations (Grabher, 2002). 
It is also necessary to take a broader temporal scale and organizational scope when 
analysing how project practices develop over time to sustain simultaneous activities in its 
environment (Engwall, 2003).
  To sum up, we offer an analytical approach to explain the process of perception 
making on megaproject development. There are two types of stimuli which influence how 
people perceive megaproject development, namely the stimuli from the project itself, 
which is characterised by externalities working within different spatial and temporal scales 
(I) and the context-specific variables of the megaproject itself (II). It is then the balancing 
state (A) of people that reacts to the stimuli and perceives the development in a certain 
way. It is the circumstances in which all competing stimuli are balanced. The perception 
could be either positive or negative (B). 
  To operationalise this framework we define the negative stimuli on the spatial scale as 
a) new space creation, b) forced displacement, c) loss of livelihood and d) environmental 
impacts. On the temporal scale a) the long duration of development stages can contribute 
to the changing perception. This links closely to b), the level of uncertainty that is 
decreasing as the development progresses. Besides the stimuli from megaprojects, there 
are also extraneous stimuli influencing the perception like a) context of the area and b) 
context of the development that will generate tacit knowledge to process the stimuli from 
megaprojects. This process is illustrated in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1. Analytical Approach : Figural adaptation of perception making on megaproject Adapted 

from Werner and Wapner (1952) 

110

4

CHAPTER 4



We use this analytical approach and the operationalisation as an evaluation scheme to be 
applied to the empirical findings from the case study.
 

4.3 STUDY AREA AND RESEARCH DESIGN

4.3.1 Study Area: Suramadu Cable-Stayed Bridge
The Suramadu Bridge in Indonesia is a 5.4 km long cable-stayed bridge connecting 
Java and Madura Island. We chose this bridge as a representation of how a functional 
transportation project might deliver the costs and benefits to the people and how people 
perceive the development. It is possible to capture the changing perception through this 
case study because the bridge has been operating for eight years now.
  The project aims to accelerate the urban development in the Suramadu area. 
Suramadu is the abbreviation for Surabaya and Madura. Surabaya is the capital of East 
Java Province, located on the northeast part of Java Island. As the second largest city 
in Indonesia, the city has experienced more than 7 per cent economic growth for the 
last decade (BPWS, 2015). While Surabaya is experiencing increasing economic growth, 
Madura is not yet properly developed and the area is lagging behind other areas in the 
East Java Province in terms of economic development. Madura is separated from Java 
Island by the Madura Strait and covers approximately five thousand square km and is 
inhabited by at least 3.6 million people. The development of the bridge was therefore 
necessary in order to create new access to the island. 
  In addition to the central government having high expectations as regards generating 
economic value, the bridge also and unexpectedly became an iconic symbol of Surabaya 
and Madura. Looking back at the history of its construction, the bridge not only became the 
icon of the area but also the icon for the relationship between Indonesia and China, mainly 
because the project was executed by a consortium of Chinese and Indonesian contractors 
(BPWS, 2015). The idea of developing a bridge connecting Madura with Java was initially 
put forward in the 1960s. Now, after being in operation for eight years, the development 
is continuing with large-scale urban (re)development projects in the surrounding areas. 

4.3.2 Research Design
The research method applied in this study was both qualitative and quantitative. Combining 
both approaches provides a deeper understanding of the research problem (Creswell, 
2013). For the data collection, Bahasa Indonesia was used to make the general public 
understand the questions easily. We used semi-structured interviewing to put together an 
in-depth story of how different groups of people perceive the megaproject and what kind 
of stimuli influence their perception as well as their understanding of the local context. The 
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questions range from the impacts and benefits of the project to their feeling and perception 
of the projects during each stages of development. Furthermore, with a view to providing 
quantitative support for this in-depth story, door-to-door surveys were conducted in the 
areas surrounding the bridge to complement the interviewing and provide a more general 
picture.
  The fieldwork was conducted in January 2017. To begin with we conducted interviews 
with the residents from three different areas to explore the in-depth story behind the 
development of the bridge (Figure 2). Two areas were chosen for field research to represent 
the community living closer to the bridge (see Figure 2) that had been designated by a 
Presidential Decree as a development area(known as Kawasan Kaki Jembatan Suramadu 
- KKJS). The areas are called Bangkalan regency and Surabaya city. In Bangkalan, the 
neighbourhoods chosen were in the villages of Pangpong and Sukolilo. In Surabaya, the 
neighbourhoods were in the Tambak wedi sub-district. In addition, the furthest city from the 
bridge on Madura island, Sumenep, was chosen to explore the project’s indirect benefits, 
particularly in Kota Sumenep and Lombang village.
.

Figure 4.2. Overview Map of the case study

Besides conducting interviews with the residents, we also interviewed fishermen, street 
vendors (Pedagang Kaki Lima - PKL), community figures4 and community leaders. The 
respondents are selected based on snowball sampling technique and we tried to limit the 

4  A person in the community whose character is prominent and famous and has influence to the order of society. A community figure is 
selected informally through a common (unwritten) agreement based on his/her attitude, education, job and social status (Suhendi, 2013)
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selection bias as low as possible. Further, we conducted interview with heads of the sub-
districts, academics from the local university and the Head of Planning Deputy from Badan 
Pengembangan Wilayah Surabaya-Madura (BPWS) – Surabaya Madura Development 
Agency (Table 4.1)

Table 4.1. Number of participants
The Respondents Number of interviews n=44
Head of Planning Deputy from BPWS 1
Head of sub-districts/villages 4

Residents 26

Fishermen 3
Street vendors (Pedagang kaki lima) 4
Community figures 3
Academia from local university 3

A survey was used to illustrate the general picture for the entire neighbourhoods. The 
questionnaire items included: 1) socio-demographic variables, 2) general perception on 
the project, 3) people’s experience with environmental and social impacts, 4) people’s 
experience with accessing information about the impacts and 5) people’s changing 
perception over time. 
  For the location nearby the bridge a random sample of the first initial 100 households 
within each neighbourhood close to the bridge were initially chosen. We aimed at the 
two neighbourhoods from each side of the bridge. In total we managed to sample the 
closest 400 households. For the furthest location from the bridge, Sumenep, the first 100 
households close to the Kota Sumenep’s city centre and the first 100 households close to 
the main tourist attraction of Lombang beach were chosen. These locations were chosen 
because it is expected that these ‘hotspots’ would be most likely to feel the indirect 
benefits of the bridge’s development.
  The surveyor went door-to-door within the targeted neighbourhoods and surveys 
were conducted based on the willingness of the households to participate. If the residents 
did not agree to participate, the surveyors moved to the next door until we had collected 
100 samples within each selected neighbourhood. A total of 603 completed surveys were 
collected with 100% of response rate (Table 4.2).
  For those who preferred to complete the survey by themselves, a self-administered 
questionnaire was given. Alternatively, the fieldwork assistants read the questions for the 
respondents and completed the questionnaire based on their answers. Respondents were 
asked to rate how much they agreed with the statements. Statements were measured on 
a 5-point scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree and 5 = strongly 
agree. 
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To analysis the case study, we elaborate the approach on the previous sub-section with 
the case study, then, use descriptive approach to depict the findings. 

Table 4.2. Demographic characteristics of the respondents
Characteristics Frequency Percentage
Gender:
Male 305 50.6
Female 298 49.4
Location
Surabaya 202 33.5
Bangkalan 200 33.2
Sumenep 201 33.3
Education
No education 49 8.1
Elementary School 185 30.6
Junior high school 151 25
Senior high school 180 29.8
University 38 6.3
Monthly income
Less than regional standard salary 436 72.3
Regional standard salary up to 10.000.000 Rupiahs 167 27.5

4.4 PEOPLE PERCEPTION ON SURAMADU

The overall picture shows that the vast majority of the respondents feel positive about the 
development of the bridge (Figure 4.3). Based on this overall picture we will explore the 
stimuli influencing this attitude and whether the respondents’ perception had changed 
over time.

Figure 4.3. Respondents’ general perception about Suramadu
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4.4.1 Externalities from Suramadu Bridge
The plausible reason is that the bridge offers a wide range of both direct and indirect 
benefits. First, in terms of direct benefits, as a transportation project, Suramadu bridge has 
effectively connected Madura Island with Java Island. It reduces the travel time between 
Bangkalan and Surabaya from 2 hours prior to the bridge to 15 minutes in the current 
situation. Previously the passengers had to take a ferry which meant a longer waiting time 
and availability which was dependent on the weather. Answers to the open question in 
the questionnaire revealed that some respondents emphasized the decrease in travel 
time, while others agreed that the bridge had created a more convenient way of travelling. 
The bridge also benefits the flow of goods which, in a broader sense, can also affect the 
economy. As one of the respondents in Sumenep said:

‘(Suramadu bridge) makes life convenient, especially for truck drivers and fish 
traders. They do not need to wait for a long time to cross the strait. Traders no 
longer lose income due to rotten fish. The fish can be delivered further, fresh and 
on time.’

Second, in terms of indirect impacts, the bridge has generated broader economic impacts 
and attracted investors to Madura. As explained by the head of the sub-district in Bangkalan:

‘Before the bridge was built, this area was so quiet. Now, sooner rather than 
later, the new industrial area and tourism spot in this area will start to attract 
investments. The development has already started and land prices are also 
increasing significantly.’

To balance the view and to investigate the stimuli influencing this attitude, we conducted 
the in-depth interview with the development agency. It is clear that the mitigation plan 
from the development agency plays an important role in bridging the gap between the 
externalities felt by the affected groups of people and the expectations of the central 
government as regards benefits for the targeted societies. The contrasting views between 
the affected and impacted groups laid within the spatial and temporal scales, along with 
its benefits and costs, are explained below. 

Spatial Scale

The involvement of the spatial dimension in this study is most visible in the massive 
redevelopment plan for the surrounding area, covering 1,800 Ha. The Head of the Planning 
Deputy explained that there are three areas in Bangkalan available for private investment 
and two areas for public-private partnerships, as was documented in the Grand Design of 
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Bangkalan Development Plan. In this plan it is expected that the bridge will, in the future, 
generate even bigger economic impacts on Madura Island (see Figure 4.4). 
  Triggered by this acceleration plan, and the expected indirect economic benefits 
from the bridge, at least nine big private investors are interested in the development of 
the surrounding area. Five out of nine investors are foreign investors from China, Korea, 
Malaysia and the United States of America.

Figure 4.4. Investment plan in KKJS area, Madura side

Source: BPWS, 2017

Besides the plan in Bangkalan, a broader development approach is also planned by the 
development agency to maximize the indirect economic benefits for the whole island. 
There are fifteen areas on the whole Madura island in which economic acceleration will 
take place in the future. The Head of the Planning Deputy explained that the development 
agency has already planned six development areas on Madura island that will function as 
a theme park, CBD, trading and service, residential and public area in the future (Figure 
4). The expectation is that the development will generate more employment opportunities 
and will increase people’s access to the mutual benefits of the project.
  The Head of the Planning Deputy then also introduced the development of a theme 
park in Bangkalan that is specially designed for Islamic marine tourism. The creation of this 
theme park is intended to mitigate the displacement and loss of livelihood caused by the 
bridge construction. The groups targeted by this mitigation policy are mainly fishermen, 
the Muslim community and the people who have been displaced from their land. The basic 
idea is to increase their quality of life, socially and economically, through the creation of 
employment opportunities inside and outside the tourism industry. 
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Firstly, fishermen will be able to sail their boats for touristic purposes in the theme park 
and they will take part in workshops to improve the skills they need for the tourism sector. 
This growing expectation of future benefits from the tourism sector is evident in one of 
the fishing villages in Kenjeran District, Surabaya. The community leader there confirmed 
that the previous government promised economic benefits if people agreed with the 
development of the bridge. However, he also said that after eight years of operation the 
communities are experiencing more externalities than the promised benefits. It has been 
established that the participants from this village experience externalities such as noise, 
a decline in income from fishing and unemployment. In terms of environmental impacts 
the fishermen experienced a huge loss of fish supply due to the project construction. As a 
fisherman we interviewed told us:

‘Before the erection of the bridge pole, the fortune (i.e. fish) was always there, but 
now it is hard to catch fish. During the construction a big explosion took place that 
later killed the fish.’ 

Secondly a set of workshops were organised for the Muslim community living nearby 
the bridge. In the past the religious leaders opposed the bridge development due to the 
concern that the easy access would bring new cultures from the metropolitan area into the 
island which were considered inappropriate for the locals’ values. Therefore, since Madura 
island is well known for its culture and the majority of Muslim community, the development 
agency tried to move the concept of syariah tourism to the theme park to diminish the 
worries of endangering the culture and religious values of local people. 
  The choice for developing tourist attractions nearby the bridge was also triggered 
by tourism activity generated unintendedly by the existence of the bridge. Many tourists 
come in from the surrounding area on a daily basis to see the bridge because it is an iconic 
symbol of Surabaya and Madura. The popularity of the bridge is also clearly reflected by 
the souvenirs and T-shirts sold by local people in the surrounding area on the Madura side. 
The interview with the owner of a souvenir stall revealed that, in the peak season, she can 
sell approximately 135 euro worth of souvenirs to visitors per day, an amount which she 
considered to be quite considerable. The emerging local economic activity is also reflected 
by the existence of the many food stalls in the surrounding area on the Surabaya side.
  The number of tourists is increasing not only in the area near where the bridge is located, 
but also in remote locations on Madura Island. In Sumenep we interviewed residents who 
live nearby Lombang beach, a tourist attraction on the eastern part of Madura island. They 
acknowledged that these days a significant number of tourists visit the location: 

‘From my personal experience, after the development of Suramadu, a lot of tourist 
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buses come and go on a daily basis within this city. Especially in the natural tourism 
spot in Lombang beach and Slompeng beach. I do not know for sure whether it is 
because of Suramadu or not, but these days the government is working to develop 
the city’s infrastructure, especially the main access road from Suramadu to the 
furthermost point in Sumenep.’

Thirdly, in terms of displacement, the former farmers in the surrounding area on the Madura 
side experienced a loss of livelihood because their farms or fields were displaced by the 
project. Indeed, these farmers accepted compensation that was sufficient enough to buy 
or build a new house. However, since they do not have any other skills than farming the 
money eventually runs out and they literally lose their livelihood. They therefore hope that 
the promising employment opportunities created by the development plan will be realized 
soon. As a community figure explained:

‘They promised to create new jobs for the people who had to be resettled. When 
all the development has finished, more low-skilled jobs will become available in 
parking lots, cleaning services, mall operations and the hospitality industry and the 
big mosque operation will also start. So people without a degree or diploma will 
be able to apply (for jobs).’ 

Temporal Scale

After eight years of operations, it transpired that the respondents living further from the 
bridge tended to change their perception into a more positive one. Almost half of the 
respondents in the remote location of Sumenep feel that they have a more positive view 
of the bridge than they had before, during the planning and construction stages. However, 
the trend is different at the nearby locations (Figure 6.5). As many as 72,1 per cent of the 
respondents in Surabaya and 61,5 per cent of the respondents in Bangkalan disagree 
with the statement ’At the usage stage I have a more positive view about the bridge than 
during the planning and construction stages‘. 

Figure 4.5. Changing perception of the respondents based on location
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A possible reason for the positive changing perception is that the respondents finally feel 
the benefits after the project has been built. In response to the survey’s open question 
‘What is the reason behind the change?’, some respondents emphasized the decrease 
in travel time between Surabaya and Madura. Some others respondents mentioned 
that they can feel other benefits at the usage stage, such as more convenient and safer 
transportation, the existence of investors and the increase in the city’s (economic) quality. 
  The reason for the opposite answer found on the other two locations, Surabaya and 
Bangkalan, is that the respondents underlined the externalities that they experienced. 
The externalities are varied, such as unfulfilled promises from the government about the 
project benefits for society, resettlement, a decrease in fishermen’s income and criminality.

4.4.2 Extraneous Stimuli from Context-Specific Suramadu Development Practices
Besides the benefits and impacts of the project the case study also shows that the context 
of the development plays an important role in shaping people’s perception. There are two 
findings which deserve to be underlined which are the approach used for land acquisition 
and the provision of information about the project from the related development agency.
  Firstly, displacement became an issue in the surrounding area on the Madura 
side due to miscommunication between the development agency and society about 
the compensation measures. As insisted by Pangpong’s head of the sub-district, most 
land acquisition took place at people’s farms or fields. The affected groups found the 
implementation of the new land acquisition law confusing. The law was changed in terms 
of what should be compensated: just the land or also the commodities produced by 
the land. As a result, people were disappointed particularly by the smaller amounts of 
compensation money they received according to the new law. The head of the sub-district 
believes there is room for improvement as regards communicating how the compensation 
for the affected groups is arranged. 
  Secondly, looking at the externalities felt by the respondents, it is interesting to see 
how society was informed about the project, especially in terms of the negative impacts. 
The survey revealed that the majority of the respondents felt that, at the planning stage, 
the government did not provide sufficient information about the negative impacts caused 
by Suramadu (See Figure 4.6). 
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Figure 4.6. The provision of information about negative impacts of the project

This result explains the reason why the interviewees feel externalities from the project 
and have a feeling of deception in perceiving the megaproject. Of all respondents from all 
locations, only one fifth felt that the government provided adequate information about the 
negative impacts of the project at the planning stage.
  Despite this disappointing result, a set of mitigation policies has been prepared by 
the development agency to accommodate different views from the local people, both as 
a targeted or an affected group. The development agency attempts to bridge the gap 
between the top-down broader economic ambitions of the development with the local 
knowledge shared by people in the surrounding areas. A set of mitigation policies has 
been designed by the development agency, including an inclusive urban redevelopment 
project nearby the bridge which takes the local reality into account, as has been explored 
in the previous sub-chapter.
 Table 4.3 sums up the empirical findings by summarizing the kind of stimuli that occurred.
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Table 4.3. Stimuli on megaproject development captured from the case study that influence the 

perception
Stimulation of perceptual 
behaviour 

Review from megaprojects studies Findings from the case study

Megaproject externalities Benefits of megaproject : direct-indirect
Impacts with space and time dimension:
1. Spatial scale. 

New space creation.
Forced displacement.
Loss of livelihood.
Environmental impacts : noise, water and 
air pollution as well as loss of biodiversity.

2. Temporal scale
Changing perception of society.

Decrease the travel time and broader 
economic and attract investors:

1. Spatial scale
Redevelopment of KKJS.
Environmental impacts during the 
construction and usage stages : 
noise 
Loss of livelihood from fishermen 
and former farmers.

2. Temporal scale
Respondents from further away 
locations have changing perspective 
to more positive view. Meanwhile 
the perception of some respondents 
from a closer location does not 
change due to externalities and a 
lack of shared-benefits.

Context specifics/ 
extraneous stimuli 

Context of the area, context of the 
development. 

1. Miscommunication on compensation 
law.

2. Less-informed society about the 
negative impacts.

3. Socio-anthropological approaches 
from related agency.

4.5 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

The studies of megaprojects have been limited to project managerial practices and pay 
only limited attention to people as a central theme, especially their perception of the 
megaproject development. However, people are one of the main drivers of successful 
megaprojects (Mišić, and Radujković, 2015). Although one might think that the people are at 
the outside circle of the project management structure that is less relevant to the project’s 
successes, this paper argues that there are three plausible reasons why the incorporation 
of people is important for megaprojects studies, namely 1) the delivery of societal benefits, 
2) the realization of negative externalities and 3) the issue of legitimacy. These reasons 
play a role in understanding how perception making matters for megaproject studies.
  The present research therefore offers an analytical approach adapted from the 
psychological field which can be used to understand the basis and nature of perception 
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making on megaproject development. This later might contribute to the success of 
megaprojects in delivering the benefits and minimizing the impacts to the people outside 
the central power (i.e residents and affected groups of people). Thus, the debate between 
proponents and opponents of megaproject regarding the provision of public good 
(Orueta and Fainstein, 2008) could be bridged, and the society’s acceptance towards 
megaprojects can be improved. It is in line with what Friedmann (2000) argues that 
responses, resistances attempts at (re)shaping society lives are inevitable, but there is a 
social responsibility to do less harm to the society. It also contributes to prevent the clash 
between parties about the vision of the development (Herrold-Menzres, 2006).
  Regarding the way different groups perceive the development, the case study shows 
that, for a functional transport project, the overall picture seems to be positive, despite 
the negative externalities and disappointments experienced by the directly affected 
groups of people. For example the vast majority of the respondents feel positive about the 
decreasing travel time created by the bridge. Nevertheless some of the affected groups 
feel negative due to the externalities such as loss of livelihood, environmental impacts, 
unrealistic promised benefits and forced displacement. This phenomenon reflects the 
ability of megaproject to transform space with its tangible negative impacts (Gellert and 
Lynch, 2003) might be outweighed by the importance of impact assessment to manage the 
externalities and create better outcomes for local people (Vanclay, 2016). The prospects 
are not always negative. Studies show that people are willing to be displaced and resettled 
if the mitigation strategy offers them a better life (George and Rajan, 2015). This is clearly 
depicted by the case study of the mitigation strategies carried out by the related authority 
to bridge the gap between people’s opposing and supporting views. The mitigation 
strategies contribute to encounter marginalization of impacted communities underlined by 
Magee and McDonald (2006).
  Further, there are two intriguing findings worthy of highlighting, regarding changing 
perception. First, the results of this study indicate that, across different spatial dimensions, 
the externalities and certain context-specific factors of the development contribute to 
changing people perceptions of megaproject development. More particularly the traditional 
inverse relationship between distance and perception once again holds true: the greater 
the physical distance to the megaproject, the more benefits people experience and the 
more positive the perception is. Second, a changing perception has been observed 
which indicates the importance of the temporal dimension in perception making. This is 
a similar situation to what has been described by Molle and Floch (2008), who stated 
that the temporary impacts of the construction tend to lead to more negative preferences 
by people, while the total permanent impacts at the usage stage produce more positive 
values. During the process of perception making there is a possibility that people might 
have unrealistic perceptions of megaprojects because they have not yet seen the benefits 
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at the early stage. 
  Taken together a fruitful implication resulting from this research is to incorporate, 
to a greater extent, the real value behind a megaproject by including the impact of 
perception making on perceived externalities. The practice of bridging pro-growth and 
pro-poor is not without problems (Sutherland et al., 2015), but this study offers some 
useful lessons in reshaping this reality. It offers a conceptual framework to capture a real-
life situation of the society caused by megaproject investment, in relation to the debate 
between entrepreneurial strategy and general public exclusion (Qian, 2011). The way 
people perceive actual externalities is important in conceptualizing the real success of 
megaproject investment. “Perception is reality” (Vanclay, 2012: p. 152). It is unwise to omit 
people’s perception in any impact assessment because their perception shapes people’s 
action and feeling and perceived impacts are the real social impacts (ibid.). Therefore, the 
role of mitigation strategy in bridging people’s perspective and development process and 
reshaping the reality is important, especially to the success of the project.
  We of course acknowledge that this research still needs further exploration. In our 
empirical findings we found out that a megaproject can sometimes have more than 
one project function (i.e. transport). The bridge also functions as an iconic symbol that 
generates secondary benefits for the people in terms of tourism that are more than just 
economic benefits. This secondary function has nothing to do with the designated main 
function and can also be a trigger for broader (re-)development projects in the surrounding 
area. It is therefore necessary to conduct further research on which specific factors appeal 
most as regards people’s perception, working as a stimuli for megaproject development. 
Consequently the most prominent factors can provide further input for planning some 
mitigation strategy that works best for the context of the development and for bridging the 
gap between top down and bottom up perception.
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ABSTRACT

For decades, megaprojects have been on the agendas of policymakers worldwide. The 
positive effects are often illustrated at the national or regional level, whereas the negative 
impacts are mostly felt at the local level, which is something that most literature on 
megaprojects neglects. Therefore, the present research focused on local people (residents 
and communities) to gain a deeper understanding of their perceptions of megaprojects, 
using the case study of the Suramadu Bridge in Indonesia. The research question was: 
‘What are the perceptions of local people regarding the balance between the negative and 
the positive effects of megaprojects, and what factors affect their perceptions?’ To answer 
this, both a survey and in-depth interviews were carried out. There were two main findings. 
First, and interestingly, the vast majority of the respondents were supportive of the project, 
mainly for emotional reasons and because of their cultural background. However, certain 
groups reported experiencing the negative externalities of the project, which shows how 
contested megaprojects are in the eyes of local people. Second, an exploratory factor 
analysis revealed that there are three factors underlying people’s perceptions, namely 
immaterial benefits, material benefits and specific employment opportunities. The strongest 
factor turned out to be, again surprisingly, immaterial benefits, implying that people might 
perceive a different reality caused by the project, involving intangible aspects such as 
pride and a new identity. We suggest that including people’s perceptions in megaproject 
studies can contribute to more inclusive megaproject development processes.

Keywords: perception, megaproject, Suramadu, factor analysis, immaterial benefits
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5.1 INTRODUCTION

Cities all over the world have been building megaprojects since the 1980s. The term 
“megaproject” refers to a project that, compared to a regular construction project, 
has a greater magnitude of aspiration level, size, actor involvement, implementation 
time, complexity and impacts (Flyvbjerg 2016). Megaprojects are usually large-scale 
transformational projects, affecting and involving numerous stakeholders with different 
interests. They also take a long time to develop and usually cost more than USD 1 billion 
(Flyvbjerg 2014). Some examples are the Big Dig project in Boston (United States), 
Shinkansen High-Speed Railways (Japan), the Sydney Opera House (Australia) and the 
Oresund Bridge (Sweden). 
  One of the driving forces behind megaprojects is globalisation. Megaprojects usually 
become part of the urban entrepreneurial strategy (Harvey 1989) to attract investment 
to the city as an answer to globalisation challenges. However, although some 8% of 
global gross domestic product is spent on these projects (Flyvbjerg 2014), the majority 
of them fail to meet the expected objectives for which they were built (Dimitriou 2014). 
Appraisals are often optimistic in terms of benefits but neglect environmental implications 
(Molle, Floch 2008). In practice, megaprojects have a significant effect on quality of 
life and the environment (Capka 2004). Whereas the benefits are expected at higher 
levels, the implications and negative impacts often crystallise at local levels. These may 
include displacement (Gellert, Lynch 2003), social polarization (Moulaert et al. 2003), and 
environmental and social impacts (Brookes, Locatelli 2015; Gilbert et al. 2003). Therefore, 
a balance between the positive and negative effects on local people is mostly absent from 
megaproject development practices. This causes local people (residents and communities), 
particularly in the vicinity of the project, to be at a disadvantage in the overall development 
process.
  Although numerous studies have investigated the impacts of megaprojects (Orueta, 
Fainstein 2008; Flyvbjerg et al. 2003; Olds 1995; Molle, Floch 2008; Storey, Hamilton 
2003), they looked only at tangible economic costs and benefits. Furthermore, scholars, 
politicians, the media and the public have paid scant attention to the social implications 
of megaprojects (Drucker 1995) and have failed to focus on the local community level (Di 
Maddaloni, Davis 2017). To be specific, to the best of our knowledge, the existing literature 
has so far overlooked the people’s perceived reality of the impacts from a local perspective. 
This is surprising, since the impact of a megaproject on society is one of the leading 
dimensions of the megaproject’s success (Shenhar, Holzmann 2017), along with people’s 
satisfaction with the project (Fahri et al. 2015). Therefore, the present research set out to 
gain a deeper understanding of local people’s perceptions of megaprojects, using the 
Suramadu Bridge in Indonesia as a case study. We addressed the research question: What 
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are the perceptions of local people regarding the balance between the negative and the 
positive effects of megaprojects, and what factors affect their perceptions? Further, how 
does this work in the case of the Suramadu Bridge development?
  In this article, we first present a review of the literature on megaprojects as a global 
ambition and discuss people’s perceptions of megaprojects. We then present our empirical 
case of the Suramadu Bridge, which was opened in 2009. It is an unusual case, since 
ex-post assessments at the usage stage are rare because project proponents have little 
interest in public reviews (Gunton 2003). We used both quantitative methods (door-to-door 
surveys) and qualitative methods (in-depth interviews) to explore how people perceive 
the project and to configure the factors behind their perceptions using exploratory factor 
analysis. The analysis and results of the case study are presented before the discussion 
section. The article ends with some conclusions and recommendations for further research

5.2 TWO FACES OF MEGAPROJECTS: GLOBAL AMBITION 
AND LOCAL PERCEPTION

This section starts with a review of how cities have used megaprojects to cope with the 
challenges of globalization. Megaprojects can bring tangible economic advantages to a city 
as well as intangible benefits regarding pride and identity. However, these positive impacts 
often do not extend to local people and communities. Therefore, people’s perceptions of 
megaproject development are also reviewed. This culminates in the research design of 
the present research.

5.2.1 Megaprojects as a globalization strategy
Initially, the most common goal of megaprojects is to deliver public goods, which is 
mainly exemplified by the “old” types of megaproject (Lehrer, Laidley 2008) such as oil 
and gas industry projects (Merrow 2012), airports (Davies et al. 2009; Robbins 2015) and 
high-speed railways (Han et al. 2009). These types of megaproject are usually initiated 
or financed by the state, with top-down technocratic planning practices (Kennedy 2015). 
However, nowadays, globalisation has also contributed to the promotion of megaprojects. 
Globalisation is associated with social growth, economic dynamics, sustainability and 
competitiveness (Balkyte, Tvaronavičiene 2010). Some scholars relate globalisation to the 
opportunity to rescale the state’s role in infrastructure provisions toward a supra-national 
scale (Brenner 1999). Thus, the development of megaprojects is encouraged in two ways, 
namely through cross-national partnerships and through technological innovations that 
enable big and complex constructions (Kardes et al. 2013).
  To address the challenges of globalization in terms of enhancing market accessibility 
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and market size, as well as maintaining technological and institutional set up, a city must 
create a competitive environment (di Mauro, Forster, 2008). This is costly financially and in 
terms of other essential resources, such as human capital, as well as in terms of cultural, 
intellectual, social, and environmental aspects (Friedmann, 2005). Some countries respond 
to these challenges by creating new agglomerations, ranging from industrial districts to 
competitiveness poles (Ganne, Lecler, 2009). Others focus on megaprojects to generate 
area competitiveness (Guardia, 2015). 
  Megaprojects are used to dealing with global competitiveness by showcasing the 
benefits in two ways. First, the benefits are tangible and relate to material economic 
impacts. The projects are seen as a crucial development strategy, because of their 
economic and technological developments (Darmaki, Rahman, 2008). Economic impacts 
on land value, business, international trade, tourism, employment, and taxation are often 
highlighted (Oliomogbe, Smith, 2013). Some forms of megaprojects are expected to open 
land markets and attract investors, especially in the case of developing countries (Brahma, 
2015).
  Second, the intangible benefits of megaprojects are also evident. Megaprojects work 
as monumental structures and cultural icons to acquire the status of a global city (Kong, 
2007; Sklair, 2013). Public and private sectors alike try to draw global attention through 
the development of the most impressive, most spectacular, and most prominent mega-
infrastructure projects (Shatkin, 2007). Megaprojects can also incorporate cultural capital, 
creating new cultural urban spaces that share national and city identities (Kong, 2007). 
Fame, aesthetics, or the symbolic meanings of iconic megaprojects are stressed as crucial 
to give identity to a particular area (Sklair, 2013). Beijing, for instance, chose to use modern, 
high-tech, and futuristic architectural designs to brand its megaprojects (Ren, 2008); the 
Oresund Bridge between Sweden and Denmark plays a significant role as an iconic symbol 
of political, economic, and cultural integration across national borders (Löfgren, 2015); and 
the Twin Petronas Towers in Malaysia were designed to elevate national pride and identity 
through a symbolic and material role in postcolonial nation-building (Bunnell, 2013).

5.2.2 Perceptions about megaprojects
The global ambition to create both tangible and intangible benefits through megaprojects 
has been widely acknowledged in the megaproject literature. However, few studies have 
addressed the perception of local people regarding these benefits. Doucet et al. (2011) show 
the relevance of both: they found that although the immaterial benefits of megaprojects are 
less favourable than the tangible benefits, almost 50% of their respondents had positive 
views on the immaterial aspects of the project. Even if the project failed to deliver the 
tangible benefits, the spectacular image and circus-like concept of the project might still 
engender more positive views in people because of its ability to hide the real problems 
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and hardship felt by them. This implies that not only the tangible economic benefits but 
also the intangible benefits matter in shaping people’s perceptions of megaprojects.
  Many different perceptions underlie stakeholders’ actions and decisions (Diallo, and 
Thuillier, in Nielsen et al., 2013). This makes it hard to systematically study the importance 
of the certain factors underlying the perceptions because there are too many fragmented 
stakeholders, too many values, and too many conflicted variables. For instance, the costs 
of impacts and inequalities to neighbouring communities are hard to capture (Van de 
Graaf, Sovacool, 2014). In addition, local people may not be familiar with the project’s 
implications, resulting in them perceiving the benefits more strongly than the negative 
spill-over effects (Paul, 1995). Moreover, local actors have little power in megaproject 
development processes (Robbins, 2015). Finally, perceptions are usually captured at 
a single moment, whereas they usually continue to change over time and space. The 
development of megaprojects always takes a long time, and each stage of the process 
(planning, construction, and usage) involves dynamics and uncertainties that affect people’s 
perceptions. During the process, the net benefit of project investments may turn from 
negative to positive, or vice versa (Campbell, Brown, 2015). When the actual benefits of a 
megaproject do not meet the expectations that people had during the planning stages, 
their positive attitudes towards the project might become negative.

5.2.3 Bringing people back into megaproject studies
Research shows that megaprojects are often contested in nature (Sutherland et al. 2015; 
De Bruijn, Leijten 2007; Strauch et al. 2015; Shatkin 2014). Stakeholders perceive a 
megaproject differently based on their expectations of and experiences with the project. 
As secondary stakeholders who have little power, residents and local people may perceive 
a project positively or negatively based on their experiences of positive and negative 
impacts of the project and how the balance between these impacts could be achieved. We 
studied this in two ways: over time and considering different types of benefits. 
  First, the time dimension plays a prominent role in shaping the impacts of infrastructure 
projects, specially in creating sustainable projects (Steg, Gifford 2005). In particular, the 
“old” types of megaprojects that focus on public goods delivery usually have a low profit 
rate over a long period of time (Lami 2014). It is not until the usage stage that the benefits 
can be delivered to the general public. This causes perceptions to change over time, 
through the dynamics attached to the following three project stages:

(1) Planning stage
Uncertainties in the planning stage usually result from uncertainty in predicting the actual 
impacts of projects and from conflicting interests among stakeholders. The planning stage 
needs to address the challenge of multilevel appraisal in the decision-making process, 
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at national, regional, and local levels (Grant-Muller et al., 2001). In addition, there is only 
a limited amount of information available, and it is often biased and judgmental (Samset, 
2013). This lack of reliable information also stresses the influence of the political dimensions 
of megaproject development (Altshuler, Luberoff, 2004).

(2) Construction stage
During the construction stage, temporary negative and positive effects can become visible 
(Oosterhaven, Elhorst, 2003). On the one hand, people might be negative due to disturbance 
from the construction, such as pollution (Li et al., 2002) or displacement (Gellert, Lynch, 
2003). On the other hand, megaproject construction can generate a significant number of 
local employment opportunities, which leads to positive views among the local people.

(3) Usage stage
At the usage stage, the direct effects become visible and after a certain period of time the 
net benefits tend to become positive (Campbell, Brown, 2015). In the case of a transport 
project, the benefits are mostly enjoyed by the users (Banister, Berechman, 2001). The 
benefits could include decreased travel time, increased comfort and reliability, reduced 
accident probability, and less congestion in other transport modes (De Rus, 2008). These 
direct effects might lead to positive attitudes among people.

Second, the literature highlights many benefits of megaprojects that may affect people’s 
perceptions, including the attraction of businesses and investors (Brahma, 2015), growth 
and employment (Robbins, 2015; Dimitriou et al., 2015), iconic symbols (Sklair, 2013; Löfgren, 
2015), area identity (Ren, 2008; Kong, 2007), a sense of place and identity making (Shaw, 
Montana, 2016), new land use and spatial configuration (Kennedy et al., 2011; Douglass, 
2000; Douglass, Huang, 2007), economic revitalization and urban planning (Simon, 2005), 
access to amenities (Lehrer, Laidley, 2008), city transformation and identity (Dixon, 2010), 
increased value to the city (Archibald et al., 2012), and changes in the city’s spatial structure 
(Ponzini, 2013).

5.3 RESEARCH DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION

To operationalize the factors identified, we converted the aspects of importance for 
influencing perception that were mentioned in the literature into a list of attributes, which 
we used in our questionnaire (Table 1).
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Table 5.1. Attributes that possibly influence people’s perceptions
“I feel that …”
..the project development has opened new employment opportunities (cf. non-construction jobs)
..my income increased because of the project
..because of the project, many investors and new businesses come to Madura and Surabaya
..the living cost becomes more expensive because of the project
..the project gives new identity to the city
..the project gives positive value to the city
..the project represents the value of the city 
..I am proud of the project
..many tourists come to the city because of the project
..I am attached to the iconic symbol of the project
..the project gives negative impressions of the city 
..the project is built for the people outside Madura and Surabaya
..I am like a stranger because of the changes caused by the project
..the aesthetic value of the project just wasted the government money
..the project contributes to life quality improvement in the city
..the project caused significant positive changes towards the city’s spatial pattern and structure
..I am proud living in the city because of the project
..the project brings significant positive changes in my life quality
..the project improved accessibility to amenities
..I am attached to the spatial changes caused by the project
..the spatial changes caused by the project are not for me
..the spatial changes caused by the project bring negative impacts to the city

First, we did a door-to-door survey in three neighbourhoods. Two neighbourhoods are 
next to the bridge on the Surabaya and the Bangkalan side, respectively, and the third is 
in Sumenep, which is at the far end of the island of Madura (Figure 5.1). We incorporated 
the furthest city from the bridge to grasp the empirical findings on whether the bridge has 
broader economic implications on further jurisdictions, as has been claimed by literature 
on megaprojects (e.g. Oosterhaven, Elhorst 2003). Within the targeted neighbourhoods, 
the survey was conducted based on respondents’ willingness to participate. If a targeted 
household did not wish to participate, the researchers moved on to the next household 
until 200 respondents in each neighbourhood had agreed to participate. In total, there 
were 587 valid responses. The questionnaire was translated into Bahasa Indonesia (the 
national language spoken throughout Indonesia) and the questions were worded in such 
a way that they were easy for the general public to understand. Respondents were asked 
to rate how much they agreed with the statements presented to them. Responses cover 
the three phases of the project development (planning, construction and usage) and were 
measured on a five-point scale.
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Figure 5.1. Map of the fieldwork locations

To learn about experiences during the planning and construction stages, we also held 18 
in-depth interviews with key informants who were recruited through snowball sampling, 
based on information obtained from respondents while conducting the door-to-door 
surveys. These informants were a representative of the development agency (1), sub-
district heads and village heads (4), fishermen (3), street vendors (4), community figures (3) 
and academics from a local university (3). To explore the context of the project, we also 
conducted desk research on policy documents, information on the official website of the 
development agency and the master plan of the Suramadu Bridge development.

5.4 SURAMADU – THE INDONESIAN ANATOMY OF AMBITIONS

This section presents the analysis and results based on the dynamics in the planning, 
construction, and usage stages. The timeline of events was created from the information 
on the official website of BPWS (the development agency for Surabaya and Madura Area), 
which was later elaborated with the results of the interviews and survey. Finally, the overall 
picture of the respondents’ general perceptions of the project is presented.

5.4.1 Planning stage (1960–2003): conflicting benefits and externalities
The development of megaprojects usually takes a long time. Further, for strategic purposes, 
large infrastructure projects are usually perceived as ‘political activity’, which leads to 
various uncontrollable impacts (Lehtonen, 2014). In this, many actors and interventions are 
involved and interrelated (Brockmann, Girmscheid, 2007). This case was no exception: 
many stakeholders were involved in the lengthy development process, which was 
influenced by political activities, uncertainties, and complexities.
  The idea of connecting several of Indonesia’s major islands arose in the 1960s. 
The national government, together with the Japanese Ministry of Transport, conducted 
feasibility studies. In 1989, it was concluded that the most feasible project would be a direct 
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connection between Java and Madura. The bridge would connect two cities in East Java 
Province (Surabaya on Java Island and Bangkalan on Madura Island) that are separated 
by the Strait of Madura. Surabaya is the capital of East Java Province, the second largest 
national economy (Indraprahasta, Derudder, 2017). The city itself underwent explosive 
growth in the 1990s that was marked by the physical development of sky-scraper offices 
and banks, apartment towers, five-star hotels, and shopping malls (Dick, 2003). While 
Surabaya has experienced increasing economic growth, Madura Island has not yet properly 
developed, and the island is lagging behind other areas in the East Java Province.
  The Department of Public Works was responsible for the project implementation. 
Indonesian and Japanese project consortiums comprising numerous private and state-
owned enterprises were formed. Between 1992 and 1995, feasibility studies, surveys, 
detailed engineering designs, action programmes, and environmental impact and mitigation 
studies were conducted. In 1995, the funding strategies were developed, and the land 
acquisition took place. The 1997 economic crisis in Southeast Asia led to the postponement 
of the development. After the crisis, the provincial government of East Java attempted to get 
Suramadu back on the national agenda. Decentralization in 1999 enabled the agreement 
between the provincial government and the national government to continue development. 
Following this agreement, in 2002 the governor of East Java called a public meeting with 
Madura’s Muslim and community leaders to inform them about the project. Our survey 
outcomes show that the information feed to the communities seems to have been sufficient: 
approximately half of all respondents both close to and further away from the bridge stated 
that they felt they were well-informed about the project at the planning stage (Figure 2).

Figure 5.2. Information feed at the planning stage
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After the country regained stability, the Ministry of Public Works decided to continue the 
development and re-formed the consortium responsible for the development. Because 
there had been a four-year delay, the impact assessment studies were updated. Based 
on the review of the ‘Feasibility Study of Surabaya and Madura Bridge 2002’, the bridge 
would bring two benefits. First, it would reduce the travel time between Surabaya and 
Madura. Before the bridge was constructed, the only way to cross the strait was by one 
of the 18 ferries. In 2002, for example, over 10,000 vehicles per day made the crossing. 
The travel time was between one and two hours, depending on the point of departure in 
Madura. The bridge would reduce the travel time to 15 minutes. Second, the megaproject 
development was expected to affect economic development (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003, Yu 
et al., 2012; Laksmanan, Anderson, 2002; Summerhill, 2005). Suramadu was expected 
to increase the goods and services demand and to influence regional economic growth 
especially concerning industry, trade, service, agriculture, and goods flow.
  Four sites were proposed for the US $445 million megaproject, as they met the criterion 
of offering the opportunity to optimize the benefits and minimize the negative externalities. 
In the end, the Kenjeran–Labang crossing was chosen, as it had less maritime traffic, less 
geological complexity, fewer households to be resettled and less negative impacts. It was 
projected that in the development corridor, six districts in Surabaya and Madura would be 
affected: Tambaksari, Bulak and Kenjeran in Surabaya, and Labang, Tragah and Burneh in 
Madura, along with the fishermen working in the strait. Regarding the impacts during the 
planning stage, there was a notable reaction from the Muslim community. The interviews 
with key informants revealed that the Muslim community did not support the development 
because they feared that opening the island up to Surabaya Metropolitan City would 
weaken the Islamic identity in Madura. As one of the village heads highlighted during the 
interview, Madura is a deeply religious area with strong Islamic roots. To overcome this 
problem, the government negotiated with the Muslim community to ensure that the social 
benefits would not diminish the religious values on the island.

5.4.2 Construction stage (2003–09): lack of local employment opportunities and failing 
compensation schemes
In 2003, the national government gave the go-ahead for the start of construction activities. 
Two Indonesian joint operation enterprises were assigned to construct the causeway 
projects, a consortium of Chinese contractors oversaw the main span of the bridge, and 
a consortium of Indonesian contractors consisting of several state-owned companies was 
delegated to construct the approach bridge. It is in the nature of megaproject construction 
to generate employment opportunities. Almost half of the respondents living close to 
or further away from the bridge stated that the construction of the bridge had created 
employment opportunities (Figure 5.3). However, seven of the 18 interviewees said that 
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the workers had not been from their area. Thus, whereas the project created employment 
opportunities, the opportunities were generally not available to the local people.

Figure 5.3. 2 Employment opportunities during the construction process

There were two major construction events in 2004 and 2005 that affected the people in 
the area. The first was the clearing of World War II mines from the construction site, which 
later led to a decrease in fish stocks, which in turn led to a protest by the fishermen in 
Tambakwedi sub-district. In response, the relevant agency promised to compensate the 
fishermen by improving the public facilities for them. The interviews with the fishermen 
revealed, however, that the agency had not yet fulfilled its promise. The second event was 
the erection of the piles and the main span. At the ceremonial event marking the erection 
of the main span, the Chinese ambassador declared that Suramadu would symbolize the 
bilateral relationship between China and Indonesia, because both the approach bridge and 
the main span were funded by a loan from the Chinese government. Despite the euphoria, 
people also felt the externalities of the pile driving process. Some of the residents of 
Labang District reported that the shock waves from the pile driving had damaged houses 
close to the site. Some interviewees also highlighted the noise and air pollution from the 
construction as externalities.

5.4.3 Usage stage (2009–present): displacements and unexpected personal benefits
Although the bridge was officially opened in June 2009, the government viewed the 
acceleration of social and economic growth on Madura Island as an ongoing process. 
Therefore, Badan Pengembangan Wilayah Surabaya Madura (BPWS, the Development 
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Agency for Surabaya and Madura Area) was established to manage and facilitate the 
development of the area surrounding the bridge. In 2017, BPWS executed the Grand 
Design of Madura (Bangkalan) Development, consisting of the master plan of the urban 
development projects for the area surrounding the bridge and strategic programmes 
to induce optimal indirect economic benefits for the island. The plan of the Suramadu 
project reflects the type of “old megaproject–new package” introduced by Lehrer and 
Laidley (2008) in which the economic ambition of megaprojects is connected with tourism 
development and incorporated designs by world-class architects. The plan includes six 
development areas next to the bridge on the Madura side, such as a theme park, a central 
business district, and public and residential areas (Figure 5.4).

Figure 5.4. Investment plan in KKJS (Kawasan Kaki Jembatan Suramadu – the area next to Suramadu 

Bridge), Madura side (BPWS, 2017)

Land acquisition for the project was in progress during the fieldwork for this study. From the 
interviews with village heads in Labang District, it appeared that some farmers had received 
significant financial compensation. However, as highlighted by one of the community figures 
in Labang District and four of the 18 respondents, this is not a sustainable solution, as the 
farmers can no longer work in the fields. Thus, some farmers have lost their livelihoods. 
To overcome this problem, urban development projects in the area may be a suitable 
mitigation strategy to create new jobs for these people. At the same time, regarding the 
positive effects of the bridge, the vast majority of the respondents who regularly use the 
bridge benefit from the project (Table 2). Moreover, and interestingly, a significant number 
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of people who do not use the bridge also regularly benefit from the project.

Table 5.2. Cross tabulation between personal benefits and frequency of using the bridge
Frequency of using the bridge

 Never Seldom 
(once a year)

Occasionally 
(twice a month)

 Always (at least 
twice a month)

Total

Personal 
benefits

Disagree 3.6% 1.5% 1.5% 1.8% 1.7%
Neutral 14.3% 10.3% 7.9% 2.8% 8.0%
Agree 64.3% 59.5% 54.5% 50.5% 55.9%
Strongly agree 17.9% 28.7% 36.1% 45.0% 34.4%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
4.7% 32.6% 44.5% 18.2% 100.0%

5.4.4 People’s general perceptions about the Suramadu bridge
Despite the negative externalities over time – including the loss of local/religious identity, 
a lack of local employment opportunities, failing compensation schemes and various 
displacements – the majority of the respondents said that they felt well informed about 
and were personally benefiting from the bridge construction, regardless of whether they 
make use of the bridge. This raised the question of what other relevant factors about 
the bridge matter, besides its functional use. We performed exploratory factor analysis 
to generate appropriate factors reflecting respondents’ general perceptions about the 
bridge. Using the attributes developed in the theoretical framework, we created a list of 
possible attributes (Table 3).

Table 5.3. Possible attributes
No Attributes
1 New employment opportunities (non-construction jobs)
2 Income increase
3 Many investors and new businesses come to the area
4 New identity for the city
5 Value to the city
6 Proud feeling
7 Attracts tourists
8 Life quality improvement in the city 
9 Changes to the city’s spatial pattern and structure
10 Significant increase in personal life quality
11 Improved access to amenities

The reliability of these attributes was confirmed using Cronbach’s alpha5 to measure 

5  Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of internal consistency to see how a set of items relates to each other as a internally consistent group. 
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internal consistency. The test value is 0.806, which is significantly greater than 0.5. Factor 
analysis was applied to reduce these 11 attributes to a smaller number of underlying factors. 
Principal component analysis was conducted using orthogonal rotation (varimax). The 
value of Bartlett’s test of sphericity6 is 1697.5 (p=0.000), which means that the correlation 
matrix is not an identity matrix. The correlation matrix demonstrates that all variables have 
a significant correlation at the 0.05 level. The value of KMO MSA 7 is 0.818, which is greater 
than 0.6, and therefore the results were considered applicable for factor analysis (for 
further explanation of the application of Factor Analysis, see Aljandali, 2017). Three factors 
were created from the analysis, namely immaterial benefits, material benefits, and specific 
employment opportunities (Table 5.4).

Table 5.4. Factor structure for perception variables
Factors and variables description
N = 587

Communalities Factor 
loadings

Factor 1: immaterial benefits (34.972%)
I feel that the project gives a new identity to the city .596 .768
I feel that the project contributes to life quality improvement in the city .569 .732
I feel that the project gives positive value to the city .563 .714
I feel significant positive changes in the city’s spatial pattern and structure .530 .672
I feel proud of the project .557 .565

Factor 2: material benefits (12.591 %)
I feel that many tourists come to the city because of the project .569 .748
I feel that the project had brought about significant positive changes in my quality of life .652 .703
I feel that the project has improves access to amenities .510 .642
Many investors and new businesses now come to Madura and Surabaya .617 .588

Factor 3: specific employment opportunities (10.127 %)
I feel that the project development has created new employment opportunities (non-
construction jobs)

.775 .843

I feel my income has increased because of the project .407 .566

(1) Factor 1: immaterial benefits
Five attributes emerged, with 34.972% of variance. It was found that the ability of iconic 
megaprojects to give a new identity to the city (Kong, 2007, Sklair 2013, Shatkin, 2007) 
helps people perceive a project positively. The measure is intangible and is usually related 
to feelings of pride about the particular project. The bridge itself has become an iconic 
symbol of the area. In addition, Suramadu is well known as the country’s longest bridge. 

6  Bartlett’s test of sphericity tests whether the correlation matrix is an identity matrix, that indicates whether the variables are unrelated 
and whether they are suitable or unsuitable for structure detection.
7  Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Test (i.e. a measure of sampling adequacy) is a measure of how suited the data is for Factor Analysis. The 
lower the proportion, the more suited the data is for Factor Analysis.
(based on Aljandali, 2017).
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It is depicted on the souvenirs sold by the informal local businesses around the bridge. It 
was also observed that this new identity makes a positive contribution to the city’s quality 
of life.

(2) Factor 2: material benefits
Here, four attributes emerged, with 12.591% variance. The presence of tourists in the 
area is persistent, as was also highlighted in the interview with one of the village heads 
in the adjacent area on the Madura side. Many local people have set up stalls selling 
souvenirs, while others sell street food. The increased access to amenities is also relevant 
because people find it easier to access their daily needs and amusement as it now takes 
only 15 minutes to get to Surabaya metropolitan area from Madura. The improvement in 
personal quality of life and the presence of new investors and new businesses highlight 
the relevance of a master plan for urban development projects.

(3) Factor 3: specific employment opportunities
Two variables emerged here, with 10.127% variance. An increase in employment 
opportunities (direct, indirect, and induced effects) is one of the most important criteria that 
governments and decision-makers are eager to evaluate in relation to new megaproject 
proposals (Dimitriou et al., 2015). An interview with one of the leading community figures 
in Labang District revealed that the upcoming development would create a significant 
number of jobs for local people. The related agency, he added, promised to prioritize those 
whose land had been expropriated. It is interesting to note how this perception switched 
from negative to positive between the construction and the usage stage. However, since 
the percentage of variance is relatively small compared to the previous factors, we have 
to treat these conclusions with some caution.
  After seeing the dynamics of Suramadu at each development stage, and the most 
important factors behind these dynamics, it is interesting to look at the overall perception 
of the people about the bridge (Figure 5.5).
  Surprisingly, despite the negative impacts at each development stage mentioned 
by the interviewees, the vast majority of respondents reported feeling positive or very 
positive about the project; only approximately 2% of respondents reported not feeling 
positive about the bridge. There are two plausible reasons for this, related to the long 
and dynamic bridge development process. Firstly, the functional use of the project is 
considered a success, especially by commuters, as the bridge reduces travel time. The 
flow of goods has also been improved, as shown in an interview with a trader from a distant 
part of the island. Secondly, the fame of Suramadu as the longest bridge in the country has 
encouraged tourists to visit the area. Local people capitalise on this by opening informal 
businesses aimed at tourists.
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Figure 5.5. Overall perception of the people about the bridge

5.5 DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

To begin with, it is clear from the interviews that the national government perceives Suramadu 
as a means to boost the economy of Madura Island. This is a typical developing country 
phenomenon. Megaproject development in Istanbul, for example, has been perceived as a 
strategic instrument to achieve growth ambition through its ability to produce urban space 
and infrastructure (Dogan, Stupar 2017). Further, the long duration of the planning stage 
of the Suramadu project illustrates how the persistence of dynamics and the complexity 
in the development process may contribute to changing people’s perceptions (Fainstein 
2009; Flyvbjerg et al. 2003). The findings show a generally positive attitude, although the 
interviews with key informants also revealed concerns, fears and negative issues during 
the planning and construction stages. This underlines the contested nature of megaproject 
development (Sutherland et al. 2015; De Bruijn, Leijten 2007; Strauch et al. 2015; Shatkin 
2014).
  The Suramadu project is contested in two ways. Firstly, the negative views held by 
the groups of affected people are a typical case of NIMBYism (Not In My BackYard). Some 
of the literature on mega-infrastructure impacts shows how NIMBY effects occur due to 
externalities experienced by local people (Wolsink, Devilee 2009; Inhaber 1998). Secondly, 
megaprojects are also characterised by substantial and irreversible commitments in 
terms of cost, with a high probability of failure (Miller, Lessard 2008). As a result, negative 
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perceptions can spread rapidly (Yung, Chan 2012). The situation is even worse in 
developing countries, where there are often difficulties in managing the social complexity 
of project acceptance and a lack of appropriate working conditions, threatening workers’ 
health and safety (Othman, Ahmed 2013).
  On the other hand, the support for the project is surprisingly overwhelming, especially 
from respondents living near the bridge. Based on field observations, we assume that 
there are two underlying reasons for the support. The first interprets the support as an 
emotional response. The local people are euphoric that they now host a prestigious city 
icon after being neglected and experiencing slow economic growth for many years. With 
high hopes and expectations, they may ignore the impacts experienced and blindly support 
the project. The second plausible reason is the local people’s socially accepting attitude, 
resulting from their cultural background, in perceiving their place in society. The culture 
of the majority of the people in the Surabaya area is famous for its Javanese parental-
social-structure model that perceives the higher government tiers as parents who take 
good care of their children (see Hudalah et al. 2014). Therefore, people tend to have an 
accepting attitude and avoid conflict. Although the influence of culture on people having 
an accepting attitude needs further exploration in this case, we can assume that different 
cultures may accept megaprojects differently. That cultural awareness is of importance can 
also be observed in the development of Istanbul’s new airport, in which the attempts to 
reduce the complexity, risk and uncertainty undertaken by the government have increased 
centralisation, and reduced transparency and public participation (Eren 2018). 
  As Lehtonen (2014) believes, context awareness is crucial as an interpretive framework 
for managing stakeholder perspectives. The cultural context in the eyes of the local people 
has personal and social implications influenced by individual and social values, including 
knowledge, belonging, attachment and commitment to a place (Shamai 1991). This could 
be a solution for contested megaprojects, namely to make room for context-specific place-
making processes that suit local culture and values (Gellert, Lynch 2003).
  Finally, the contested nature of megaprojects is also reflected in the creation of factors 
in the analysis. The emergence of immaterial benefits as the strongest factor is surprising. 
Echoing Doucet et al. (2011), the local people may still value the non-monetised benefits of 
the project despite its failure to deliver tangible economic benefits. The acknowledgment 
of intangible benefits as a local reality may be a departure point for more inclusive 
megaprojects. This could be done by, for instance, not translating the impact valuations of 
non-appreciable costs into monetary valuations (Korytárová, Hromádka 2014).
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5.6 CONCLUSIONS 

To address the often overlooked perceptions of local people in megaproject development, 
the present research analysed residents’ perceptions of megaprojects using the case 
study of Suramadu Bridge, Indonesia, and came up with two interesting findings. Firstly, 
the vast majority of respondents were supportive of the project, mainly for emotional 
reasons and as a result of their cultural background. However, some of the key informants 
reported feeling the negative externalities of the project. This contrasting view shows how 
contested megaprojects are viewed in the eyes of local people. Secondly, an exploratory 
factor analysis showed that there are three factors that underlie people’s perceptions, 
namely immaterial benefits, material benefits and specific employment opportunities. The 
strongest factor was, again surprisingly, immaterial benefits, which implies that people may 
perceive a different reality caused by the project, involving intangible aspects such as 
pride and a new identity.
  Creating pride and a new identity for the city has long been associated with 
megaproject development; for instance, the development of Taipei Mass Rapid Transit, 
which transformed the civic identity of Taipei City (Lee 2015), and the state-led QV and 
Carlton Brewery developments that shape Melbourne’s identity (Shaw, Montana 2016). 
Our case confirms that a megaproject’s impact on the economy is not the only reason 
behind positive perceptions. Although, in the long run, the area identity may prosper from 
increased attraction (see Ashworth 2009), more people are enthusiastic because of the 
intangible pride created by the fact that the project is directly in their location. They can 
also be moved by their perceptions about immaterial benefits of megaprojects as long as 
the benefits (new identity and pride) represent their daily interactions with the project and 
the place.
  Although these findings seem to suggest avenues towards more inclusive megaproject 
development processes, at the same time we need to stay critical and open to alternative 
explanations. Analysing people’s perceptions could be a way to focus more on the social 
implications at the local community level and fill a gap in the literature (Di Maddaloni, Davis 
2017). At the same time, the outcomes can also be explained as a case of politicising 
megaprojects, in which a positive perception is created despite negative local externalities. 
We observe similar cases in Turkey, for instance, where megaprojects are intentionally 
linked with national pride and identity to secure local support (e.g. in the case of energy 
megaprojects, see Ediger, Durmaz 2016). In a nutshell, megaproject development is 
contested and will continue to be contested, because too many conflicting interests must 
be taken into account. Megaprojects can be seen as an anatomy of ambition (Flyvbjerg 
et al. 2003). However, local people and politicians have different views about the aims 
and externalities of megaprojects and are preoccupied with their own perceptions. The 
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results of our analysis point in a direction that helps to better understand the perceived 
reality of people on a local scale, in which appreciation of the cultural context is of prime 
importance.
  Therefore, for further research, we recommend exploring how cultural aspects might 
influence people’s perception of megaprojects, especially in relation to a social-structure 
model of society. Further, the comparison between different countries in the case of 
immature economies is also worth further research due to differing social structures and the 
cultural aspects of societies that might result in different ways of perceiving megaprojects.
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ABSTRACT

In recent decades, many cities in the metropolitan area have invested in large-scale 
infrastructure to position themselves in the global competition in term of the economy. 
Most of such projects visibly transform places by introducing iconic images to reflect the 
city’s global status. The crucial point of physical transformations in cities is that citizens 
might perceive new place-creation differently based on their daily practices and individual 
experiences. As a result, there is a mismatch in the interpretation of place-making between 
project promoters and communities in the vicinity of large-scale infrastructure projects. 
From an academic perspective, there is ambiguity about the relationship between large-
scale infrastructure development and people’s perceptions about new place-creation. This 
paper focuses on local communities’ conflicting images of a city’s ambition to become a 
global city, as reflected in large-scale infrastructure development. This paper also discusses 
how local people perceive new place-creation generated by large-scale infrastructure 
development and how their perceptions differ from the intended images of the project. The 
case study is urban redevelopment projects under the branding of Tangerang LIVE 2020, 
in the Jakarta Metropolitan Area in Indonesia. This large-scale project is a government’s 
response to globalization challenges through the creation of a sustainable city. Qualitative 
in-depth interviews and observations show that the large scale projects as tools for city’s 
branding strategy have largely contended with people’s daily spatial practices, especially 
regarding the lack of an information feed for the affected group of people. Understanding 
both planned and organic place making processes bridges these conflicting perspectives 
and allows for an exploration of the way place might have multidimensional meanings for 
various groups of people.

Keywords: urban redevelopment projects, city branding, place making, Indonesia
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6.1 INTRODUCTION

Globalization poses challenges for cities in metropolitan areas around the world regarding 
economic growth and the improvement of life and environmental quality. As a result, many 
large infrastructure projects have been developed as part of their global branding strategy 
(Swyngedouw et al., 2002). This strategy is rooted in the concept of the entrepreneurial 
city (Kavaratzis, 2004), leading to a shift in public policies towards more market-oriented 
approaches and increased inter-urban competition (Gualini and Majoor, 2007) with the 
ambition of economic growth (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003).
  Despite its expected impacts on the economy, large-scale infrastructure developments 
have the ability to visibly transform places and often displace local communities (Gellert 
and Lynch, 2003). However, so far, decision-making processes concerning large-scale 
infrastructure development have largely neglected the importance to people of place. 
The general public is usually excluded from decision-making processes, mainly due to the 
complex, uncertain and politically sensitive settings of such projects (Clegg et al., 2002; 
Flyvbjerg et al., 2003). The limited involvement of the general public also triggers the 
decline of public interest and commitment to giving meaning to such projects (Gualini and 
Majoor, 2007), whereas, following the classic work by Jane Jacobs (1958), incorporating 
people’s daily practices is crucial for development practices. In fact, people living or 
working locally bring an insight into the local context (Cowan, 2002). Therefore, ignoring 
their perspectives tends to create conflicts and public resistance (Priemus, 2010).
  Even though some literature has underlined the importance of people’s perceptions 
in flagship and large urban development projects (e.g. Doucet et al., 2011), spatial policies 
and most previous research on large urban development projects have been mostly 
preoccupied with project management issues, rather than how conflicting interests and 
perception might arise towards the place transformation. The present paper, therefore, 
aims to trace the root of possible conflicts between people in the adjacent area and the 
project promoters in accordance with the new creation of place by large scale project 
development. The research question addressed in this paper is: “How do local people 
perceive new place-creation generated by large-scale infrastructure development and 
how might their perceptions differ from the intended images of the project?”.
  To see this contested interpretation, this paper uses the case study of the Tangerang 
LIVE 2020 city’s branding strategy in the Jakarta Metropolitan Area in Indonesia. This 
project is a suitable case study because it is a city government initiative attempting to 
re-create place through large-scale infrastructure development following an urban 
entrepreneurial strategy. Qualitative in-depth interviews and observations were performed 
to gain a deeper understanding of how conflicting images between project promoters and 
local communities might arise. To analyze the case study, we adapted the concept of place 
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making which is rooted deeply from urban design principles. This paper perceives a large 
infrastructure project as an instrument of place making because of its ability to transform 
place on the adjacent area. 
  The next section will trace the relationship between megaprojects’ ability to transform 
place and place making processes,that are deeply embedded in the theory of urban 
design. Then, the following section will show megaproject place making processes as a 
collective process between planned and unplanned creation of place through the use of 
Lew’s (2017) work. After that, a brief explanation about the research framework, case study 
and data collection will be given. Then, it is followed by the results of the analysis. Lastly, 
the conclusion and discussion will be given.

6.2 FROM URBAN DESIGN TO LARGE INFRASTRUCTURE 
PROJECTS’ PLACE MAKING

First thing first, to be recognized globally in the inter-urban competition, cities require 
to have strategic icons. They need destinations which give an image and identity to 
their communities and attract new residents, business and investment (PPS, 2018). The 
traditional way to create such a strategic icon comes originally from the plea of urban 
design. Basically, urban design refers to the creation of a vision for a certain area and 
to the use of the skills and resources to operationalize the vision (Davies, 2000). The 
skills and resources include developing main elements of urban design, the street, the 
square, and the buildings (see Moughtin., 2007). The practice often ends up with physically 
tangible outcomes which heavily change the existing urban fabric and affect communities 
living in the newly developed projects (Raciti, 2018). It includes the creation of coordinated 
projects and policies that (re)shape the city (Lang, 2017).
  Generating new strategic icons in the city often involves large scale projects 
investment as a growth instrument. The aim of large-scale infrastructure development 
is generally to combine economic revitalization and urban planning (Simon, 2008). The 
development involves a wide range of new commercial functions, such as tourism, leisure, 
and consumption (Orueta and Fainstein, 2008). For example, after the 1997 crisis, some 
major cities in the Pacific Asia region transformed their metropolitan area to acquire global 
city status through the transition from low-wage assembly platforms to advanced industry 
and higher-order services centres (Douglass, 2000; 2010). Since the beginning of the 21st 
century, Amsterdam and London have also been developing new spaces, luxury residential 
areas, and riverside revitalization projects in response to the conversion of their economic 
base from seaport reliance to finance, business services, tourism and creative industries 
(Fainstein, 2008). Another example is Toronto’s waterfront redevelopment project, which 
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is well known for its housing, retail and office space, park and natural amenities, and is 
supported by cultural and community facilities (Lehrer and Laidley, 2008). It is a global 
phenomenon that has been experienced worldwide, from Vancouver (Olds, 1998) to 
Manilla (Shatkin, 2008).
  Large infrastructure project has been perceived as a strategic place making that aims 
at becoming a catalyst in defining a city (Shaw and Montana, 2016). Strategic place making 
involves megaproject development as a means of top-down processes of place making 
which is formalised and expressed in strategic planning policies (ibid.). Not only does 
place making promote better urban design, but it also facilitates creative patterns of use 
and underlines the physical, cultural, and social identities that define a place as well as 
supports its ongoing evolution (PPS, 2018). The concept of place making has been widely 
used in the context of neighbourhoods (Foo et al., 2014), transit-oriented development 
(Dorsey and Mulder, 2013) and informal settlements (Lombard, 2014). On the present paper, 
we adapt the concept to analyze perspectives on large infrastructure project as a strategic 
place making. As most professionals in large infrastructure development will realize, urban 
design-based place making is an essential element that is widely employed in developing 
projects that will attract linkage effects of economic growth. For an iconic and flagship 
projects, the elements embedded strongly in the creation of a new image through the 
projects to fit in the strategic vision of the city.
  However, as a collective process, the policymakers and the stakeholders who have 
the ambition of inter-urban competition in search of global city status are not the only 
actors on place making, as Friedmann (2010) underlined :

These days, everything we dream about is “mega”, those functional structures that 
geared to profits, lack soul. Except when state and capital need the land on which 
ordinary people are living, they and their stake in the city are largely forgotten. 
(Friedmann, 2010, page 162).

Besides promoting better urban design, place making also relates to fostering the sense 
of place, giving meaning to people and strengthening the connection between people and 
place (Shaw and Montana, 2016). In this sense, people living in the adjacent area play a 
crucial role in place making. They provide tacit knowledge, such as historical perspective 
and valuable insight about the area functions which can be the starting point to deliver the 
broader ambition of urban design-based place making (PSS, 2018). Place constitutively 
contributes to people’s daily activities and forms of social interaction. It is a small three 
dimension urban space cherished by its inhabitants (Friedmann, 2010). People are often 
dependent on places regarding livelihoods and economic activities. Thus, places can 
directly or indirectly construct citizens’ physical and social activities (Lombard, 2014). 
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As part of urban design-based place making, large infrastructure projects have an ability 
to displace not only bio-geophysical entities but also social attributes of a landscape (such 
as livelihoods and demand for labour) in both direct and indirect way (Gellert and Lynch, 
2003). They also can create unexpected ‘shocks’ for the people in the adjacent area. For 
instance, the urban (re)development in Shanghai has driven the low and middle-income 
inhabitants to the less convenient areas in the periphery (Wu, 2000). The project brought 
concentration of luxury housing that generates alien lifestyles and provides new symbolic 
meanings towards the place which is different from the existing local values (ibid.). This is 
what so-called ‘destruction of place’ based on Friedmann (2010). People and communities 
outside the central power often are the weakest actors in developing large scale projects 
(i.e. Delphine et al., 2019). In fact, they only receive too little attention to be fully understood, 
especially regarding the social and political impacts of major infrastructure projects (Di 
Maddaloni and Davis, 2017). 
  On the following section, we will explore two sides of place making processes in 
large infrastructure projects, the creation of world city image and the people’s collective 
patterns in using place. The exploration of this issue is necessary because the mismatch 
between both sides might lead to public resistance on large scale infrastructure project 
development. Public resistance has so far hindered the development of such a project (see 
Priemus, 2010) and constrained the delivery of multiplier benefits to the broader public. 

6.3 INTENTIONAL AND UNINTENTIONAL PLACE MAKING: 
BORROWING EXPERIENCE FROM TOURISM PLACE MAKING

Place making is a collective process, in which not only policymakers and project promoters 
have visions about new creation of place but also the ordinary people surrounds the 
projects have their own interpretation of the place. The importance is reflected in the work 
of Lew (2017) which combines the value imprinted by cultural groups over-time to place 
and by the top-down professional urban designer. The first value has been the focus of 
cultural geography tradition, the latter has its roots in urban design practices (ibid.).
  Lew (2017) made a distinction between two types of processes that are at the opposite 
extremes of the place-making spectrum derived from the study of tourism. The distinction 
shows the potential of organic and planned place making approaches to create places for 
locals and visitors (Lew, 2017). He also distinguishes three different tools of place making 
used to create a destination for tourists. The tools are divided into three categories based 
on tangibility scale; they are tangible (physical design), intangible (mental image) and in 
between (people practices) (Lew, 2017). 
  We found that Lew’s perspective is intimately interconnected in our inquiry. In the case 
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of pursuing world city status, a large infrastructure project can be considered as a tangible 
tool for the place making. The way large scale infrastructure affects the economy and 
generates new icons to the city is mediated by its enormous physical alteration on the built 
environment. The alteration of the place has changed the image attached to the place that 
influences the changing perception of people in the surrounding area. This image creation 
of place meshes very nicely with the concept of planned place making raised by Lew 
(2017), in which professional design effort (mostly top-down) influence people’s behaviour 
and characterize their perceptions of a place. However, a top-down professional place 
creation sometimes displaces the existing use patterns of a certain place. As such, people 
living in the adjacent area are often averse to the changes in their area. Basically, people 
make sense of their surrounding which is spontaneous and unstructured. This is in line 
with the concept of organic place making by Lew (2017) which he concedes the bottom-
up processes of inducing people’s sense of place through shaped values, perceptions, 
memories and traditions on the place. If the planned place making does not match the 
organic one, the resistance from the public tends to grow and might slow down the 
project’s development.
  In these following paragraphs, we will explore the elements of large infrastructure 
project development that reflect both sides of the place making the approach and show 
what is lacking in balancing both planned and organic place making on the development. 
The exploration will be useful to trace the root of conflicting images perceived by people in 
the proximity of the project and by the project’s promotors towards new creation of place. 

6.3.1 Elements of planned and organic place making in large infrastructure projects
One the one hand, Lew (2017)’s concept of planned place-making, has deeply rooted in the 
form of contemporary place-creation and architectural innovations. Contemporary place-
making is related to new urbanism, which involves elements of urban design, architecture 
and urban planning while integrating the precepts of sustainability and economic viability 
(Dorsey and Mulder, 2013). The concept resonates the elements of city branding strategy. 
The strategy reinforces new direction to convey city’s image to the world inducing the 
regional and international advantages of city competitiveness that attracts tourists and 
links physical attributes of the city to cultural and economic activities (Rehan, 2014).
  Many cities remade and restructured their places to represent world-class images to 
attract foreign investments. They aim at developing cultural icons to acquire global city 
status by giving a high-class identity to the city (Kong, 2007). The focal point for cities is to 
create or discover the unique attributes that enable places to gain competitive branding 
value through three branding instruments; personality association, visual qualities of 
buildings and urban design, and event hallmarking (Ashworth, 2009). This is important in 
our analysis. This is related to the challenges to accommodate individual perceptions of 
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their city that could provide a common baseline for unifying a wide range of meaningful 
images for the city into one unique marketing message (Kavaratzis, 2004). These are the 
messages that most policymakers intend to deliver through the development of iconic 
large-scale urban development (Shatkin, 2007). 
  Such large-scale infrastructure projects entail significant investment costs and highly 
specific spatial interventions that usually occupy large areas (Giezen, 2012), oftentimes 
leading to the modification of urban public spaces (Lehrer and Laidley, 2008). Since the 
benefits of ‘globalization’ seem to operate at the high abstraction level of global city 
branding images, the images portrayed by such projects on a local level might convey 
a different reality to the general public on that local level. This implies that market-driven 
policies at national and international levels might emphasize enhancing innovations and 
capital as well as the global integration of goods and services; but in practice, it might 
also trigger inequality on lower scale levels within nations (Sen, 2007). As a result, such 
projects might be inherently displacing local communities that are poor and decentralized 
from power (Gellert and Lynch, 2003). 
  This is the condition in which the other spectrum of place making underlined by 
Lew (2017) comes into the arena. The organic place making, as Lew (2017) underlines, is 
fundamental to the cultural dimension of a certain place than planned place-making is. 
From the architectural perspective, it refers to the capability of architectural designs to 
reduce disorientation, increase legibility, and explore digital, physical and cross-channel 
environments, as well as to build a sense of place (Resmini and Rosati, 2011). Place-making 
is seen as an affective experience of people that is co-created through social interaction 
(Pierce and Martin, 2015). It is mainly associated with bottom-up, local initiatives and takes 
place incrementally from the individual level capturing the way people identify, describe 
and create the place they call home (Lew, 2017). 
  As a result, the narrative fabric of places related to individual social practices is a 
critical part of a sense of home and belonging (Childs, 2008). Therefore, physical and 
social activities are a crucial component in the sense of place, that is, the overall perception 
of how a place is constructed concerning both the space itself and the character of that 
place (Ivanovic, 2014). Sense of place is considered a psychological construct of place 
(Olsson and Haas, 2013). It also refers to the multidimensional characteristics associated 
with social perception and historical legitimacy (Newman, 2016). There are at least four 
dimensions affecting the sense of place which we will highlight in the analysis, namely: 1) 
temporal experiences, 2) sociocultural encounters, 3) environmental understandings and 
4) individual interpretation (Beidler and Morrison, 2016). 
  A planning intervention can only be considered as place-making if there is a stage 
of actions whereby the satisfaction of sense of place is fostered (see Lew, 2017; Resmini 
and Rosati, 2011). This calls for the need to understand the unintentional place-making, 
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in which people make judgments about their surrounding space in making sense of 
their dependency on a place. Regarding the unintentional place-making by large-scale 
infrastructure developments, it is highlighted that such projects might gradually reproduce 
the specificity of place and the progressive sense of place that recognizes the linkage 
of place, beyond its character (Massey, 2010). However, the direction of remaking the 
place-specificity is questionable, in terms of whether the outcome is inherent to people’s 
interaction with the existing place.

6.3.2 A balanced interplay between planned and organic place making on large scale 
project development
Although it is clear that people ‘make’ the place, up to now, the interaction between people 
and place creation caused by has been largely overlooked (Shaw and Montana, 2016). The 
question of who benefits is always at the centre of project management literature, but there 
is a lack of focus on the local community (Dwarka and Feitelson, 2013). In fact, the local 
community often becomes the most disadvantaged actors in the process of large-scale 
project development due to the displacement of their livelihoods induced by changes in 
their surrounding place (Delphine et al., 2019). With only limited access of local community 
members to the decision-making, process contestation might spark in the implementation 
(Legacy et al., 2017). 
  To overcome the situation, it is important to perceive a large infrastructure 
development as a two-way interaction process between top-down ambitions and local 
perspectives. The concepts of organic and planned place making adopted from Lew 
(2017) allow the stakeholders in project management analyze the dilemmas between the 
ambition to become a global city and the everyday social practices attached to a particular 
place. It is an ongoing centring–decentring process that produces and reproduces places, 
characterized by constant competition and contestation (Zhang, 2018). Meanwhile planners 
are in favour of installing world high commerce and international culture into the cities, 
residents often have less lofty ambitions for the spaces they live in (Chang and Huang, 
2008). Therefore a balancing place making process is necessary.
  Between both approaches, the planned place making give more room for policymakers 
and urban design practitioners to interfere with space. To search the balance, the intentional 
process has been followed by the consideration of the organic processes of place creation. 
This can be done in three steps. The first step, the locality configuration, the local economy, 
and the built environment, should be fostered (Collinge and Gibney, 2010). It is not only just 
about the provision of infrastructure dedicated for public services, but it also has to take 
area well-being and the people into consideration and most importantly to advocate their 
interests (ibid.). Second, incorporating this locality configuration to the plan can be done by 
the recognition of civil society and bottom-up demands in achieving liveability for inclusive 
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urban practices (Chang and Huang, 2008). Places purportedly encompass daily social 
interactions, experiences, and livelihoods that inspire local people to collectively imagine 
and invent the new place creation caused by the project. Opening up the discussion with 
the public about how they perceive their usage patterns of space and place can be a 
point of departure. The incorporation of the locality configuration into large infrastructure 
planning enables the policymakers to strengthen the connection between people and 
places and to collaboratively shape as well as to maximize the shared value of the place 
that PPS (2018) believe as the heart of place making. Third, based on this consideration, 
the decision makers can prepare a mitigation strategy for the people whose lives get 
affected by the changes in the place. 
  The urgency of balancing both place making processes laid on the fact that the 
pursuit of global recognition has often been projected beyond the city’s limits, resulting in 
growing physical and social fragmentation of the city (Swyngedouw et al., 2002). Large-
scale infrastructure developments often displace local communities and have the ability 
to visibly transform places (Gellert and Lynch, 2003), new place-creation in the vicinity 
of large-scale infrastructure projects might generate feelings of alienation if they do not 
represent local values. Also, there is a tendency of policymakers to overlook a continuous 
and dynamic process of sense-making and spatial interpretation (Ernste, 2012), including 
large infrastructure development that enables contested interpretations of new space 
transformations between local people and project promoters. Elaborating both intentional 
and unintentional place-making as a two-way interaction of place transformation is pivotal 
in contrasting the different ambitions and perceptions of project promoters and those of 
the affected groups of people at a project location.

6.4 ANALYTICAL APPROACH

In the following section, we will present how we operationalize the balancing idea of 
analyzing the conflicts between top-down and bottom-up perspective in large infrastructure 
development practices through the lens of planned and organic place making. A research 
framework is given, followed by the explanation of case study and data collection.

6.4.1 Research framework: balancing the place making processes
To address the research question introduced earlier, new place creation caused by large 
infrastructure project development has to be understood as a two-way place making 
process between the project’s initiators and the people in the vicinity of the project. The 
balancing view can be achieved by looking at the elements attached on both place making, 
as has been explored on sub-section 3-1. In this section they are tailored to the research 
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framework to be used to derive empirical insights from the case study (see Section 6.4.3). 
  The abovementioned concepts are captured in the research framework (Figure 6.1). 
To begin with, large-scale infrastructure projects (A) can induce place transformation (B) 
through the processes of place making (downward arrow). On the one hand, this process 
is guided intentionally through planned place making (I). Top-down initiatives attached 
to the plan were investigated to see the perspectives of the project promoters through 
looking at the elements of branding strategy by Ashworth (2009), which are personality 
association, visual qualities of building and urban design, and event hallmarking. We seek 
the reflection of these elements in the case study; especially in relation to the creation 
of iconic large scale urban development (Shatkin, 2007; Kong, 2007), intentional spatial 
intervention (Giezen, 2012), modification of urban public spaces (Lehrer and Laidley, 2008). 
The key features of the development plan were analyzed as a key component of planned 
place making processes. On the other hand, we confront the intentional process with the 
organic place making process (II) through the bottom-up perspectives of the general public 
in the vicinity of the projects. This can be done by using the elements of sense of place 
by Beidler and Morrison (2016), which are temporal experience, socio-cultural encounters, 
environmental elements and individual understanding. The elements assessed are the 
sense of place that is captured through people’s spatial practices, daily experiences and 
activities in a particular place (see Olsson and Hass, 2013; Newman, 2016; Massey, 2010). 
Also, we include the concept of sense of home and belonging (Childs, 2008).
  Within this framework, we argue that planned and organic place making processes 
are interrelated and intertwined entities in which conflicting images and contestation might 
happen. These processes are significant in explaining the contradictory images held by 
the promoters and the general public.

Figure 6.1 Research Framework (source: authors)
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The scale of place to adopt in this paper is exclusively the local, in the adjacent area of the 
upcoming large-scale projects, to offer the perspective on a place from inside out. A place 
from inside out perspective is defined as the area that communities acknowledge as their 
primary space of social reproduction, a home for people (Friedmann, 2010). Two target 
groups of people were analyzed: 1) individual people in the vicinity of the project whose 
daily space might be affected by the project and 2) the collective local community whose 
livelihoods might be affected.

6.4.2 The case study of Tangerang – The city next door to the capital
The Jakarta Metropolitan Area, which is also known as Jabodetabek, consists of Jakarta 
as the core of the metropolitan area and four other administrative cities, namely Bogor, 
Depok, Tangerang, and Bekasi. Since the 1970s, the megalopolis has grown rapidly, with 
large-scale development peaking in the 1990s; this has brought about suburbanization, 
the increased urbanization of peri-urban areas and the expansion of peri-urbanization 
(Winarso et al., 2015). Since the 1990s the role of the CBD (Jakarta City) has declined and 
the boundaries of the metropolitan area have extended to the outer area (Hudalah et al., 
2013). This development has led to job creation, the emergence of innovative businesses 
and the creation of multiple sub-centres of economic activities outside the core city of 
Jakarta, including Tangerang Municipality.

Figure 6.2. Location of Tangerang City in Jabodetabek Metropolitan Area (source: authors)
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Although Tangerang is still not comparable with a truly global city, the impacts of globalization 
and its forces are massive and tremendous. As a city located approximately 25 kilometres 
to the west of Jakarta, the city of Tangerang covers 160 km2 and has about 1.6 million 
inhabitants (Tangerang Municipality, 2017). It is home to over a thousand industries that 
significantly contribute to the city’s economic activities. This makes Tangerang the sixth 
biggest metropolitan municipality in Indonesia. The proximity to Jakarta also has attracted 
the land developers to build high-class gated communities8 targeting the middle and 
upper-class group of people with luxurious shopping malls, business districts and private 
schools (Leisch, 2002). Also, the presence of Soekarno Hatta International Airport, which 
takes up 10% of the city’s area, offers the city the potential to become a significant transfer 
point for freight and passenger transport in the region. 
  Despite the potential contributions of these cities to improving the regional economic 
performance of the megalopolis, the undesirable impacts of spatial segregation and 
environmental sustainability are perpetual (Hudalah et al., 2007). There is a lack of 
planned and adequate infrastructure and facilities between the industrial zone and the 
concentration of industrial activities (Hudalah et al., 2013). In addition, as a result of the 
growing Jabodetabek Metropolitan Area, Tangerang City is confronted with at least four 
persistent problems, namely annual flooding, polluted rivers and lakes, high congestion 
rates, and limited green open spaces. In 2014, the city’s mayor initiated a set of mitigation 
policies under the title ’Tangerang LIVE 2020‘ to deal with these problems. There was a 
shift of structure of government structure in 2001 from a centralized to highly decentralized 
structure; as a result, most planning affairs have been delegated to the local government 
(City or Regency) (Hudalah and Woltjer, 2007). Therefore, cities can initiate such a 
development strategy that can be integrated with regional and central spatial plans.
  Later, Tangerang 2020 evolved into a branding strategy to compete in the national 
economy. The policy’s significant infrastructure investments are aimed at making the city 
more competitive as a part of Jabotabek Metropolitan Area. We use ‘Tangerang LIVE 2020’ 
as our case study, and analyze how the concepts of planned and organic place making 
can be useful to explain the public resistance towards large infrastructure development by 
evaluating public perception on the new place creation caused by such project.

6.4.3 Data collection
The fieldwork and interview were conducted in December 2016 and January 2017. In 
total, we managed to conduct 17 interviews with primary stakeholders and the groups 
of people in the vicinity of the projects who are potentially affected by the projects. We 
operationalized the research framework on section 6.4.1 as a guideline to do the interview 

8  a gated community is a residential development on private roads closed to public traffic separated by a ‘gate’ across the primary 
access. The ‘gate’ may be in forms of fences, walls, or other natural barriers that limit public access (Grant and Mittelsteadt, 2004)
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and observation. The questions asked on the interview are derived from the concepts on 
figure 6.1. First, we interviewed the Local Planning Board of Tangerang Municipality to get 
insight into the Tangerang LIVE 2020 programme. 
  The Local Planning Board (Bappeda) is a governmental agency with the main role of 
routinely engaging in the local planning processes. This relates to developing city plans, 
organizing attempts, negotiating, and mediating related planning actors. The perspective 
of the Local Planning Board is important to understand the strategic vision behind the 
urban (re)development programme. We then interviewed the Planning Department of 
the Public Works Agency. In general, the Public Works Agency holds a significant role in 
the implementation of infrastructure development written on the city development plan, 
including the ones in the (re)development programme. The agency is in charge of the 
technical-engineering design and the project’s construction. Their role is important as an 
executor of the project development.
  Having insight from the municipality as the initiator allowed us to capture the intentional 
place-making of this development policy. We raised questions around the concepts on the 
research framework (Figure 6.1), especially about the city strategy behind the programme 
and further explanation of the initiatives. The interviews were last for 60-90 minutes. 
During these interviews, we also were informed about major large-scale infrastructure 
projects embedded in the strategy. 
  Later, based on this information, we mapped groups of people who would most 
likely experience the direct impacts of the projects’ development. We did unstructured 
observation (see Mulhall, 2003) in the vicinity of the projects to identify the potentially 
affected groups. We define the direct impacts based on the close jurisdiction of the 
impacts taking place (Boarnet, 1996). Based on the observation, we found that at least five 
groups might get affected. They are the union of public transport drivers, the worm fishers, 
the Hindu temple management, the Junk Bank community,9 the Muslim community and the 
Chinese–Indonesian communities in the vicinity of the projects. 
  Before we did interviews with this potentially affected group of people, we interviewed 
the heads of the sub-districts. As the lower level of the local government body, the heads 
of the sub-districts are expected to know the local context where these communities live 
and work.
  Next, we conducted in-depth interviews with the heads of these potentially affected 
groups and the members of the communities as well to investigate the unintentional 
place-making of the place transformation process. We did interviews with the heads of 
the communities that represent the views of the groups of people that they represent. We 
use in-depth interviewing, to gather information and to achieve a holistic understanding 

9  The Junk Bank community (Bank Sampah Sungai Cisadane) is a non-profit organization that deals with environmental issues affecting 
the river banks.

168

6

CHAPTER 6



about the context and the respondents’ point of views as well as to explore interesting 
topics for further investigation (see Song and Parker, 1995). We prepared general interview 
guidelines (topic lists) consisting of open-ended questions about viewpoints towards the 
projects and about how people think the projects will benefit/affect their daily lives. We 
also asked about what the place means for them and what kind of daily activities they 
do on the site. The interviews were held in an informal daily life setting to be able to dig 
in deeper on their local perspectives and spent 45-60 minutes for each interview. Also, 
to strengthen the results of the interviews, we did structured observations on their daily 
activities and practices towards places to confirm or confront the interviews with, as an 
attempt of triangulation. Finally, one of the authors is familiar with the local context of the 
case study under investigation. Therefore, we are confident that we captured the most 
important stakeholder groups in the analysis.

6.5 ORGANIC AND PLANNED IMAGES OF PLACE
TRANSFORMATION

6.5.1 Intentional place making of Tangerang LIVE 2020
Tangerang LIVE 2020 has two main goals: 1) to operationalize the disaster risk reduction 
and the adaptation and mitigation strategies in response to climate change within the 
city development, and 2) implement the city’s branding strategy to strengthen the city’s 
competitive position in the Jabodetabek Metropolitan Area (Budaeri, 2017). Initially, the 
aim of the programme was only to improve the quality of life in the city in response to 
the growth of Jabodetabek Metropolitan Area. This attempt showed the role of a strong, 
pervasive government in providing major infrastructure development and fundamental 
structures for sustainable spatial development (Hudalah and Woltjer, 2007). Later, the 
programme also became a branding strategy with strategic processes extracted from the 
city’s medium-term development plan 2014–18 to tackle the globalization challenges of the 
Jabodetabek Metropolitan Area. The sustainability goal of making the Liveable, Investable, 
Visit-able and E-city in the year of 2020 is shortened as ’Tangerang LIVE 2020‘ to reinforce 
a comprehensive city branding strategy. 
  According to Ashworth (2009), there are three instruments of place branding; 
namely personality association, visual qualities of buildings and urban design, and event 
hallmarking. These instruments are clearly reflected on the implementation of Tangerang 
LIVE 2020 (see the table below).
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Table 6.1. Instruments of place branding (see Ashworth, 2009) that are reflected in the case study
Personality Association Visual Qualities of Buildings and 

Urban Design 
Event hallmarking

The use of acronym LIVE to introduce 
the programme easily and to invite the 
local people to actively be involved in 
the city development
1. liveable concept means creating 

a liveable city for the residents 
by providing basic needs such as 
reliable public transport and other 
public facilities and by seeking 
change towards an environmentally-
friendly city through urban farming, 
eco-friendly industry and energy, and 
healthy urban living. 

2. investable concept is intended 
to facilitate private investment in 
the city as the city itself is well 
known as an industrial city. Thus, 
within this concept, the municipality 
attempts to improve the wellbeing 
of residents by creating employment 
opportunities and alleviating poverty. 

3. visit-able concept includes the 
development or redevelopment 
of tourist attractions with several 
themes, such as cultural, culinary, 
religious, shopping and other types 
of occasional events. The aim of this 
is to preserve the local identity and 
create a place-embedded strategy 
for urban tourism. 

4. e-city concept prioritizes smart, 
reliable digital access to the city’s 
e-governance structures, reflected 
in electronic procurement, traffic 
control, and creative economic 
activities. The aim is to constitute 
more accountable, transparent and 
reliable governance activities.

Figure 6.8 Branding Logo of the 
programme 
Source: Government Report 10 

1. Signature district Kota Tua Pasar 
Lama (old market area)

2. Waterway transportation project
3. Bus Rapid Transit
4. The thematic parks as open-public 

spaces

Figure 6.3. the unified theme of the 
urban infrastructure on the signature 
district
Source: author

 

Figure 6.4 Kota Tua Pasar Lama
Source : Tangerang Municipality (2018)
https://tangerangkota.go.id/meriahnya-pasar-
lama-kota-tangerang-jelang-imlek 

Figure6.5. New BRT bus and typical 
BRT stop
Source: author

Figure6.6. Examples of thematic parks 
in the city
Source: author

The annual cultural event held 
in June including cultural and art 
performances, as well as culinary 
events (i.e. Cisadane Festival). The 
value represented on the event 
is derived from society culture 
acculturation shaped over time. 

Figure 6.7. Cisadane Festival
Source: Tangerang Municipality (2018)

https://tangerangkota.go.id/pembukaan-

festival-cisadane-bergelimang-cahaya-

digelar-malam-hari-pesta-kembang-api-

dan-lampion-disajikan 

10  Tangerang Municipality (2015). Menghidupkan Tangerang LIVE: Laporan Tahunan Humas Kota Tangerang
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Attached to this branding strategy are several major urban infrastructure projects that are 
inducing new place-creation, as underlined by the interview with the City Major on the 
Government Report11:

“this LIVE City concept has to be started with the representative infrastructure 
provision; including, thematic parks, street, and integrated transportation system. 
Thus, it makes it easier for tourists to travel around the city… (page 5)”.

Based on the statement, it is clear that the Municipality attempts to deliver the image of 
LIVE City through a set of infrastructure development that represents the city and caters the 
needs of the tourism industry and hopefully the output of the programme could generate 
indirect economic growth. The development is important because it stresses the iconic 
infrastructure and gives an attractive image to the city as portrayed by Shatkin (2007) and 
Kong (2007). There are two iconic new transportation projects highlighted on the plan 
which are the development of an integrated bus rapid transit system and the waterway 
transport system.

Integrated bus rapid transit system
Although for the last two decades many residents have commuted from Tangerang to 
Jakarta or vice versa, Tangerang still does not have a comprehensive mass public transport 
system. The idea of developing bus rapid transit (BRT) was first put on the planning agenda 
in 2009. It was a response to the expansion of the regional Trans Jakarta busway promoted 
by the Jakarta city government. Eleven BRT corridors have been set up following the ideas 
of transit-oriented development. The primary transit node, Poris Plawad Terminal, has been 
expanded and connected to the Trans Jakarta busway from the fringe of the capital to the 
inner city of Tangerang. Seven transport modes are incorporated into this development, 
namely commuter rail, airport rail, bus rapid transit serving the city, intercity bus, elevated 
busway, light rail transit, and intercity rail.

Waterway transport system
A reliable transport system was further generated by developing a water-based public 
transport system on the Cisadane River. This mode of transport is also expected to change 
travel behaviour from private to public transport by creating an interconnected system 
between water-based and road-based public transport systems. The waterway transport 
system creates room for place-making or -remaking that would contribute to changing 
patterns of urban form near the riverbanks. For centuries, the city has benefited from 

11  Tangerang Municipality (2015). Menghidupkan Tangerang LIVE: Laporan Tahunan Humas Kota Tangerang
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the natural features of the Cisadane River, a 15 km stretch of which divides the city into 
two halves. The area near the riverbank was evolving as an economically dynamic area, 
profiting from its location as residential, business and services centre. The waterway transit 
pilot project we look at in this paper connects the city’s southern part with its central part. 
It will cover approximately 8 km of the river, passing through the residential and industrial 
area, the science park, shopping malls, the business district, and tourist attractions. The 
first stop will be on the southern border of the city, and the last stop will be within walking 
distance of the Kota Tua Pasar Lama market area (see the explanation about the market 
area below).

Redevelopment of Kota Tua Pasar Lama
Further, to enhance the visual qualities of the urban design as a part of place branding 
instruments, the Municipality has redeveloped the signature district of Kota Tua Pasar 
Lama. The district is dedicated as the centre of the intertwined activities between tourism 
development and the local economy booster. The redevelopment of this signature 
district reflects the capital reinvestment in the built environment, combining the large 
infrastructure projects with the space for housing, retail, cultural institutions, recreation 
and other functions (see Lehrer and Laidley, 2008). The area has a strategic location in the 
city centre with many cultural attractions. Although all these attractions have unique stories 
in shaping the place, not all of these attractions have been well developed. Therefore, the 
aim of the project is captured in the following quote from the Local Planning Board:

“Because the city is not solely about the infrastructure, but we also focus on the 
aesthetic value of it. … If you visit cities all over the world, there must be an old city 
centre as cultural preservation, and even it becomes the main tourist attraction. 
Thus, we plan Pasar Lama based on that.” (Local Planning Board, 2017) 

It is clear that the goal is not only to develop a set of infrastructures, but also to revitalize 
the non-productive heritage points and utilize the local historic environment as tourist 
attraction. However, there is a question of how local people perceive these projects as a 
place branding instrument. This will be explained in the next section.

6.5.2 Unintentional place making – community responses to Tangerang LIVE 2020
In this section, we analyze the unintentional place-making by looking at the social 
interaction between the groups of people in the vicinity of the projects and the existing 
place and by understanding their perception of the new place-creation as a consequence 
of planning intervention. The analysis is performed through the lens of sense of home 
and belonging attached to a certain place (Childs, 2008). The story attached to place 
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enables urban designers to create inclusive design through the elaboration of interactions 
between place, built form and the origin of a settlement (ibid.). The narrative could be the 
starting point to encompass the potential destruction of the new place creation to the 
existing sense of place experienced by the people (Olsson and Hass, 2013). We particularly 
looked at the dimensions of temporal experience, sociocultural encounters, environmental 
understanding and individual understanding which can foster the sense of place in the 
area (Beidler and Morrison, 2016).

Integrated bus rapid transit system
The presence of the bus lines as a new mode of transit might be disadvantageous for 
people who run the existing public transport system (known as Angkot). The existing 
system is mainly dominated by minibuses with a capacity of 9–11 passengers. They serve 
short routes within the city and also between cities as the feeder for the main routes and 
terminals. To ascertain the perspective of the affected group of people, we interviewed the 
head of the Tangerang drivers’ union (Serikat Pengemudi Angkutan Umum). 

Figure 6.9. the former minibuses (Angkot)

Source: author

In general, this organization oversees six public transport routes within the city. The 
interview was held in December 2016, before the system had been operationalized. The 
head of the union expressed his concerns about the possibility of livelihood loss due to the 
upcoming bus rapid transit. The existing small public transport system has been a part of 
the city for several decades and the drivers have become economically dependent on it. 
The operational structure will change from individual operators to the transport company 
under a legal contractual system, which is perceived as harmful to the drivers. The interview 
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highlighted two issues, namely the changing operations and the mitigation policy. 

“There must be a rejection. After being well informed, we hope that the drivers are 
given the right information. Then, what is the solution? Where should these drivers 
go? The employment opportunities in the new bus system are not comparable to 
the number of drivers. There are thousands of drivers in our Union” (the head of 
Tangerang drivers’ union, 2017).

Based on the interviews, it was found that the drivers will support the development only if a 
proper information feed is made available, which is currently not the case. Further, although 
the local authority has developed a mitigation mechanism to employ these drivers, the 
head of the union still believes that the number of jobs created is not comparable to the 
current number of the drivers.

Waterway transport development
To analyze the social interaction between the community and the space transformed by the 
waterbus system, we conducted interviews with two groups of people located along the 
waterbus route – namely the worm fisher community and the Junk Bank community – and 
the manager of a Hindu temple next to the river. First, the worm fisher community’s sense of 
place imparted by the Cisadane River is reflected in the aesthetics of their semi-permanent 
bamboo stilt huts (rumah panggung) perched on the riverside. The interviewees made 
it clear that the community is proud of the way their huts reflect their identity. The huts 
are self-constructed from woven bamboo and have a uniform design to generate place 
identity. The community built their huts collectively under the spirit of Gotong Royong12, 
which is part of their local cultural heritage:

“We self-funded the development of these houses. There is no funding support. 
We built the houses with Gotong Royong. The concept is that we want to revive the 
culture of Gotong Royong.“ (Head of the worm fisher community, 2017).

There are 48 households in this area. From the interview with the head of the community, 
we learned that the economic value of worm fishing activities in this area is as much as 20 
million rupiahs (+/- USD 1500) per day. In general, the local community supports the waterbus 
project as long as the government has a specific mitigation policy for their livelihoods and 
provides a sufficient information feed regarding the resettlement. However, according to 
the local authority, the mitigation policy to resettle this community is problematic, because 

12  Cooperation by community members to achieve a shared goal. Such cooperation is deeply rooted in Indonesian culture. 
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the community does not have a formal property right to the land although they have been 
living there since 1995: their informal settlement is built on land that the government has 
designated as a water catchment area.

Figure 6.10. Left: a worm fisher; Right: The huts of the community

Source: author

“Whatever the government’s solution, one thing is important for us, which is that we 
are still allowed to have economic activities here. As a result, [we will] surely obey 
and there will be no objection if the resettlement takes place…” (Head of the worm 
fisher community, 2017).

“The most important thing is not to rush us to move in one night like what happened 
in the past. Thus, it will not be shocking to us, and we can find a proper place to 
move to. We only think about our children, their schools. We are willing to move, 
but give us time [to move]. We will not refuse anyway.” (Community member, female)

This positive response was also received from both the manager of the Hindu temple 
and the head of the Junk Bank community, even though the temple’s grounds behind the 
building are threatened by further developments. With more than 150 active worshipers, 
the existence of the Dewi Durga Maa Hindu temple is also linked to the place-making 
process of the Cisadane River. The interviews revealed that the temple members highly 
value the Indian culture and that they prefer to keep the temple facing east and located 
close to the river for ceremonial purposes.
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Figure 6.11. Left: Dewi Durga Ma temple; 

Right: the Boen Tek Bio Monastery in the middle of the traditional market

Source: author

The Junk Bank community (Bank Sampah Sungai Cisadane) – a non-profit organization 
that has dealt with environmental issues on the riverbanks for decades – has particular 
concerns regarding the development of the waterbus. During the interview, it was stated 
that the community is worried about the type of engine that will be used to propel the 
boat, as they believe it will cause serious erosion and larger waves, which will affect the 
worm fishing activities because the traditional boats that are currently in use are sensitive 
to the waves. With the increasing number of waterbuses in the future, the community was 
worried about the loss of livelihoods among their members.

Redevelopment of Kota Tua Pasar Lama
For Tangerang citizens, the assigned location of the Kota Tua Pasar Lama revitalization 
project is well known as the first part of the city that was settled. The unique features 
of Muslim and Chinese–Indonesian ethnic communities have characterized this area 
for centuries. The Kali Pasir Muslim community and the Benteng Chinese–Indonesian 
community live side by side in the Kawasan Pasar Lama area. The existence of Boen 
Tek Bio, the oldest monastery in the area, has influenced the architecture. Founded in 
1684, the monastery is an iconic symbol of the history of Chinese–Indonesian settlement 
and the traditional market in the area. Besides the monastery, there is also the Benteng 
Heritage museum in the middle of the old traditional market, within walking distance of the 
monastery. The museum shows how the place is characterized by the oldest Chinese–
Indonesian architectural heritage. 
  Further, Kawasan Pasar Lama is considered unique because the Muslim and 
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Chinese–Indonesian ethnic communities share the same space. The specific cultural and 
environmental characteristics of both communities have actively given meaning to the 
area identity since the 17th century. The Kali Pasir mosque – one of the oldest in the area 
– was built in 1608 with a simple pendopo13 structure. In 1671, the mosque was rebuilt 
and expanded. The interview with the mosque managerial team revealed that to avoid 
the discrepancy between the place meaning imposed by the government and the one 
induced by the daily religious practice of the community, they insist on having more 
information feed and expect that the government will not take over the management 
even though the mosque is on the list of cultural preservation. To manage a mosque and 
the worshipers requires an in-depth understanding of Islam. The temple manager added 
that the worshipers perceive the mosque as a place for prayer and spiritual activity, and 
being a part of the redevelopment project is not their main concern. The mosque is well 
known for its historical value even without any publicity and exposure. He also said that the 
worshipers basically support the project, although there is a lack of communication from 
the government about the plan.

Figure 6.12. Top left: Kali Pasir Mosque; top right: Bon Tek Bio Monastery; bottom: the role of Cisadane 

River in shaping the city

Source: Tangerang Municipality, 2014

In nutshell, we summarized the perceived images and problems from both place making 
processes on the following table. From the table, it can be seen that there are some 
problems and mismatch in how the local government and the people perceive the projects. 

13  Large-roofed platform without walls rooted in Javanese culture.
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The problems relate to the loss of livelihoods, resettlement and the unwillingness to giving 
up the mosque management.

Table 2. Identifying image induced by place making from both intentional and unintentional processes
Projects Intentional place-making Unintentional place-making Problem/mismatch in 

practices
Bus rapid transit (BRT) 
system

Creating a reliable transport 
system for traffic spill-over 
from Jakarta Metropolitan 
Area

The livelihoods of thousands 
of drivers at stake 

Unclear whether the 
drivers will be able to 
work for the new BRT 
system

Waterway development Creating an innovative new 
transport mode and making 
use of the natural feature of 
Cisadane River

The livelihoods and homes 
of worm fishers whose self-
built huts characterize their 
identity
The religious practice of the 
Hindu temple

The fear of being 
resettled, especially the 
worm fishers’ lack of 
land rights 

Kota Tua Pasar Lama 
redevelopment project

Redeveloping the city and 
branding districts as centres of 
culture and tourism

The religious and cultural 
practices of the Chinese–
Indonesian community 
and the Kali Pasir Muslim 
community, which live side 
by side

The management hand-
over of the mosque to 
the government

6.5.3 Implications of the two place making approaches
The explanation from the previous section leads us to two interesting findings. First, the 
creation of place caused by major infrastructure projects in the case study area confirms 
the displacing nature of large-scale projects (Gellert and Lynch, 2003). The case study 
shows how the potentially affected groups of people (especially drivers and worm fisher 
community) perceive that the BRT and waterway projects deprive their livelihoods. 
Although the projects might bring economic benefits to the city, they have the possibility 
to destroy the clustered activities in the vicinity of the projects. People are so dependent 
on a particular place that any intervention can disrupt their livelihoods. Envisioning large-
scale infrastructure projects as the city’s coping mechanisms for global and regional 
challenges might to some extent burden the local community in the current place. The 
different images portrayed in the case study are in line with Ashworth’s (2009) argument 
that countless branding strategies were developed with only minimal positive impacts on 
the local people. People might feel contested about the benefit of the projects to their daily 
lives. The development of the BRT might benefit the city in terms of a reliable transport 
system, but it might also deprive the minibus drivers of their livelihoods. For example, the 
concerns of the minibus drivers about how the overlapping regional bus operations might 
jeopardize their incomes, and that they are not convinced that the employment created 
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by the new BRT system will provide them all with jobs, show how contested the project 
is. Established patterns of human relationships are destroyed through the new creation of 
place caused by the projects (Friedmann, 2010).
  This leads to the second finding, namely that people have different perceptions of the 
place transformation induced by the project development. The bottom-up findings reflect 
how people give meaning to place as individual social practices with a sense of home and 
belonging (Childs, 2008). In this table below the elements of sense of place from the case 
study are presented:

Table 6.3. Elements of sense of place reflected in the case study

(Adapted from Beidler and Morrison, 2016)

Projects Temporal experience Socio cultural 
encounters

Environmental 
understanding

Individual 
understanding

BRT The existing mini 
busses drivers perceive 
the existing route that 
will be replaced by BRT 
as their only source of 
income

Water bus The worm fishers have 
been living and working 
there since 1995

The huts are self-
constructed from woven 
bamboo and have 
a uniform design to 
generate place identity

The River has 
provided the worm 
fishers community 
with livelihoods, 
the existence of 
the new water bus 
is perceived as the 
disturbance to the 
biodiversity

The worm fishers 
perceive the river 
as their source of 
livelihoods and the river 
embankment as their 
home. 
Meanwhile the 
worshiper of the Hindu 
temple perceives the 
river as the place for 
bathing ritual.

Signature 
district of 
Kota Tua 
Pasar Lama

The history to Chinese-
Indonesian settlement 
was founded in 1684 
symbolized by the 
monastery and the 
traditional market in the 
area.
Meanwhile, the 
historical story of 
Muslim community in 
the area started with the 
development of The Kali 
Pasir mosque in 1608.

The Chinese-Indonesian 
community and the Kali 
Pasir Muslim community 
have shared the space 
living hand-in-hand in 
the same area since the 
beginning of 17th century. 
Therefore their socio-
cultural aspects have 
been clearly reflected on 
the existing area.

They perceive the 
place as the old 
monastery and the 
mosque as place for 
praying, not as tourism 
destination.
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The table above clarifies the fact that a place represents stories and meanings beyond 
the normative urban design practices; for example, the self-built huts of the worm fishers 
that reflect their identity, which is dependent on the existence of the Cisadane River. The 
self-built huts that embody the local wisdom and culture show how the place means a lot 
to them. They realize that resettlement is unavoidable as they lack land rights, but they see 
the river as their home and source of prosperity. The lack of property rights puts them in 
a weak legal position in the bargaining processes concerning the mitigation policy, even 
though they have lived in the river embankment area for decades.
  A similar practice also takes place in how both Chinese–Indonesian and Muslim 
communities perceived the Pasar Lama area as part of their cultural and religious identities. 
The unique meaning and stories behind the place eventuate as an intensive spatial 
practice from the people, such as highly dependent livelihoods, cultural embeddedness, 
and religious practice. This is in line with the interpretation of urban place, underlined 
by Creswell (2004) that is attached in the built environment and at the same time comes 
into being through reiterative processes of social practices. Nevertheless, policymakers 
sometimes seem blind to this relative meaning of place. This example is clearly shown in 
how the head of the Muslim community in the redevelopment project area insists on the 
value of the historical mosque as a place for spiritual activities instead of cultural heritage. 
The attempts on incorporating the local values on the redevelopment of the signature 
district are not followed by intense communication, especially with local communities, 
about the in-depth stories attached to the place.

6.6 DISSCUSION AND CONCLUSION

The analysis of intentional and unintentional place making processes in Tangerang, 
Indonesia, led to three remarkable outcomes. First, the place is always home to contention 
and contestation. The findings presented in the previous section show conflicting images 
of large-scale infrastructure projects, as illustrated by the case study of Tangerang LIVE 
2020. To begin with, the case study shows a classic city branding strategy (Ashworth, 
2009) as a result of the global economic forces pulling on the Jakarta Metropolitan Area 
(cf. Kardes et al., 2013; Orueta and Fainstein, 2008; Kong, 2007). It imposes elements of 
contemporary place-creation aimed at sustainability and economic viability (Dorsey and 
Mulder, 2013). 
  Second, this paper used an analysis of planned and organic place making (Lew, 2017) to 
explore perception of people towards new creation of place created by large infrastructure 
project and to bridge the conflicting perspectives between local people and the project 
promoters. The case study illustrates how a place can have multidimensional meanings for 
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different groups of people (Newman, 2016) and how the place-making process is always 
regarded as constant competition and contestation (Zhang, 2018). The main problem found 
in the case study is that the lack of focus on the social interaction between people and 
place in the planning policy has led to conflicting images of the projects. The result also 
raised a similar question as Lew (2017)’s future research recommendation: ‘whose story is 
being told through place making?’. The small niche of inhabitants, powerless in the game 
of large scale planning, has been overlooked. This brings the needs of bringing back the 
view of the ordinary people living in the area into the planning engagement in the search 
of successful development (Friedmann, 2010). We argue, the effort of creating inclusive 
development has to be made to make the scheme more than just a checklist or a matter 
of business as usual.
  The case study shows how it can be done by a clear information feed regarding the 
aim of the developments. All groups seemed to agree that the lack of information has 
increased the anxiety about their social practices in relation to the place. It resonates with 
the study by Sankaran (2018), who states that the success story of the land acquisition 
process highly depends on transparent policy and direct contact with the people. Of 
those who will be affected by the project, the well-informed are most likely to accept the 
development, because they might feel that their concerns about their future livelihoods 
have been heard by the policymakers and they have clear expectations regarding the 
upcoming project. Further, they also question the mitigation of the impact of the project 
on their locality. The issue of sufficient information and the mitigation strategy is not new 
in confronting large infrastructure projects that affect groups of people. However, the case 
study shows how a place can impose meaning on certain people, and by understanding 
the people’s engagement with the place the discussion about a win-win mitigation – 
namely mitigation that embraces the people’s centrality and practices – can be fostered. 
The locality configuration, the local economy, and the built environment have to be 
underlined in this respect (Collinge and Gibney, 2010), especially when the assumptions on 
which a project depends, could be misguided (Jacobs, 1958). Seeing both place-making 
processes as a unity enables the mutual understanding between project promoters and 
the affected groups of people. This might lead to people feeling included and a part of 
the development. Because in the end, for affected people, it is not simply a matter of 
sacrificing their mode of life for the economic growth of the broader society, but also their 
desire for mutual accommodation and the realization of local concerns (Bovensiepen and 
Yoder, 2018).
  Finally, we found the supportive attitudes of the respondents remarkable. Despite the 
concerns raised about the mitigation schemes, in general, the respondents had positive 
attitudes towards the infrastructure projects. Presumably, based on our observation, this is a 
result of their trust in the government as a public interest guarantor. This is reflected in how 
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the development plans for the large projects incorporate the general local value attached 
to the place despite the lack of small details that matter to the community. This surprising 
attitude might open up the opportunity for future research on large infrastructure projects 
to investigate the factors underlying the positive attitude of the people and how citizens’ 
trust in the government might constitute this attitude. We consider this high level of trust 
unique, especially compared to the loss of functions by the central and local government to 
deliver service systems, which mostly takes place in the British planning practice (Rhodes, 
1994). This can be an opportunity for policy makers to stir large-infrastructure development 
goals for the greater good, especially in gaining acceptance from the people.
  Reflecting on these outcomes, in the case of Indonesian planning practice the idea 
of balancing the place making processes can be implemented through communicative 
approaches between people and policy makers. A discussion forum like Musrembang, a 
forum attended by community leaders, residents, district-level authorities and other related 
agencies to discuss the upcoming development agenda in the city (see e.g. Delphine 
et al., 2019), can be an ideal platform to generate two-way communication between the 
people and the policy makers. The policy makers can gain tacit knowledge about the local 
configuration of the area from the people, and at the same time they can deliver sufficient 
information about the upcoming development. Later, a tailor-made mitigation strategy can 
be derived from the outcomes of this process. More importantly, the high level of trust in 
the government from the people indicates people’s willingness to participate in such a 
discussion. From these outcomes, we argue that the inter-urban competition that involves 
the development of large infrastructure projects has been a global phenomenon, such as 
Beijing (Ren, 2008), Vancouver (Olds, 1998) and Manilla (Shatkin, 2008). The debate on 
the search of world city status also resonates our findings on how the place transformation 
might push people out or make people feel left behind, marginalization and alienation. For 
instance, Singapore River redevelopment has lost its place-ness and cultural as well as 
historical capital while reinventing its landscape for international investments and talents 
(Chang and Huang, 2008). Therefore, our research contributes to tackle these negative 
outcomes of the development to the people, especially to the people in the vicinity. 
  The planned and organic place making concepts by Lew (2017) can be the starting 
point to see new place creation caused by the project and to confront this new place 
creation with people’s existing spatial practice. By exploring the potential changes in the 
vicinity of the projects and understanding the existing use patterns of space from the 
local people’s perspective, policy-makers can better understand the story behind a place 
(see Childs, 2008) and accordingly better incorporate this in their branding strategy (see 
Ashworth, 2008). The ultimate goal is to prevent the public resistance by accommodating 
them as a part of the development because people are moved by their perception. The 
information feed is important during this process. Not only is the information feed to primary 
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stakeholders important (Eweje et al., 2012), but also the information to the secondary 
stakeholders is considered crucial to gain common understanding aiming at maximizing 
the shared benefits of the project and at minimizing the harm to the people. A suggested 
issue to address this process includes coverage of several dimensions which might 
influence the place making processes of large infrastructure projects. The dimensions 
could be political, institutional and cultural. Considering the influence of these dimensions 
into development practices, we also suggest more diverse contexts of case studies in 
future research to see whether generalizations of balancing place making process can 
be made.
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ABSTRACT

For decades, policymakers in developing countries have perceived mega-infrastructure 
project development as a viable strategy to achieve economic growth. However, in practice, 
megaproject management underperforms and does not live up to this ambition. This is 
largely rooted in the contradiction between the temporary organization of megaproject 
management and the long-term strategic goals of such projects. Because of this, there is 
a strand of literature advocating programme management as a new mode of megaproject 
governance to counteract the complexity of megaproject development. This paper 
aims to contribute to the literature both on megaproject development and programme 
management by providing a critical evaluation of programme management in dealing 
with these contradictions, particularly in the case of immature economies in developing 
countries. The paper reflects on a case study of the acceleration of infrastructure projects 
in Indonesia through a programme management approach. A content analysis on policy 
documents and online official media releases was performed and in-depth interviews 
with key stakeholders at both the strategic and project level, as well as expert interviews, 
were conducted. The findings show that there are two sides of programme management. 
Despite the success at the strategic level, stakeholders at the project level are unable 
to create effective and efficient interaction, especially in dealing with dynamic power 
relations and unfamiliar funding schemes. This means that the shift from ‘projectification’ to 
‘programmafication’ is not always followed up by significant shifts in stakeholders’ attitudes 
and behaviors at the project level.

Keywords: programme management, project management, megaproject, governance, 
Indonesia
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7.1 INTRODUCTION

The literature on megaproject has covered ‘megaroject paradox’ extensively; in which, 
megaproject investment has stayed on the top of the list in global spending, despite 
failing to deliver promised benefits and not meeting cost and time estimates (e.g. Orueta 
& Fainstein, 2008; Molle and Floch, 2008; Van Marrewijk et al., 2008; Greiman, 2013). The 
term ‘megaproject’ refers to a large scale infrastructure project that costs a significant 
amount of money, involves diverse actors, and attracts political interest and public attention 
due to intense direct and indirect impacts to the economy, environment, and community 
(Capka, 2004; Flyvbjerg et al., 2003). The problems with megaprojects are captured in the 
‘iron triangle’ criteria of time, money, and contract control in the project delivery (Weaver, 
2007). In fact, megaproject development practices have faced some ‘pathologies’ that are 
concentrated in cost escalation, time delays, and failure of promised benefits delivery as 
well as public resistance (Priemus, 2010). 
  Further, Flyvbjerg et al. (2002) reveal that cost escalation is larger in the Global South 
than in the North. In developing countries, megaprojects are perceived as a strategic 
means to achieve sustainable goals such as economic development (Othman and 
Ahmed, 2013). As such, it is seen as a capital public good to make it possible to open 
and develop economic agents’ activities (Torrisi, 2009). However, in developing countries’ 
practices, megaprojects experience constant challenges regarding engineering, human 
development, management, politics, and sustainability (Othman and Ahmed, 2013). Despite 
this issue, empirical research covering the context of developing countries still remains 
largely absent. While the proliferation of megaproject investment is largely in Asia and 
Africa, the spread of empirical research mostly covers Europe and America and to a lesser 
extent Asia (Di Maddaloni and Davis, 2017). 
  Using the iron triangle criteria as a success indicator for megaproject development 
contradicts the strategic goals of megaprojects in developing countries. A common 
problem is that the management of megaprojects tends to be performed by a temporary 
organization (Lundin and Söderholm, 1995). This implies that due to temporality, a temporary 
project organization is not able to explore the context-dependent nature of megaprojects’ 
impacts in the long run, including the economic impact Actors’ ‘farsightedness’ about 
future events often results in difficulties in achieving complex, context-dependent, and 
indirect goals of megaprojects (Sanderson, 2012). A temporary approach does not consider 
the broader spatial dependency of the actual benefits and impacts of the project. As a 
result, the issue of complexity has been shown as a primary challenge for megaproject 
management (Kardes et al., 2013), but most project governance literature has a static 
rather than a dynamic way of dealing with this (Miller and Hobbs, 2005).
Busscher et al. (2015) argue that programme management promises an external instrument 
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of megaproject governance to effectively and efficiently reduce internal complexity 
at project level. As such, it is more than just a scaled-up form of project management; 
it is relationship-based and power-sensitive, but at the same time, it is also adaptive 
to changing environments (Lycett et al., 2004). Although the research on programme 
management is considered mature (Winch, 2014), some major challenges to successful 
implementation and practice are still prominent (Shehu and Akintoye, 2010). Therefore, 
the present paper aims at a critical evaluation of a programme management approach in 
dealing with megaproject development, particularly due to the issues within temporary 
megaproject organizations and the long-term context-dependent nature of megaprojects 
in the case of developing countries. In particular, we ask ‘how can programme management 
as an external instrument deal with the problem of temporary organization and context 
dependency at the project level, especially in the case of developing countries?’
  This paper is structured as follows. In the following section, we will clarify the problems 
of temporary organization and long-term context dependency, resulted from the practice 
of traditional megaproject management. Then, the paper continues with the exploration of 
how programme management promises to iron out these problems. We develop a research 
approach based on this exploration and bring a case study of the Indonesian Acceleration 
of Infrastructure Provision programme to explore our perspective in an empirical setting. 
Finally, the findings are discussed and followed by the conclusion, andthe further potential 
research agenda .

7.2 TEMPORARY MEGAPROJECT ORGANIZATION VERSUS 
LONG-TERM MEGAPROJECT AMBITIONS

To begin with, for a project-based organization, the optimal value of a project investment 
is depicted through a clear link between the outputs and the means to align the project 
deliverables (Too and Weaver, 2014). This link determines the choice of governance 
approach for project delivery (Biesenthal and Wilden, 2014). There are two general 
classifications of a project’s governance approach based on Muller (2017), which are: 
emphasizing a strict project management process to achieve project outcomes (known as 
behavior-oriented) and emphasizing project delivery to expectations (known as outcome-
oriented). 
  When applied to megaprojects, the management process so far has been restricted 
to the ‘iron triangle’ performance criteria (Thiry, 2002; Weaver, 2007) leading to a static 
understanding of megaproject governance (Sanderson, 2013). As a result, most megaproject 
management is performed under a temporary organization (Lundin and Söderholm, 1995). 
Temporary organization refers to a set of organized stakeholders working on a complex 
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task together over a restricted period of time (Bakker, 2010). It usually has a pre-agreed 
point in the future known by the stakeholders about when and under what conditions 
the project needs to be delivered (Winch, 2014). At the same time, however, projects are 
usually expected to deliver economic growth that work indirectly over a longer period, 
generally more than five years, in which the uncertainty and complexity of future events 
hampers timely delivery of economic ambitions. Thus, whereas successful management 
processes are limited to the short-term ‘iron triangle’ criteria, the ambitions are usually set 
for a longer period. This dilemma causes multiple project management difficulties.
  First, it is difficult for temporary organizations to learn, manage and adapt to a specific 
project governance regime and context (Miller and Hobbs, 2005). Thus, the organization 
cannot maximize their potential to deal with the complexity and uncertainty that evolves 
over time (Kardes et al., 2013). In this sense, innovations in megaproject development 
might be hampered by the temporary nature of megaproject management, since such 
innovations usually involve different organizations, actors, and industries (Chen et al., 
2018). With such unusual diffusion of hierarchy, order and control are problematic for 
temporary organizations. This mostly results in less mutual trust (Van Marrewijk et al., 2016).
Second, the long term ambition of megaprojects questions the sustainability of and coping 
mechanisms for external influences outside the megaproject temporary organization 
(Söderlund et al., 2017). The temporary organization usually has a blind spot for the external 
issues and context in which the project is enacted (Muller, 2017). In this, a conventional 
project cycle tends to exclude the indirect effects of the megaproject which can 
significantly influence the perception of the project’s success (Eduardo Yamaki Sato and 
de Freitas Chagas, 2014). This results in weakening the project’s mutual embeddedness 
in the wider socio-economic context (Winch, 2014; Bakker, 2010). This context includes the 
environment surrounding the project, the affected group of people, the power struggles, 
and the wider socio-economic impacts that could be stimulated or damaged (Chapman, 
2016; Van den Ende and Van Marrewijk, 2015).

7.3 PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT AS A MEGAPROJECT 
GOVERNANCE APPROACH

To deal with the problem above, the literature on programme management argues that 
a programme management approach offers an external instrument to solve the internal 
megaproject problems. Programme management has emerged from the strengths 
and shortcomings of project management (Pellegrinelli, 1997). Ferns (1991) defines a 
programme as a set of projects which are managed and coordinated to gain benefits that 
would be impossible when managed independently. Almost all definitions of programme 
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management show common attributes of planning, selection, and overall management of 
a project’s portfolio to complete the business objectives (Shehu and Akintoye, 2010).
  From the definitions above, there are two elements worth further examining: project 
coordination and added benefits. These elements are supposed to create a synergy 
that will provide greater benefits than single project management would (Thiry, 2002). In 
addition to these two elements, a third element is highlighted by Pellegrinelli (2011), stating 
that a programme is an organizational construct resulting from sense-making and political 
processes and is often associated with a vision that is shaped by on-going interaction 
and negotiation among related stakeholders. These three elements of megaproject 
governance will be explored in the following sub-sections

7.3.1 Coordination
The first element, project coordination, offers a framework to manage several projects 
with the same vision or strategic goals and to debottleneck the complexity at the project 
level. There are three approaches or models developed by Gray (1997) that are used to 
put a set of projects into a programme: loose, open, or strong. The difference between 
each approach is the level of coordination and control,. Here, programme management 
is seen as the coordinated support, prioritization, planning, and monitoring of projects to 
meet dynamic business needs (Ferns, 1991). Furthermore, programme management, as a 
normative concept, might play an important role to respond to technical, social, financial, 
political, and legitimacy complexities found at the project level (Busscher et al., 2015). In 
so doing, there is a need for a balance between relating project goals and combining 
the sharing of skill sets (Muller, 2017). First, it can be done by sharing the same tools 
and procedures, which would reduce the time spent on adaptive learning processes 
and on understanding both strategic and performance goals (Ferns, 1991). It is expected 
that programme management would stimulate various ways of thought and actions, like 
taking change into account, encouraging inclusion, and creating iteration and repetition 
with necessary adjustments (Pellegrinelli, 2011). Second, one of the key components of 
programme management is the efficient and effective management of resources at the 
project level across the programme organization (Thiry, 2004).

7.3.2 Interaction
The interaction element of programme management is concerned with the stakeholders’ 
interplay; not only between primary stakeholders but also between primary and secondary 
stakeholders. Basically, primary stakeholders are groups of people or institutions with a 
prominent (mostly: contractual) role in the project (Clarkson, 1995; Aaltonen and Kujala, 2010). 
Secondary stakeholders are associated with groups of people or institutions who influence 
and get influenced by the project, but are only indirectly involved in the project, without a 
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legal contractual affiliation (Eesley and Lenox in Aaltonen and Kujala, 2010; Clarkson, 1995). 
The element of interaction considers that over time, many stakeholders are involved in the 
development because of the long-term and indirect nature of megaproject impacts.
  Interaction between these stakeholders is catered in programme management in 
three ways. First, the approach is sensitive to the context in which the stakeholders play in 
terms of (1) the relationship between stakeholders’ functions, (2) programme integrity, and 
(3) acknowledgement of ambiguity and uncertainty (Pellegrinelli et al., 2007). Second, the 
approach has the adaptability towards any changing environment and the consideration 
of power dynamics (Lycett et al., 2004). In the case of the megaprojects, adaptive capacity 
is considered beneficial and might lead to more relevant and cost-efficient projects 
along with faster planning and decision-making processes (Giezen et al., 2015). Third, as 
an external instrument, the approach enables proper information flows to balance the 
negotiation process between internal versus external stakeholders. Traditionally, the main 
concern of the internal stakeholders is ‘project management deployment’. Meanwhile, the 
primary focus of the external stakeholders is the ‘value from project outcome’ (Oliomogbe 
and Smith, 2013). In this case, the trade-offs must be made based on a willingness to 
sacrifice one element of the value equation to gain another (Thiry, 2004). It signifies a 
negotiated picture of reality between interdependent actors both top-down or bottom-up 
that is unpredictable and context-dependent (Klijn and Snellen, 2009). It also provides 
enough time to recognize all the related issues and to confirm a shared definition of 
expectations and needs (Thiry, 2004).

7.3.3 Additional benefits
Traditional project management has largely failed to prove its ability to deliver strategic goals 
(Thiry, 2004). Meanwhile, programme management is supposed to have an added value of 
delivering these goals, including (1) achieving the strategic goals, (2) saving the direct costs 
effectively and allowing the team members to change between projects without spending 
extra time to learn new tools or procedures, and (3) reducing risk by increasing awareness that 
the projects are coordinated and controlled (Ferns,1991; Thiry, 2002). This can be achieved 
by acknowledging the actors’ growing realization of (1) the programme’s scope delivery, (2) 
the programme’s wider organizational impact, (3) the achievement of high-level programme 
outcomes, and (4) the strategic capabilities development (Partington et al.,2005).

7.4 RESEARCH APPROACH AND METHODS

The main characteristics of programme management as described above are 
operationalized into an evaluation scheme (Table 7.1). Each column defines how the 
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elements of programme management are expected to tackle the internal issues of a 
project management approach, particularly its temporary organization and its long-term 
context-dependency. 
  First, by managing projects with the same strategic goals and sharing tools, knowledge, 
and expertise, the project management teams can cut down the time needed for learning 
and adapting processes. This also enriches the leadership and team competency as well 
as collectively sets up the organization’s strategy (i.e Fern, 1991; Partington et al., 2005). 
Second, adaptability to the changing environment and power dynamics, and awareness to 
the context as well as proper information flow, lead to more relevant and cheaper projects 
with faster planning and decision making (i.e Giezen et al., 2015). They also embrace 
the interrelated entities involved in evaluating the wider socio-economic impacts (i.e. 
Partington et al., 2005 and Winch, 2017). Lastly, the realization of the long-term and wider 
indirect benefits enables strategic long-term management rather than just the tactical 
short-term view of project management to achieve the additional benefits of the projects 
(i.e. Thiry, 2004).

Table 7.1. Evaluation scheme of programme management characteristics
Elements of programme management

Coordination Interaction Additional benefits

Problems in 
traditional 
project 
management

Temporary 
organization

Managing projects with the 
same strategic goals

Adaptability to the 
changing environment and 
power dynamics

Realizing long-term 
indirect benefits

Long-term 
context-
dependency

Sharing tools, knowledge, 
and expertise

More context awareness.
Proper information inside-
out

Realizing wider indirect 
benefits

Next, this framework will be illustrated with a case study. We used a case study methodology 
to explore how a programme management approach is employed in the context of the 
Acceleration Programme in Indonesia.
  First, an evaluation of related policy documents was performed. We focused on policy 
documents related to the endorsement of priority and strategic megaprojects amended 
by the law and regulation14. The idea was to gather an understanding of the programme’s 

14  Data description: 
President Regulation number 75 the year 2014
The Coordinator Minister of Economic Affairs Decree number 127 the year 2015
The Coordinator Minister of Economic Affairs Regulation number 12 the year 2015
President Regulation number 122 the year 2016
President Instruction number 1 the year 2016
President Regulation number 3 the year 2016
President Regulation number 58 the year 2017
The Coordinator Minister of Economic Affairs Regulation number 5 the year 2017
President Regulation number 56 the year 2018
President Regulation number 35 the year 2018
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context, looking at the acceleration of priority infrastructure delivery in Indonesia as a 
matter of public policy and national law, as well as a guide to promote a set of megaprojects 
under a strategic programme.
  Second, we gathered valuable official information15 from the website of the Committee 
for Acceleration of Priority Infrastructure Delivery (http://kppip.go.id). The purpose was to 
identify the elements of Table 1 in the secondary documents and how these elements 
interact with the problems of temporary organization and the long-term context-dependent 
nature of megaproject practices.
  Third, to confront the secondary data, we performed in-depth interviews with related 
key stakeholders at both the strategic and project level. We adopt the actor-centred 
institutionalist approach (see Scharpf, 2018) in seeking the explanation of the development 
policies from the intentional actions of interrelated stakeholders. This is because their 
actions are shaped by their institutional settings (van Waarden and van Kersbergen, 2009). 
This makes their actions bound to their institutional setting. Therefore, we also interviewed 
experts in academia related to this topic (Table 7.2) to have the perspective outside this 
institutional boundary. 
  The informants were selected through snowball sampling. To collect the empirical 
data, we developed an interview protocol, and the questions were derived from the 
analytical framework (Table 1). The findings from these three types of data collection were 
processed and elaborated. The results of the analyses are presented in the next section.

Table 12. List of interviewees
Code The Institutions

Strategic Level
S01 The Deputy Director of Public Works, The Ministry of Home Affairs
S02 The Director of Regional Government Affairs Synchronization, The Ministry of Home Affairs
S03 Fiscal Policy Board, the Ministry of Economic Affairs

Project Level
P01 Waste to Energy Project Management team, Local Government (hereafter WTE Project Management team)
P02 National Capital Integrated Coastal Development Phase A Project Management team, The Ministry of 

Public Works (hereafter NCICD Project management team)
Expert View

E01 Research and Development Body, The Ministry of Public Works/University of Parahyangan Bandung
E02 Former Consultant of The Ministry of Public Works

Doctoral Researcher, School of Geography and the Environment, Oxford

15  The description of priority and national strategic projects
Publications
The media highlights
Press releases
Opinion
Graphics information
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7.5 PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT IN PRACTICE: THE 
ACCELERATION OF PRIORITY INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY 
IN INDONESIA

In Indonesian planning practice, infrastructure provision is expected to deliver economic 
growth. For instance, Kwon (2000) investigated the link between poverty reduction and 
infrastructure development using provincial level panel data covering 1976-1996. The study 
showed how road development, specifically, plays a significant role in market utilization by 
indirectly influencing product and labor markets to reduce poverty. However, history also 
shows how the country has dealt with infrastructure deficiencies. Contributing factors are: 
(1) the 1997-1998 economic crisis, (2) limited funding at the local levels, (3) inadequate 
regulatory and institutional frameworks and (4) overlapping responsibilities between 
different levels of government (Kusharjanto and Kim, 2011). As a response, in 2011, The 
Masterplan for Acceleration and Expansion of Indonesia’s Economic Development (MP3EI) 
was unveiled with the initial goal of economic growth up to 7.5% through the provision of 
a considerable number of mega infrastructure projects. Later, in 2014, this plan was no 
longer used, but the same vision was transferred into the Mid-Term National Development 
Plan (2015-2019). The plan was launched with the spirit of increasing the development 
of transport and energy-related mega infrastructures to achieve 6-8% economic growth. 
This plan was then narrowed down into the development of 227 large-scale infrastructure 
projects (known as the National Strategic Project, PSN). The projects are divided into 17 
different sectors with a total investment of approximately 4.100 trillion IDR (284 billion 
USD)16. The target is to develop 1.000 km-length tollways, 2.650 km-length local roads, 
1.099 km-length inter-cities trains, 2.159 km-length local city trains, 24 seaports, 15 airports, 
33 dams, 30 hydroelectric power plants, and oil refineries with 2 x 300.000 barrel capacity 
(KPPIP, 2018). In the following, this programme approach will be evaluated by the criteria of 
coordination, interaction, and additional benefits (Table 7.1).

7.5.1 Coordination
Managing projects with the same strategic goals
The Committee for Acceleration of Priority Infrastructure Delivery (hereafter: KPPIP) was 
established as a Project Management Office (PMO)17. It is an ad-hoc coordination unit with 
legitimacy to work across ministries and related institutions to enable and facilitate the 
Project Owner in implementing each of the projects. The idea was to debottleneck the issue 
of overlapped responsibility and communication between institutions and government 
layers and solve the issue of conflicting interests in promoting and implementing the 

16  https://kppip.go.id/siaran-pers/hasil-evaluasi-psn-222-proyek-dan-3-program/
17  https://kppip.go.id/berita/kppip-empowering-the-coordination-of-infrastructure-delivery/
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mega-infrastructure provisions. Later, KPPIP selected 37 priority infrastructure projects 
(Figure 2) out of the total 227 PSNs to be prioritized on the development agenda with a 
total investment of approximately 2.490 trillion IDR (173 billion USD)18. Based on a President 
Regulation, the term ‘priority infrastructure’ refers to infrastructures that have significant 
impacts on the economy, both at the national and local scale. It is then the responsibility of 
KPPIP to prepare the quality standards for the pre-feasibility study, a list of priority projects, 
funding sources and schemes, action plans, and binding service level agreements.

Figure 7.1. The location of 37 priority projects

Source: (KPPIP, 2018) https://kppip.go.id/en/priority-projects

Sharing tools, knowledge, and expertise
Based on the article19 on the KPPIP website, there are three development processes 
that will benefit from the programme. They are: (1) the preparation processes in which 
ex-ante studies have been done, (2) the land acquisition processes, and (3) the financing 
processes In line with this, one of the interviewed project management teams revealed 
that the existence of KPPIP facilitates sharing tools and procedures. KPPIP assists the 
development of procurement documents required based on President Regulation number 
35 in the year 2018 (namely permits, feasibility studies, and other requirements to deliver 
the project). Further, KPPIP also assists the project management team to solve the lack of 
funding availability, as was outlined in the interview with the Ministry of Home Affairs:

“ … in the previous priority projects (development), the funding only relied on 
the state budget. Meanwhile, the (present) committee is more into seeking the 
alternative or solution for the funding issues to develop priority projects (such as) 
with the public-private partnership scheme” S02 

In doing so, KPPIP (2018) shows the use of end-to-end regulations and supports to attract 

18  https://kppip.go.id/berita/pemerintah-tambah-proyek-prioritas-jadi-37/
19  https://kppip.go.id/opini/tantangan-pembangunan-infrastruktur-indonesia/ 
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investors for Public-Private Partnerships along with fiscal, institutional, and regulatory 
reforms. These strategies could be considered a success because it effectively reduces 
the percentage of funding issues in the provision of national strategic projects (PSNs) from 
19% in December 2017 to only 8% in 2018 (KPPIP, 2018). Also, from the interviews with 
the team of the WTE project and the Ministry of Home Affairs it was revealed that these 
strategies are effective in solving the lack of funding on the local government budget. 
The committee helps the less capable actors to regain powerful means of developing the 
projects by sharing procedures and tools in terms of available funding supported by the 
National Government and private investments.
  Furthermore, the programme is also perceived useful for enabling the learning 
processes by the project management team. The interviews revealed that the coordination 
meetings held by the KPPIP have been efficacious in sharing knowledge between WTE 
project management teams in twelve different cities. The meetings are perceived as an 
opportunity to gain tacit knowledge from other counterparts regarding their experiences, 
progress, funding mechanisms, problems, and solutions and to gather technical and non-
technical assistance from the central government through KPPIP.

7.5.2 Interaction 
The KPPIP’s members consist of the Coordinating Minister for Economic Affairs, the 
Coordinating Minister for Maritime Affairs, the Minister of Finance, the Minister of National 
Development Planning, the Minister of Agrarian and Spatial Planning, and the Minister of 
Environment and Forestry. Based on the interview with the Ministry of Home Affairs, the 
involvement of the related ministries contributes to answering the needs at the project 
level. Under the coordination of KPPIP, the preparation, monitoring, and debottlenecking 
of the problems are governed to determine and implement appropriate strategies and 
policies for the infrastructure provision.

Paying attention to the context
KPPIP shows a context-sensitive approach for each priority project, including the wider 
socio-economic context and direct or indirect impacts. The practical efforts include the 
anticipation of the projects’ scope and effects needed for impact assessment to be 
more than a normative ‘checklist’ requirement with a reliable project-cycle. Thus, related 
sectors are well-prepared to meet the legal requirements and consistency regarding 
cost and time delivery. Further, based on interviews, the existence of KPPIP enables the 
sharing of expertise and methods to counter technical difficulties in planning and project 
implementation, particularly with consensus building and the low quality of project studies 
and documents. In performing these tasks, KPPIP involves working teams across the 
projects. Whereas the working teams consist of sectoral and inter-sectoral teams, the 
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implementation teams mainly function in collective decision-making. The implementation 
team of KPPIP is supported by a project management office that consists of senior experts 
and professionals in related fields. The teams are perceived as problem solvers and 
advisors to build capacity with related authorities and to improve supporting regulations. 

Adaptability to changing environments and power dynamics 
Concerning the changing environment and power dynamics, accelerating the 
infrastructure provision has been high on the agenda since 2011 through the enactment 
of the MP3EI plan (Coordinator Ministry of Economic Affairs, 2017). Since then, the central 
government has reinvented institutional structures to deliver on this ambition. According 
to the interviews, these institutional changes happened when the previous committee, 
the Committee for Acceleration Policy of Infrastructure Delivery (KKPPI), was perceived 
as inadequate to encourage the project’s development as a decision-making authority, 
especially concerning the inability to bring together the related actors. The committee 
failed to achieve consensus regarding decision-making, monitoring, and problem solving 
processes. Furthermore, the involvement of the committee was considered too late to 
anticipate potential impacts on the dynamics of the projects’ implementation. Also, the full-
time involvement of experts was absent in previous practices.
  The KKPPI committee was revitalized in 2014 into the current KPPIP. In the beginning, 
KPPIP only consisted of the Coordinating Minister of Economic Affairs as the head of the 
organization and the Minister of Finance, the Minister of National Development Planning, 
as well as the Head of National Land Authority as the committee members. However, the 
changing structure of the ruling cabinet in October 2014 has forced the involvement of 
the Coordinating Minister for Maritime Affairs and the Minister of the Environment and 
Forestry in the KPPIP. This process of institutional changes and layering is considered to 
be effective to search for the suitable interaction inside the central power between the 
primary stakeholders because of the involvement of the central actors who are directly 
involved in the technical implementation.

Proper information feed
The coordination meetings held by KPPIP are not only effective to discuss lessons learned, 
but also constitute a proper information feed between interrelated stakeholders at various 
levels. Thus, the primary actors are informed about the development progress, problems, and 
challenges from below. However, so far, all the respondents mainly perceive the existence 
of the KPPIP as a useful ad hoc coordinating organization, but in practice the implementation 
faces difficulties. This is illustrated by the interviews both at the project level and strategic level 
that confirm that the management team cannot face challenges during the implementation 
alone. Therefore, they admit that involving interrelated actors, gathering various perspectives 
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to build consensus, and developing integrated policies can be a solution. 

7.5.3 Additional benefits
Based on the interview, the priority projects are perceived as an action to generate the 
strategic ambition of 6-8% annual economic growth by directing the project’s development 
as stimuli for economic growth such as pro-growth fiscal policies, employment opportunities, 
and poverty alleviation. In addition, according to the interviews with the Ministry of Home 
Affairs, and with the WTE project management team the programme is perceived as an 
answer to development challenges, especially at the local level. Here it was emphasized 
that ideally, the programme might overcome the lack of funding at the local level for such 
a megaproject to achieve broader economic impacts.

Table 7.3. Summary of elements of programme management found in the case study
Elements of programme management

Coordination Interaction Additional benefits

Pr
ob

le
m

s 
in

 m
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ct

 m
an

ag
em

en
t

Temporary 
Organization

Managing projects with the 
same strategic goals

Adaptability to the changing 
environment and power 
dynamics

Realizing long-term indirect 
benefits

Empirical evidence 37 Priority Infrastructure 
Projects are governed under 
the ad-hoc coordinating 
committee, KPPIP to achieve 
6-8% economic growth 
written on the Mid-term 
National Development Plan

The institutional change 
and layering of KPPIP is 
problematic

The programme is 
expected to support the 
stimuli for economic growth 
(i.e. pro-growth fiscal policy, 
employment opportunity, 
and poverty alleviation)

Long term Context 
dependency

Sharing tools, knowledge, 
and expertise

More context awareness.
Proper information inside-out

Realizing the wider indirect 
benefits

Empirical evidence 1. Financial, institutional 
and regulatory reform 
to address funding 
issues (i.e. inviting more 
investments such as PPP 
scheme). 

2. The coordination meeting 
held by KPPIP enables 
the learning processes of 
the project management 
team

1. Improving the impact 
assessment quality to be 
more than a normative 
‘checklist’ requirement 
and designing a reliable 
project-cycle in which 
the related sectors are 
well-prepared to meet the 
legal requirements and 
the consistency in terms 
of cost and time delivery 

2. KPPIP involves the 
implementation team and 
the working team that 
work across projects

3. The coordination meeting 
held by KPPIP enables 
information sharing 
among stakeholders. 

The programme is 
perceived as an answer 
to the development 
challenges, especially at 
the local level
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7.6 A CRITICAL EVALUATION OF INDONESIAN PROGRAMME 
MANAGEMENT

In evaluating the elements in Table 7.1, we found that the interviewees implicitly emphasized 
the elements of interaction and additional benefits to be problematic and even being a 
hindrance to the process of achieving the goals. There are two major problems, namely: 
(1) an ego-sectoral attitude due to the power dynamics and (2) unfamiliarity towards Public-
Private Partnerships as a potential funding scheme and local benefits. 

Ego-sectoral attitude and power dynamics
First, as highlighted by an informant from the Ministry of Home Affairs, the ambition to 
accelerate development within a limited time span creates an egocentric attitude from the 
individual actors involved. Most of the other informants agreed with this. The issues range 
from troublesome coordination between stakeholders to mismatched designs between 
technical bodies:

“Although there are supposed to be many stakeholders involved, it seems like there 
is unbalanced coordinating between them. Often, there is only the Coordinating 
Ministry of Maritime and KPPIP leading the meetings. Even the leading actor, the 
Coordinating Ministry of Economic Affairs, often was not present when I attended 
the meetings. This also happens to the Ministry of Home Affairs, and this condition 
imposes a problem to us due to the fact that local governments have a hierarchical 
responsibility to the Ministry of Home Affairs regarding policy, legal standings and 
regulations” P01

Based on the interview with an expert from the Ministry of Public Works, it seems that 
the problem of egocentrism has been historically embedded in the Indonesian planning 
culture:

“Egocentrism is really dominant in our culture. So if we talked about PPP in Indonesia, 
coordination becomes one of the hardest things to do. Technical Ministries maybe 
have their own interests, so do local governments, Ministry of Finance, Ministry 
of National Development Planning. Therefore, how to synchronize (their interests) 
becomes a big problem” E01

 
Based on this, we presume that the egocentric attitudes exist mainly due to the power 
dynamics among actors and the actors’ strategic behavior to optimize their own (institutional) 
interests. Each sector expresses its own importance in terms of responsibility and expertise. 
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The implications are twofold. First, the planning and decision-making processes can be 
delayed due to the prolonged conflict of interests between actors. This implies that the 
implementation of programme management does not live up to the promise to reduce 
the complexity at the project level and speed up project delivery. Second, the weakest 
party will be the most-disadvantaged actors because they do not have sufficient power 
to improve the situation. This might result in less inclusive planning and development 
practices that over time can lead to political complexity at the project level and to legal 
complexity in terms of regulation and bureaucracy.
  Also, an article on the KPPIP official website reveals that the regulatory and 
bureaucratic frameworks seem to be an emerging complexity in Indonesian development 
practice20. When programme management aims to shortcut bureaucratic processes, the 
related actors might be shocked by such sudden changes. According to the literature, such 
complex and unmanageable situations might result in inflexibility, bureaucratic overheads 
of reporting necessities, and in extreme cases it might transform programme management 
into a reporting mechanism (Lycet et al., 2004). This also rings true in our case, as is 
illustrated by the experiences of the informant from the NCICD Project Management team:

“So in fact, (the position of) KPPIP is more neutral. So their role is only looking for an 
update. There is no active role, yet. Now, we (the project management team) solve 
our own difficulties, and we have our own special dedicated-work unit: the NCICD 
work unit under the Ministry of Public Works. So we work on solutions on social or 
environmental problems.” P02

In this case, KPPIP has not yet optimized their existence in aligning the projects to the 
programme and mainly seems to end up as a monitoring body. However, this case is 
exceptional and understandable due to the project’s complexity and political controversy. 
The project has been on the national agenda longer than the programme. The timeline 
started in 2007 when the project was promoted as Jakarta Defence Strategy (JCDS), and 
since then the project evolved into the NCICD with the technical and political dynamics, 
such as major floodings and land subsidence issues and new governmental administrations 
in charge (Octavianti and Charles, 2018).

7.6.1 Unfamiliarity with PPP funding schemes and local benefits
Second, the problem with interaction also appeared when implementing public-private 
partnerships (PPP). Based on the interview with the Fiscal Policy Agency, KPPIP is 
perceived as a risk-management instrument to create an investor-friendly environment. 

20  https://kppip.go.id/berita/kppip-empowering-the-coordination-of-infrastructure-delivery/
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Therefore, the central government has put corrective measures in place in terms of 
institutional, regulatory, and fiscal aspects (KPPIP, 2018). Based on the interview with the 
WTE project management team, the KPPIP can discern business cases strategically to fit in 
each individual project, realizing that every priority project is unique even within the same 
juridical setting.
  However, the expert from the Ministry of Public Works revealed three main problems 
persist; namely actors’ coordination, actors’ commitment, and actors’ capacity. These 
problems influence the hardship of consensus building among actors. Among the three 
problems, the lack of capacity at both higher and lower institutional levels has been a 
limitation in foreseeing the long-term ambitions of the acceleration programme. This is 
highlighted in multiple interviews:

“Not all the project managers are competent actors to make a partnership with 
private parties, not all. Even, if I might say, even in some cases, the private sectors 
are also not competent. But here, our public sector’s capacity is very problematic. 
Very problematic and challenging. For example, we have numerous projects on 
the agenda to offer to the private party, but among those projects, only a limited 
number attract the private’s interests. Mainly this is because of the bad preparation 
stage.” E01

“(This project) has never been implemented before. The waste characteristic and 
the financial capacity are the biggest challenges. Is the local government able to 
fund the project operation processes?” P01

“Speaking about the project itself, the City Major himself just wants the waste to 
be eliminated. Regarding generating energy, it is just a side effect, a side benefit. 
Additional. But, from the last coordination meeting, the additional generated- 
energy output was highly emphasized. This is … how could I say this… quite 
challenging.” P01

The interviews show that the local level still does not understand the long-term benefits 
of shifting a single project to be a part of the acceleration programme. The consequence 
is clear: an implementation or practice of programme management with a lack of benefit 
awareness at the local level tends to have unnecessary complications (Shehu and 
Akintonye, 2009).
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7.7 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION: 
SCALING UP TO SPEED UP?

In a nutshell, we found that our empirical findings have accepted the ‘promises’ of 
programme management in terms of constructing a strategic vision (i.e. Pellegrinelli, 2011) 
and in dealing with various complexities at the project level (i.e. Busscher et al., 2015). 
By doing so, the problem of temporary organization and the context-dependency nature 
of conventional megaproject management approach can be potentially solved. On the 
other hand, the actual implementation has not always lived up to these promises. In our 
findings, the problems mainly relate to the inability of the stakeholders to create effective 
and efficient interactions, especially when the programme is hit by power dynamics 
and unfamiliar funding schemes (such as Public-Private-Partnerships). This implies two 
sides of programme management, especially in how the popularity of the shift from 
‘projectification’ to ‘programmification’ is apparently not always followed by a consequent 
shift of stakeholders’ attitudes and behaviors at the project level. This condition leads to 
three problems.
  First, the problem of stakeholders’ attitudes is also highlighted by Shehu and 
Akintonye (2010). Like in our findings, in which the egocentric attitudes from related actors 
slows down the implementation process, Shehu and Akintonye (2010) found that a lack 
of management maturity and stakeholders’ attitudes constituted eminent challenges in 
programme implementation. This contradicts the conclusions of Busscher et.al (2015) 
that programmes tend to enable stable context of the project and guarantee the right 
preconditions for successful planning processes. Second, like other cases of megaproject 
development in developing countries, human development, and managerial as well as 
political dynamics have hindered development (Othman and Ahmed, 2013). Third, another 
problem is related to the immature implementation of Public-Private-Partnership on 
Indonesian megaproject planning practices, especially regarding the lack of coordination, 
commitment, and capacity. This is in line with what Elonen and Artto (2003) have highlighted 
regarding a constant lack of resources, commitment to the project, and competencies to 
manage a project. The inadequate competencies are also evident in our case study like in 
other cases in developing countries (cf. Othman and Ahmed, 2013).
  These problems imply that the strategy to speed up management processes at 
the project level by scaling up to the programme management approach might fall into 
the same vicious cycle of megaproject ‘pathologies’; namely cost and time overrun, 
undelivered promised benefits, and public resistance (see Priemus, 2010). In this way, there 
is an urgency of balanced and shared power relations between primary stakeholders, 
aiming at harmonizing relations in the emerging hierarchy in megaproject governance to 
reduce ambiguities in roles and responsibilities (Marrewijk et al., 2016). Key factors in this 
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are seeking a different approach to programme management that is flexible, adaptable in 
a changing business environment, and focused on the effective management of related 
actors’ relationships (Lycet et al., 2004). Such an approach has to be followed by increasing 
actors’ capacity to changes in the organizational hierarchy. Following Pellegrinelli (2011), 
future research and innovations in programme management, especially regarding 
stakeholders’ interaction, are needed to combat the current shortcomings of a programme 
management approach in megaproject development practices.
  However, the hardest part of megaproject ‘pathologies’ to solve is the problem of 
public resistance. Previous research shows that the ambition of megaprojects is often at 
the expense of affected groups of people and these people are the weakest actors in 
developing a megaproject (i.e Delphine et al., 2019). Even after scaling up to programme 
management, some issues with primary stakeholders are still prominent and consequently 
the problem with the secondary stakeholders being far from the central power will always 
be evident. How can the primary stakeholders keep eyes open towards the effects on the 
society if their actions are still bounded by their institutional context (see van Waarden and 
van Kersbergen, 2009)? In other words, the problem outside the central power (such as 
public resistance) could hardly be solved without providing a stable environment inside 
the central power. 
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Conclusion: The Perceptual 
Reality of the Giant

213



Having unravelled people’s perceptions of megaproject development, it is time to reflect 
on the lessons learned concerning the handling of the ‘Giant’ in infrastructure provision. 
First, however, we revisit the conceptual framework used to address the main research 
question. After that, a brief summary of each chapter’s contributions to the theoretical 
debate is presented.

8.1 POSITIONING THE PERCEPTUAL REALITY OF 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROVISION IN TIME AND SPACE

This dissertation underlines the position of the Giant in infrastructure provision in the realm 
of the public debate, especially regarding its impacts on the involvement of affected groups 
of people as a secondary stakeholder. In this dissertation, the ‘Giant’ refers to megaprojects 
– much larger versions of normal infrastructure projects that are characterized by huge 
investments, long project durations and great ambitions to improve the economy, along 
with numerous stakeholders involved and significant impacts on both the economy and 
society (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003; Flyvbjerg, 2017; Oliomogbe and Smith, 2013). The debate 
centres on how the development of megaprojects has been ill-performed and disruptive 
to particular groups of people. This dissertation highlights how these particular groups of 
people perceive a megaproject in the wake of this debate. Context-wise, this dissertation 
focuses on the case of developing countries, which face persistent challenges concerning 
human development, engineering, management, politics and sustainability (Othman and 
Ahmed, 2013). Due to these challenges, megaprojects can be more disruptive in such 
countries. Under the shadow of its disruptive ability, it is interesting to look at how people 
outside the central power positions perceive such megaprojects.
  The main research question was: “How do people perceive megaprojects in relation 
to space and time, and to what extent can the incorporation of people’s perceptions 
into megaproject studies be an added value for megaproject practices in the context of 
developing countries?” The importance of time and space is reflected in the conceptual 
framework (Figure 8.1).
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Figure 8.1. Conceptual Framework

There are three important dimensions in the conceptual framework, namely time, space 
and people (people are divided into primary and secondary stakeholders). First, it takes a 
long time to implement a megaproject, and during this long period of time, the economic 
goal of megaprojects has a ripple effect, sparking other effects before inducing economic 
growth. Its effects evolve from temporary effects into permanent effects over time. Second, 
besides occurring over long periods of time, the economic ambitions driving megaprojects 
also evolve from direct into indirect impacts as distance from the project increases. Third, 
within the development process, both primary and secondary stakeholders often have 
various interests regarding the project that might influence the perceptual reality of a 
megaproject’s impacts and benefits.
  Based on the conceptual framework, five sub-research questions were addressed 
in the preceding chapters. The following subsections present the main findings of each 
chapter and position them in the megaproject theory and practices. 

8.1.1 Pitfalls of the Economic Assessment.
Chapter 2 started with a critical evaluation of the traditional approach of direct and 
indirect economic assessment based on a feasibility study in the early planning stage. The 
importance of this chapter is that it traced the plausible reasons why the people dimension 
has been so forgotten in megaproject development practice. The chapter explored how 
project promotors perceive megaprojects as a panacea for economic growth – a typical 
motive behind megaproject development in immature economies.
  The findings illustrate that there are two pitfalls that make direct or indirect economic 
assessment in the early planning stage problematic. The first is related to methodological 
drawbacks. Feasibility study as an appraisal tool has neglected the relevant primary 
data that meets the time and space relevancies of a megaproject’s economic benefits. 
The reason is that such data is either costly or hard to collect. Therefore, the predicted 
impacts often do not match the actual impacts. Also, feasibility studies often overlook 
data comparability. As a result, cross-learning is limited due to context variation of the 
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cases. The second pitfall concerns the theoretical downsides. Economic assessment 
based on feasibility studies has paid only narrow attention to the relationship between 
economic growth and megaproject investments. Most economic assessments are limited 
to a narrow focus on economic theories (Immers and Stada, 2004). Meanwhile, in practice, 
the economic impact is indirect in nature. Its ripple effect prompts other effects before 
influencing the economy over time and space. Over time, the impacts evolve from 
temporary into permanent impacts, and over space the impacts evolve from direct into 
indirect impacts. The evolutions occur as a chain reaction of effects and have a strategic 
influence within time and space. However, despite their importance, time and space 
variation are often neglected in assessment procedures. The chapter therefore concludes 
that the traditional approach of economic assessment fails to measure the fairness and 
equity of megaprojects’ impacts, due to both the theoretical and the methodological pitfalls 
mentioned above. Looking at this conclusion more broadly, there are two reflections worth 
mentioning. First, despite the pitfalls, the traditional approach of economic assessment 
remains popular among policymakers, mainly because the approach has an added value 
in assessing the alternatives to a certain megaproject development. Second, however, the 
critical evaluation clearly shows the overlooked social agenda in this traditional approach. 
The common practice of impact assessment fails to incorporate the time and space 
dimensions when predicting the future impacts on society. It is dominated by the primary 
stakeholders’ point of view and by quantified models, and to a far lesser extent by society 
at large, that is, the secondary stakeholders. As a consequence, ”Actors’ farsightedness” 
(Sanderson, 2012) and “Design by Deception” (Flyvbjerg, 2005) are common in practice.
  Based on these reflections, this dissertation argues that there must be a way to avoid 
these pitfalls and to provide more room for the social agenda in megaproject assessments. 
This dissertation explored the perceptual reality of megaproject development as a follow-
up to the pitfalls of the traditional approach of economic assessment with regard to the 
interrelated time and space dimension of megaproject development. This exploration is 
provided in the following subsections.

8.1.2 Direct Impacts of Megaproject Development in The Eye of Local Communities
Chapter 3 identified which groups of people were the most affected by a megaproject 
and positioned them in the debate on the impacts of megaprojects. It contributes to the 
lack of a definitive concept of ‘community’ in the stakeholder management literature, as 
is underlined by Di Maddaloni and Davis (2017), especially with regard to managing a 
megaproject. The time relevancies of the construction stages and the space relevancies 
of the adjacent area were explored through the lens of people as the secondary 
stakeholders in the case of port–city developments in the Jakarta area. The findings show 
a classic struggle between large-scale and small-scale economic activities by the port and 
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by the local communities. The findings also show how in the construction stage people 
experienced direct negative impacts caused by the project. The communities of place and 
interest (Thomsen et al., 2009) were identified as the weakest actors in the arena. The new 
megaproject development in their area has displaced their livelihoods and polluted their 
environment. This confirms the displacing impacts of megaproject highlighted by Gellert 
and Lynch (2003).
  The chapter showed how the construction stage becomes a crucial time in which 
people’s fears and anxieties about the negative externalities of a megaproject come into 
being. They were afraid that their houses would be displaced in the future due to the 
ripple effects of megaprojects, which generate other developments in the area. Although 
the negative impacts are evident, the development process lacks a tailor-made mitigation 
strategy to induce inclusive development for both types of communities. As a result, the 
communities of place and interest in the area question their future livelihoods, which 
depend very much on the surrounding area of the megaproject, in this case the port area. 
  This conclusion supports the findings presented earlier that the assessment of the 
appraisal processes does not pay attention to the social agenda or analyse whether there 
is an equal distribution of positive effects. Both the community of interest and that of place 
have been negatively affected, and they do not get sufficient information about future 
developments or how they can benefit from the project. Even worse, they were excluded 
from the direct positive benefits, such as job opportunities in the construction process. 
This confirms the work by Witte et al. (2017), which states that the proximity of port facilities 
to a local labour force does not guarantee growth benefits for the local laborers.
  In the broader theoretical debate, these findings can be used as a starting point for 
bridging the gap between pro-growth and pro-poor argued by Sutherland et al. (2015), 
by mapping which of the weakest actors should be taken into account earlier. It also 
contributes to the work by Huang et al. (2011), who developed a framework to prevent 
the negative implications of megaproject development in the pursuit of economic growth. 
Further, in terms of social relevance, the findings provide a stepping stone to acknowledge 
the importance of people as an important dimension of megaproject development. By 
mapping the affected groups of people and their perceptual reality of certain megaprojects 
in the assessment phase, policymakers can include the social agenda in the development 
processes by raising awareness of the disruptive nature of megaprojects and preparing 
tailor-made mitigation strategies for the directly affected people. 

8.1.3 In Search of Perceptual Reality of Megaprojects: the Perception-Making Process 
Chapter 4 provided a conceptual framework for understanding people’s perception-
making processes in the context of megaproject development, in this case of a bridge. The 
framework adapted a classic psychology contribution titled ‘Toward a general theory of 
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perception’ by Werner and Wapner (1952) and argued that perceptions are made through 
a constant process of finding a balance between the positive and negative impacts of a 
project. In this chapter, the time relevancies were explored in the usage stage, while the 
space relevancies were discovered through closer and further distance.
  The findings confirm the time and space relevancies of megaproject impacts as 
previously explained. It is argued that people’s perceptions depend on how the impacts of 
a megaproject influence their daily lives over time and space. Later, the perception might 
change following the evolution of impact over time and space. In addition to being affected 
by the impacts, the perception is also influenced by the context-specific features in which 
megaprojects are enacted (such as information feed, mitigation strategy and the approach 
used by related agencies).
  The findings show that people in the area adjacent to the bridge were negative 
about the project during the construction stage due to direct externalities caused by the 
construction works. They also experienced a loss of livelihood and hindrances from land 
acquisition. These facts confirm the findings of chapter 3, which underline the disruptive 
nature of megaprojects for people in the vicinity. However, later in the usage stage, as 
a functional transport megaproject, the project received a more positive reaction from 
people. The findings clearly show the evolution of impacts and perceptions over time. 
Even though the negative perception was evident due to disruptive impacts during the 
construction stage, the actual benefits of reduced travel time, changed travel behaviour 
and increased accessibility of the remote area in the usage stage made a significant 
contribution to people’s positive perceptions. 
  In sum, the findings contribute in particular to extending the works of Friedmann (2000), 
Orueta and Fainstein (2008) and Vanclay (2016). By understanding the perception-making 
process, it is expected that social responsibility will do less harm to society and can be 
accommodated by policymakers in more inclusive impact assessments. The conceptual 
framework provided here exactly contributes to capturing the situation on the ground and 
that of those affected by megaproject investment, in relation to the debate on investment 
in megaprojects and the sustainability of such projects (Theurillat and Crevoiser, 2013). By 
doing so, the mitigation strategy for the affected group of people can be tailored to their 
needs, reality and daily lives, which are potentially affected by megaprojects. To arrive 
at a tailor-made mitigation strategy, however, there are several other relevant factors 
that contribute to people’s positive perceptions of megaproject and are worth further 
explanation. This is what was presented in chapter 5.

8.1.4 Immaterial Benefits Matter 
Chapter 5 investigated the factors underlying people’s perceptions. The findings confirm 
the framework of perception-making processes as highlighted previously. It is reflected in 
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the exploration in this chapter, which traces the megaproject’s history from the planning 
stage to the usage stage to emphasize the time relevancies that induced the dynamics of 
both positive and negative nuances created by the megaproject development. The results 
confirm the contested nature of megaproject development, which puts megaprojects at the 
centre of the debate on the positive and negative events and effects of the development 
throughout the project’s history, as previously underlined by Sutherland et al. (2015), De 
Bruijn and Leijten (2007), Strauch et al. (2015) and Shatkin (2014).
  However, the contested nature of megaprojects as presented here is considered 
unique. Despite the presence of NIMBYism due to megaproject externalities, people tend 
to overwhelmingly support the project as well. The positive responses came not only from 
people living further from the project, but also from people living right next it. It is exactly 
the opposite of the traditional illustration of the negative attitude of people living in the 
vicinity of a megaproject. Traditionally, there is a tendency for people in the vicinity to be 
less positive about a project due to the project’s externalities such as noise or air pollution. 
Surprisingly, this is not the case here.
  The factors behind this positive behaviour were further analysed using factor analysis. 
The output shows that the positive attitude was more a result of perceived immaterial 
benefits (such as pride, identity and attachment) than perceived material benefits (such 
as improvement in personal life quality, the emergence of new business and investors, or 
easy access to amenities). This particular finding stresses the importance of the human–
environment relationship, which is translated as the daily interaction between the built 
megaproject and the people in the adjacent area, which later increased the immaterial 
value of the project to the people. Pride, identity and attachment were derived from daily 
interaction between people and their space, which in this case has been enacted by a built 
megaproject over time. 
  This leads to a remarkable reflection on the use of megaprojects for city branding. 
As also underlined by previous research (Shatkin, 2008), megaprojects are particularly 
useful to impose a branding strategy. In Southeast Asian cities, this is a common urban 
development practice to induce economic growth. In the case presented here, the sense 
of area identity emerged spontaneously from the functional transport megaproject, which 
is useful for area branding. This implies the relevance of the space in which the built 
megaproject is located and interacts with people. However, does the planned branding 
strategy of megaprojects in particular spaces always end up a success? This issue was 
specifically covered in chapter 6. 

8.1.5 From Place-Making to Perception-Making 
Chapter 6 started with the acknowledgment of a megaproject’s ability to transform space 
into new place creation (Gellert and Lynch, 2003). In this chapter, new place creation 
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is expressed by the concept of planned versus organic placemaking (Lew, 2017) as an 
extended contribution to the relational place-making concept developed by Pierce et 
al. (2011). The concept is used to explore the megaproject’s space relevancies in the 
closer area and the megaproject’s time relevancies in the construction stage when the 
megaproject finally transforms space into place. 
  On the one hand, the planned place-making concept is reflected in the empirical 
evidence that policymakers tend to use megaprojects as a city branding strategy to 
compete in the global economy (cf. Simon, 2008; Orueta and Fainstein, 2008; Douglass, 
2000; 2010; Fainstein, 2008; Lehrer and Laidley, 2008; Olds, 1998; Shatkin, 2008). On the 
other hand, the organic place-making is shown through the fact that the community in the 
vicinity of the project has a unique local configuration (Collinge and Gibney, 2010) towards 
the place that is shown through their daily interaction with place, and their livelihoods that 
are highly dependent on place, as was confirmed earlier. These two spectrums illustrate 
the multi-dimensional meaning of place for people.
  The two spectrums of megaproject place-making also explain how contested 
megaprojects are. By exploring both the primary and the secondary stakeholders’ points of 
view, it was shown that creating a branding strategy that is embedded in the megaproject 
development requires sufficient consideration of organic place-making processes that are 
attached to the existing place. If not, the use of the megaproject as a branding strategy 
often overlaps with the local characteristics of the area, which include people’s culture, 
religion and identity attached organically to this particular place (Friedmann, 2010; 
Wu, 2000; Di Maddaloni and Davis, 2017). This results in conflicted images between 
policymaker’s branding strategies and human–environment interactions concerning the 
new place creation by megaprojects.
  Whereas chapter 5 portrayed a success story of branding elements of megaprojects 
resulting from organic place-making over time, chapter 6 illustrated the hesitations of local 
people regarding the planned branding strategy of megaproject development, due to a 
lack of information and a tailor-made mitigation strategy for the affected groups of people. 
The findings show that despite the importance of the people dimension in space, the 
organic place-making processes are largely forgotten in megaproject planning practices. 
The continuous interaction between the people and their natural and built environments is 
crucial in making sense of a megaproject’s ability to transform space into a new creation 
of place.
  So far, the exploration has been into how people perceive megaproject in relation 
to time and space. The findings imply that the existing project management practices 
have encountered shortcomings in accommodating long-term and broader impacts of 
megaprojects that harm people as secondary stakeholders. Up to this point, it is assumed 
that common practices of megaproject management have shortcomings in enhancing 
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shared-benefits and lessening the harm done to people. As a response, the literature on 
project management has highlighted programme management as a promising solution to 
counter the various uncertainties at the project level, which mostly exist due to the narrow 
focus of traditional project management (Busscher et al. 2015; Winch, 2014). The remaining 
question is how effective the solution of programme management is in actual practice 
(Shehu and Akintoye, 2010). This issue was explored in chapter7. 

8.1.6 Programme Management: An External Instrument for an Internal Problem? 
Chapter 7 started with the explanation of some drawbacks related to traditional project 
management practices, which were considered complex and complicated. Project 
management is usually run by a temporary organization (Lundin and Söderholm, 1995), 
with the “iron triangle” criteria (time, money and contract control) used as narrow 
measures of success (Weaver, 2007). Whereas the organization and success criteria 
of project management are limited to short-term achievements, the ultimate economic 
goals of megaprojects are achieved in the long run. As a result, managerial problems are 
often apparent (e.g. Miller and Hobbs, 2005; Kardes et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2018; Van 
Marrewijk et al., 2016; Söderlund et al., 2017; Muller 2017). Another consequence of project 
management is that the primary actors tend to suffer from ‘farsightedness’ about future 
events of megaproject development; thus, it is difficult for them to deal with the complex, 
context-dependent and indirect goals of megaprojects (Sanderson, 2012), as explained 
earlier. 
  To cope with this difficulty, chapter 7 evaluated the potential of programme 
management as an external instrument of megaproject governance to solve the internal 
problems of project management, as put forward by Pellegrinelli (1997; 2011) and Thiry 
(2002). The literature review showed that there are three elements of programme 
management that are considered effective to deal with the issue of temporary organization 
and context dependency of megaprojects. These are: project coordination, stakeholders’ 
continuous interaction and the acknowledgment of additional benefits outside the “iron 
triangle” criteria, such as strategic development goals. However, the successfulness of 
these elements is only partly evident in the empirical case studied here. The empirical 
findings gathered from the primary stakeholders’ point of view demonstrated that the shift 
from ‘projectification’ to ‘programmification’ is not entirely followed by the shift of primary 
stakeholders’ rationale and attitude from a ‘hierarchy’ to a ‘network’ system. It seems that 
the primary stakeholders still have a narrow focus on managing the project, including the 
impacts, even though the idea of programme management is able to capture the strategic 
narrative of megaproject’s impacts. The findings suggest that it is almost impossible 
to sufficiently involve the secondary stakeholders if the primary stakeholders still have 
conflicts in perceiving the indirect economic benefits.
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8.2 REFLECTING ON THE GIANT

This section discusses the answer to the main research question – “How do people 
perceive megaproject development in relation to space and time, and to what extent can 
the incorporation of people’s perceptions into megaproject studies be an added value 
for megaproject practices in the context of developing countries?” – by addressing three 
emerging issues: the contribution of incorporating people’s perceptions into megaproject 
practice (section 8.2.1), perception-making in relation to time and space (section 8.2.2) and 
implications for the developing country cases (section 8.2.3).

8.2.1 Subjectivity of Appraisal Tools In Capturing Megaproject Impacts 
Megaproject development is well known for the project promoters’ ambition to achieve 
economic growth. It is expected to influence cities’ competitive position in the global economy 
(Swyngedouw et al., 2002), implying an urban entrepreneurial strategy (Harvey, 1989) that 
involves an institutional entrepreneur’s style of managing the megaproject (Biesenthal et 
al., 2018). The idea is to develop an efficient infrastructure system on a mega-scale in order 
to achieve a well-functioning modern economy (Dean, 2015). However, this dissertation 
has shown that the relationship between megaproject investment and economic growth is 
complex and lies mostly within broader spatial jurisdictions. The implication of this complex 
relationship is the difficulty in achieving reliable impact projections in the early planning 
stage that later might result in practices that are characterized by other authors as “Actors’ 
farsightedness’ (Sanderson, 2012) and “Design by Deception” (Flyvbjerg, 2005). These 
practices result partly from the methodological drawbacks of economic assessment, and 
partly from the conscious choices of actors (i.e. primary stakeholders), which indicates a 
degree of subjectivity in the assessment process.
  Such subjectivity transpires in the process of assessing the economic impacts, 
which can be explained by the narrow focus of the economic theories used in a project’s 
economic assessment (Immers and Stada, 2004), which utilizes the concept of efficiency 
that maximizes the benefits at given costs. This concept of efficiency leads to a chronic 
subjectivity in assessing the optimal economic measurement, mostly through the lens of 
the primary stakeholders, a group with access to the corporation and with contractual 
interactions (Clarkson, 1995; Aaltonen and Kujala, 2010). Meanwhile, the benefits have 
failed to deliver equally to all the people involved. The negative impacts are well-
documented in the literature. The range from social polarization (Moulaert et al., 2003) 
to environmental and social impacts (Brookes and Locatelli, 2015), such as pollution (e.g. 
Gilbert et al., 2003) and displacement (Gellert and Lynch, 2003). The negative impacts of 
megaproject development on people can be found throughout the empirical findings of 
this dissertation, ranging from temporary negative externalities during the construction 
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stage to permanent effects in the usage stage. 
  This dissertation offers a new way of megaproject assessment by acknowledging 
the significance of people as secondary stakeholders in the contemplation of subjectivity 
attached to the assessment. Despite the massive disturbances and negative effects 
experienced by the affected groups of people (as shown throughout this dissertation), they 
typically have very little room to raise their voices and very limited access to the decision-
making process, as also described by Aaltonen and Kujala (2010). The way forward is to 
map the community of place and that of interest, whose dependencies on the adjacent 
area of a megaproject might be impacted. This is also in line with the work by Archibugi 
(2006), who argues that value could be a useful guideline for the decision-making process, 
depending on the circumstances and the ways in which the decisions are taken. Archibugi 
(2006) believes that this is a matter of interweaving political and technical processes. In 
an ideal world, impact assessment can be considered a technical process to establish 
the value of certain megaprojects. However, the existence of subjectivity shifts the use 
of impact assessment as a technical benchmark into political spheres in influencing ‘go’ 
or ‘no go’ decisions in megaproject planning practices. Responding to this, the findings 
of this dissertation contribute to positioning people as secondary stakeholders in the 
political processes of gaining their optimal benefits and doing less harm in megaproject 
assessment processes. 
  People are constantly trying to find a balance between the positive and negative 
impacts of megadevelopments through their daily interactions with them. For example, 
in the case of the Suramadu bridge, after almost a decade people have not yet felt the 
economic benefits of this megaproject. However, instead of being negative about and 
less supportive of the bridge project, the overall picture shows that people have an 
overwhelmingly positive attitude towards the project, due to their feelings of attachment 
and pride. Therefore, this dissertation emphasizes that the over-optimism of project 
promoters, as shown by the practices of ‘Design by Deception’ (Flyvbjerg, 2005), can be 
countered if policymakers realize a balance between the negative and positive impacts 
of a megaproject on people, as this determines people’s attitude towards and support of 
a megaproject. As has been shown in this dissertation, people value both material and 
immaterial benefits, and their perceptions are not determined solely by the economic 
value. Therefore, people should be presented with an honest impact assessment. More 
important, the findings suggest that it is time to go beyond the ‘on time and on budget’ 
criteria that have long been regarded as success factors of megaprojects (Sönderlund et 
al., 2017).

8.2.2 Challenging the Time and Space Relation
This dissertation confirms that megaproject impacts evolve over time and space, and that 
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people’s perceptions are influenced by this evolution. The relevancies of time and space 
are reflected in the fact that projects are open systems that are highly dependent on their 
temporal, organizational scope and simultaneous activities in their environment (Engwall, 
2003).

Time Relation
The importance of the time dimension is related to the lengthy development process. 
The process is generally divided into the development stages of planning, construction 
and usage. Each stage involves different activities, tasks and stakeholders (PMBOK, 
1996), with unique project dynamics in each stage (Gillett and Tennet, 2017) that often 
lead to uncontrollable impacts (Lehtonen, 2014). The political activity and struggle of 
certain megaprojects during this lengthy development processes were illustrated in this 
dissertation. It has been shown that not only were there impacts on society, but also that 
the impacts evolve from the planning to the usage stage. Throughout the dissertation, 
empirical findings were consistently captured from different case studies at different 
development stages. 
  Regarding the dynamics in each development stage, it has been shown that in the 
early planning stages, the project promotors may have certain expectations concerning 
the planned megaproject. However, it seems that the promotors have so far neglected the 
social agenda of the general public in assessing the direct and indirect economic ambition. 
This leads to the practice of ‘Design by Deception’ (Flyvbjerg, 2005). The danger of this 
practice is that the affected groups of people are not well prepared to face the externalities 
of the projects. This situation often happens in the construction stages, as shown in the 
case of the Jakarta port development, in which people’s fears and anxieties were clearly 
expressed. The findings throughout this dissertation constantly show the negative impacts 
of megaproject construction. Later, in the usage stage, direct positive impacts might occur, 
but unfortunately they are not always felt by the affected groups of people. This was 
shown in the Suramadu bridge case, in which after eight years of operation, the people 
still cannot enjoy the material benefits of the megaproject.
  In addition, these impacts evolve throughout the development stages from temporary 
into permanent effects. These changes are mostly positive. For instance, as shown in 
the bridge case study, the disturbance from the construction works was replaced by 
decreased travel time, as predicted in the project’s feasibility study. The evolution of 
impacts is also reflected in the reduced travel time to and from remote Madura Island. 
This positive turning point also seems to influence the change in people’s perceptions 
from negative to positive. However, a change in the opposite direction is also common in 
megaproject development. The same case study shows that in the early planning stage 
people had a certain expectation concerning the contribution the project would make 
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to regional economic growth. However, the findings show that after almost a decade of 
implementation, people have not yet experienced a significant economic improvement. 
  It was interesting to investigate what kind of impacts might lead to positive perceptions, 
because a megaproject can have a variety of effects, such as transport-related impacts, 
employment opportunities, area identity, the creation of a tourist attraction or improved 
accessibility. This dissertation treated these impacts as factors that influence people’s 
perceptions. The factor analysis in chapter 5 revealed that immaterial benefits play a 
more significant role in contributing to people’s positive perceptions compared to material 
benefits. Immaterial benefits include pride, attachment and area identity. The plausible 
reason behind the emergence of immaterial benefits as the factor with the most influence 
seems to be the daily interaction over time between people and the built environment (in 
this case, the environment in which the megaproject is located). Besides occurring over 
time, this interaction also indicates the relevancies of space in perceiving a megaproject.

Space Relation
Following the discussion of the interaction between people and their environment (enacted 
by a megaproject), it is important to underline the ability of megaprojects to transform the 
spaces in the surrounding area. Together with the time dimension described above, the 
space interplays with the human–environment interaction in megaproject practices. The 
findings throughout this dissertation show that perceptions of people living in the adjacent 
area vary according to the development stage of the megaproject. In the case studies 
where the projects were in the construction stage, people tended to feel negative about 
this new place creation. These case studies show that to some extent the construction 
processes generate displacement, hindrances caused by land acquisition, and a loss of 
livelihood, as also highlighted by Gellert and Lynch (2003). Although fears and anxiety 
were found in these particular cases, after the construction stage people are generally 
more positive, indicating a stronger human–environment interaction over time. 
  Regarding the immaterial benefits discussed above, pride, identity and attachment 
are also results of this human–environment interaction. This dissertation explicitly 
examined this process through the use of the place-making concept. It is well known 
that megaprojects are widely used as a strategic place-making tool, aimed at becoming 
a catalyst in defining a city (Shaw and Montana, 2016). In contrast, when dreaming about 
’mega’, ordinary people are often forgotten (Friedmann, 2010). This contradiction is exactly 
captured in the Tangerang LIVE 2020 case, in which it was found that place is always 
home to contention and constellation. On the one hand, this case study showed that the 
megaproject was implemented as a classic city branding strategy, following the argument 
of Ashworth (2009). On the other hand, people in the adjacent area have a different 
perception of the existing place. Conflicting images between planned place-making and 
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organic place-making as described by Lew (2017) were clearly found in this case.
  Moreover, place has a multidimensional meaning for people. The port development 
case and the Tangerang case show how various groups of people (communities of place 
and interest) perceive place differently based on their interaction with it. This includes 
variations in daily social practices, the local economy and the local configuration. People 
might have a perception that differs from the planned images imposed by the upcoming 
megaproject. Unlike the findings in the bridge case, where people developed a certain 
attachment to, pride in and a sense of identity with the megaproject that has the potential 
to develop a successful branding strategy over time, the findings of the Tangerang case 
slightly differ in this respect. 
  In the bridge case, because the megaproject has been in operation for almost a decade, 
people have had sufficient time to interact with the new place created by this megaproject. 
Meanwhile, in the Tangerang case, the interaction with the built megaproject has not yet 
taken place, because the megaproject is a top-down initiative from the government without 
careful consideration of the organic interaction between people and the existing place. 
This type of initiative mostly focuses on regulations and on infrastructures, as well as on 
making investments that are expected to produce immediate yields (Hopkins, 2001). This 
leads to the argument that best practices of place branding can be generated by taking 
into account the human–environment interaction built over time to avoid the common 
practice of top-down project privatization that is so commonplace nowadays in Southeast 
Asia planning practices (Shatkin, 2008). 

8.2.3 Extraneous stimuli – Context Specific Features: the Case of Immature Economy
The last reflection is related to the so-called extraneous stimuli (presented in chapter 4). 
The extraneous stimuli of megaprojects are the context-dependent elements outside 
the megaproject development boundaries. This resonates with the work by Engwall 
(2003), who argues that projects are dependent on their organizational, temporal and 
simultaneous activities that are attached to their environment. These elements can 
contribute to preventing the poor practice of rational decision-making processes, as raised 
by Martinsuo (2013), in terms of taking into account the project practices and contexts. 
Different temporal and organizational contexts impose different dynamics and difficulties, 
and intervening in the elements of a megaproject that are context-dependent opens 
up the opportunity to gain more acceptance from people and to create more inclusive 
megaproject decision-making.
  Furthermore, looking back at Archibugi’s (2006) argument regarding the use of value 
to guide the decision-making process in planning, which is also a matter of interweaving 
political and technical processes, this dissertation argues that these context-specific 
features can be a promising incentive in the political game. The fact that people in the 
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Suramadu bridge case have a positive attitude towards the project, despite the negative 
externalities that they face, might be related to the political process of promoting the 
megaproject by intervening in these stimuli. These stimuli are related particularly to the 
human–environment relationship that produces tacit knowledge about the area and the 
people. They are considered unique to a specific place; with similar impacts, people in a 
different place can react differently based on these stimuli. These context-specific stimuli 
include compensation and the way it is delivered, information feed to society, and the 
approach used to involve society. 
   In this dissertation, the information feed can be considered the most interesting 
example of these stimuli. In the Tangerang case, people demanded sufficient information 
rather than having any further influence on the decision-making process. Both the 
Tangerang case and the Suramadu case show that people are willing to be displaced as 
long as the mitigation strategy is well prepared and well informed. This is a surprising sort 
of NIMBYism. Although both cases have strong NIMBY characteristics, the fact that people 
are willing to sacrifice a certain amount of trade (sufficient compensation and information) 
is eye-opening and supports the argument about the importance of context-specific 
features.
  There are two plausible reasons for this behaviour. First, the Suramadu case showed 
that there is a strong cultural practice behind people’s acceptance. This case study 
portrayed supportive attitudes in people despite their fears and anxieties about the 
displacement and the loss of livelihood. The area where the megaproject was enacted 
is famous for its parental social-structure model, which perceives the higher government 
as parents who take good care of their children (Hudalah et al., 2014). This leads to the 
second reason, stressing that due to cultural practices, it seems that people have some 
degree of trust in the government. The trust issue is also applicable in the Tangerang case; 
however, the background is slightly different. The Tangerang case also portrays supportive 
attitudes from people despite their fears and anxieties about the displacement and the loss 
of livelihood. However, the trust in the government results from their positive experience 
with the local government regarding the previous infrastructure provision, and to a lesser 
extent from the parental social-structure model. Unlike the other cases presented in this 
dissertation, Tangerang LIVE 2020 is promoted by the municipality as the main primary 
stakeholder. As the government structure of Indonesia shifted in 2001 to become more 
decentralized, the local government (municipality or regency) has acquired the power 
to lead most of the development in the country’s planning practices. Therefore, people 
believe that the government is the guardian of public interest and will not intentionally 
harm them.
  It can be assumed that the above reasons are typical for a developing country. The 
general practice of infrastructure provision in developing countries is mainly performed 
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by the public sector. The case of the acceleration programme of infrastructure provision 
(chapter 7) shows how the central government initiates significant numbers of megaprojects. 
The findings from this chapter illustrate the private sector’s lack of capacity to develop 
these projects. In Southeast Asian cities, the presence of the private sector in mega-
urban development has caused more problems of inequity and exclusion (Shatkin, 2008). 
In addition, the reasons given in the previous paragraph explain why private agencies 
perceive megaprojects as business as usual, which differs from the strategic ambition of 
megaprojects promotors to influence the economy. Thinking strategically is not a common 
feature of immature economies, where resources are scarce, expertise is limited, and 
the state faces the dilemma of investing in dazzling megaprojects or providing the basic 
infrastructure required to meet basic human needs. This applies not only to the affected 
groups of people who live below the poverty line and are uneducated, but also to the 
primary stakeholders involved at the higher level of megaproject governance. Chapter 7 
showed that egocentric behaviour has hindered the process of developing megaprojects 
using a strategic programme management approach. Once again, the human resource 
issue has challenged megaproject practices in developing countries (Othman and Ahmed, 
2013).

8.3 FOOD FOR FUTURE THOUGHT

Recalling the subtitle of this dissertation – namely “bringing back people into megaprojects” 
– there are three considerations that can be regarded as food for future thought. First, 
the friction between the economic ambition behind megaproject development and the 
disruptive effects of megaprojects reflects what Flyvbjerg (1996) called collective amnesia 
among planners and planning theorists, ignoring the everyday reality of affected groups 
of people. This is caused by policymakers’ utopian dream of megaproject development 
as a growth strategy. In such a world, megaproject development is expected to generate 
economic activities that will benefit society as a whole. The policymakers tend to use the 
momentum to get megaprojects higher on the planning agenda. For decades, megaproject 
governance has adopted a blueprint planning approach involving top-down solutions and 
monetarized assessment variables. Despite the evidence put forward in this dissertation, 
the impression is that this traditional approach to megaproject development will not be 
abandoned very soon or very easily. Therefore, ongoing research efforts are needed to 
map out how secondary stakeholders can increasingly be included in the planning and 
execution of megaprojects.
  However, and secondly, the actual impacts of megaproject development often go 
beyond this traditional approach. The actual impacts on people are derived from the 
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perceptual reality of megaprojects as shaped by people’s daily experiences and interactions 
with planned or built megaprojects that evolve over time and space. Megaproject 
practices have largely overlooked this perceptual reality. Megaproject development has 
a long history of being disruptive to people, increasingly so since the strategic benefits 
for these people are questionable at best. In the case of developing countries, therefore, 
the issue of legitimacy needs further attention. What does a dazzling megaproject mean 
to the people in immature economies who have limited access to basic human needs? 
Is such a mega-scale infrastructure project necessary? The answer, as explained in this 
dissertation, lies in the generally positive and accepting attitude of people, in which they 
value the immaterial benefits more than the material benefits of the project, and in which 
they are generally supportive and trustful towards the public agency that is advocating 
such a megaproject. However, from an objective point of view it can almost feel like a case 
of cognitive dissonance. Many local people are euphoric that a development is finally 
taking place in their ‘backyard’. As a result, they can disregard the economic benefits of 
the project, as long as they can feel proud of an iconic megaproject in their area. At first 
glance, it seems that they are being deceived about the project benefits; however, the 
planners and policymakers tend to forget that people value the development through their 
own lenses, which cannot be quantified or monetarized. This is a potential research area 
to improve the satisfaction of people with megaproject development, and therefore an 
interesting aspect for future research to look into.
  Third, this dissertation has demonstrated the importance of including people’s 
perceptions in megaproject development. It can be a starting point to build a continuous 
dialogue with the affected groups of people with the goal to maximize the shared benefits 
of megaprojects and to minimize the harm done to local communities. The communicative 
approach in governing megaprojects has to be present not only among the primary 
stakeholders but also between the primary and the secondary stakeholders. The idea is to 
talk ‘with’ people, not just ‘about’ people. As seen from this perspective, it is about placing 
megaproject practices at the intersection of the utopian dream of promoting economic 
progress and the grounded communicative approach of the everyday local reality. The 
goal is to capture the complex realities of the actual impacts of megaprojects and to grasp 
people’s perceptions of megaprojects, because it is the people who are the receivers of 
the intended benefits of the ‘Giant’. 
  In addition to these three issues for future reflection, there are many other relevant 
aspects that need in-depth exploration to enrich the conceptual framework of perception-
making in megaproject development. Without being an advocate of the affected groups 
of people, the future research agenda could be a platform for work to enhance the 
conceptual frameworks in shaping people’s perceptions of the Giant. There are two 
specific recommendations for future research. 
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  First, this dissertation suggests future research on modelling and measuring the 
immaterial benefits (such as pride, attachment, and identity) as a shared benefit of 
megaprojects, both quantitatively and qualitatively. The community mapping (as shown 
in chapter 3) can be a starting point for the future research and data collection on this 
topic, to gain additional perspectives from the people who shape their perceptual reality. 
This has to be juxtaposed with the ‘objective’ impact assessment by professional experts 
(planners, engineers, economists, etc.). This could be a fruitful EIA follow-up as highlighted 
by Arts et al. (2011) and it could complement the principles of social impact assessment 
(Vanclay, 2003). especially in creating two-way communication between stakeholders, 
independent agencies and the affected groups of people. Second, the findings throughout 
this dissertation have consistently pointed out the relevance of culture in contributing to a 
positive attitude in the people about megaproject development. This is inherently relevant 
to the case of developing countries, most of which have diverse planning and social 
cultures. How different cultures might influence perception-making processes differently 
is a promising research area to gain people’s acceptance.
  In a nutshell, perceiving the Giant in infrastructure provision is a constant battle 
between the traditional approach to measuring the economic impacts of megaprojects and 
the actual and perceived impacts on the general public over time and space. Especially in 
the case of developing countries, this battle adds up to a conflict over scarce resources 
and dazzling megaprojects, and directly affected groups of people often have only limited 
access to the megaproject’s decision-making process. Enduring the severe impacts 
and having limited access are the daily reality of people as secondary stakeholders in 
megaprojects. Therefore, this dissertation has taken the first steps towards bringing back 
people into megaprojects by opening up the academic and societal discussion on this 
theme through exploring the perceptual reality of the Giant in the eyes of people as 
secondary stakeholders.

230

8

CHAPTER 8



REFERENCES

Aaltonen, K., & Kujala, J. (2010). A project lifecycle perspective on stakeholder influence strategies in global 

 projects. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 26(4), 381-397.

Archibugi, F. (2006). Pitfalls in Planning and Plan-evaluation. Urban and Regional Planning and Development Series, 

 73.

Arts, J., Caldwell, P., & Morrison-Saunders, A. (2001). Environmental impact assessment follow-up: good practice 

 and future directions—findings from a workshop at the IAIA 2000 conference. Impact assessment and project 

 appraisal, 19(3), 175-185.

Ashworth, G. (2009). The instruments of place branding: how is it done?. European Spatial research and policy, 

 16(1), 9-22.

Biesenthal, C., Clegg, S., Mahalingam, A., & Sankaran, S. (2018). Applying institutional theories to managing 

 megaprojects. International Journal of Project Management, 36(1), 43-54.

Brookes, N. J. and G. Locatelli (2015) ‘Power Plants as Megaprojects: Using Empirics To Shape Policy, Planning, and 

 Construction Management’, Utilities Policy 36: 57-66.

Busscher, T., Tillema, T., & Arts, J. (2015). Improving project delivery; Programmes as the silver bullet?. European 

 Journal of Transport & Infrastructure Research, 15(2).

Chen, H., Su, Q., Zeng, S., Sun, D., & Shi, J. J. (2018). Avoiding the innovation island in infrastructure mega-

 project. Frontiers of Engineering Management, 5(1), 109-124.

Clarkson, M. E. (1995). A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evaluating corporate social performance. Academy 

 of management review, 20(1), 92-117. 

Collinge, C., & Gibney, J. (2010). Place-making and the limitations of spatial leadership: reflections on the 

 Øresund. Policy studies, 31(4), 475-489.

De Bruijn, H., & Leijten, M. (2007). Megaprojects and contested information. Transportation Planning and 

 Technology, 30(1), 49-69.

Dean, M. (2015). The Need for a Turning Point in Megaprojects Planning and Appraisal Practices—The Case of 

 the Italian Section of the Mediterranean Corridor. In Mega Transport Infrastructure Planning (pp. 25-38). Springer 

 International Publishing.

Di Maddaloni, F., & Davis, K. (2017). The influence of local community stakeholders in megaprojects: Rethinking their 

 inclusiveness to improve project performance. International Journal of Project Management, 35(8), 1537-1556.

Douglass, M. (2000). Mega-urban regions and world city formation: Globalisation, the economic crisis and urban 

 policy issues in Pacific Asia. Urban Studies, 37(12), 2315-2335.

Douglass, M. (2010). Globalization, mega-projects and the environment: Urban form and water in Jakarta. Environment 

 and Urbanization Asia, 1(1), 45-65.

Engwall, M. (2003) ‘No Project Is an Island: Linking Projects to History and Context’, Research Policy 32(5): 789-808. 

Fainstein, S. S. (2008). Mega-projects in New York, London and Amsterdam. International Journal of Urban and 

 Regional Research, 32(4), 768-785.

231

8

CONCLUSION: THE PERCEPTUAL REALITY OF THE GIANT



Flyvbjerg, B. (1996). The dark side of planning: rationality and’realrationalitaet’. In Explorations in Planning Theory, 

 New Brunswick, NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research Press383-394.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2005). Design by deception: The politics of megaproject approval. Harvard Design Magazine, Spring/

 Summer, (22), 50-59.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2017). Introduction: The iron law of megaproject management. In Flyvbjerg, B. (Ed.). The Oxford 

 handbook of megaproject management. Oxford University Press. 1-18

Flyvbjerg, B., Bruzelius, N. & Rothengatter, W. (2003). Megaprojects and Risk : an Anatomy of Ambition, Cambridge, 

 Cambridge University Press.

Friedmann, J. (2000). The good city: In defense of utopian thinking. International Journal of Urban and Regional 

 Research, 24(2), 460-472.

Friedmann, J. (2010). Place and place-making in cities: A global perspective. Planning Theory & Practice, 11(2), 

 149-165. 

Gellert, P. K., & Lynch, B. D. (2003). Mega-projects as displacements. International Social Science Journal, 

 55(175), 15-25.

Gilbert, N. L., Woodhouse, S., Stieb, D. M., & Brook, J. R. (2003). Ambient nitrogen dioxide and distance from a major 

 highway. Science of the Total Environment, 312(1-3), 43-46.

Gillett, A. G., & Tennent, K. D. (2017). Dynamic sublimes, changing plans, and the legacy of a megaproject: the case 

 of the 1966 soccer world cup. Project Management Journal, 48(6), 93-116.

Harvey, D. (1989). From managerialism to entrepreneurialism: the transformation in urban governance in late 

 capitalism. Geografiska Annaler: Series B, Human Geography, 71(1), 3-17.

Hopkins, L.D.( 2001). Urban Development : The Logic of Making Plans, Washington Covelo London, Island Press.

Huang, W. C., Chen, C. H., Kao, S. K., & Chen, K. Y. (2011). The concept of diverse developments in port cities. Ocean 

 & coastal management, 54(5), 381-390.

Hudalah, D., Firman, T., & Woltjer, J. (2014). Cultural Cooperation, Institution Building and Metropolitan Governance in 

 Decentralizing Indonesia. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 38(6), 2217-2234.

Immers, L. H., & Stada, J. E. (2004). Basics of Transport Economics. Faculty of Engineering, Katholieke Universiteit 

 Leuven, 6.

Kardes, I., Ozturk, A., Cavusgil, S. T., & Cavusgil, E. (2013). Managing global megaprojects: Complexity and risk 

 management. International Business Review, 22(6), 905-917.

Lehrer, U., & Laidley, J. (2008). Old mega-projects newly packaged? Waterfront redevelopment in Toronto. International 

 Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 32(4), 786-803.

Lehtonen, M. (2014). Evaluation of “the social” in megaprojects: Tensions, dichotomies, and ambiguities. International 

 Journal of Architecture, Engineering and Construction, 3(2), 98-109.

Lew, A. A. (2017). Tourism planning and place making: place-making or placemaking?. Tourism Geographies, 

 19(3), 448-466.

Lundin, R. A., & Söderholm, A. (1995). A theory of the temporary organization. Scandinavian Journal of 

 management, 11(4), 437-455

Martinsuo, M. (2013). Project portfolio management in practice and in context. International Journal of Project 

232

8

CHAPTER 8



 Management, 31(6), 794-803.

Miller, R., & Hobbs, B. (2005). Governance regimes for large complex projects. Project Management Journal, 

 36(3), 42-50

Moulaert, F., Rodríguez, A. & Swyngedouw, E. (2003). The Globalized City: Economic Restructuring and Social 

 Polarization in European Cities: Economic Restructuring and Social Polarization in European Cities, Oxford 

 University Press.

Muller, R. (2017). Project governance. Routledge.

Oliomogbe, G., & J Smith, N. (2013). Value in megaprojects. Organization, Technology & Management in Construction: 

 An International Journal, 4(Special Issue), 617-624.

Olds, K. (1998). Globalization and urban change: Tales from Vancouver via Hong Kong. Urban geography, 

 19(4), 360-385.

Orueta, F. D., & Fainstein, S. S. (2008). The New Mega-Projects: Genesis and Impacts. International Journal of Urban 

 and Regional Research, 32(4), 759-767.

Othman, E., & Ahmed, A. (2013). Challenges of mega construction projects in developing countries. Organization, 

 technology & management in construction: an international journal, 5(1), 730-746.

Pellegrinelli, S. (1997). Programme management: organising project-based change. International Journal of Project 

 Management, 15(3), 141-149.

Pellegrinelli, S. (2011). What’s in a name: Project or programme?. International Journal of Project Management, 

 29(2), 232-240.

Pierce, J., Martin, D. G., & Murphy, J. T. (2011). Relational place-making: the networked politics of place. Transactions 

 of the Institute of British Geographers, 36(1), 54-70.

PMBOK, (1996). A Guide to Project Management Body of Knowledge. Upper Darby (PA), Project Management Institute.

Sanderson, J. (2012). Risk, uncertainty and governance in megaprojects: A critical discussion of alternative 

 explanations. International journal of project management, 30(4), 432-443.  

Shatkin, G. (2008). The city and the bottom line: urban megaprojects and the privatization of planning in Southeast 

 Asia. Environment and Planning A, 40(2), 383-401.

Shatkin, G. (2014). Contesting the Indian city: Global visions and the politics of the local. International Journal of 

 Urban and Regional Research, 38(1), 1-13.

Shaw, K., & Montana, G. (2016). Place-making in megaprojects in Melbourne. Urban Policy and Research, 

 34(2), 166-189.

Shehu, Z., & Akintoye, A. (2010). Major challenges to the successful implementation and practice of programme 

 management in the construction environment: A critical analysis. International Journal of Project Management, 

 28(1), 26-39.

Simon, P. (2008). Gentrification of Old Neighborhoods and Social Integration in Europe. Cities of Europe: Changing 

 Contexts, Local Arrangement and the Challenge to Urban Cohesion, 2, 2 

Söderlund, J., Sankaran, S., & Biesenthal, C. (2017). The past and Present of Megaprojects. Project Management 

 Journal, 48 (6), 5-16.

Strauch, L., Takano, G., & Hordijk, M. (2015). Mixed-use spaces and mixed social responses: Popular resistance to a 

233

8

CONCLUSION: THE PERCEPTUAL REALITY OF THE GIANT



 megaproject in Central Lima, Peru. Habitat International, 45, 177-184.

Sutherland, C., V. Sim, and D. Scott (2015) ‘Contested Discourses of A Mixed-Use Megaproject: Cornubia, Durban’, 

 Habitat International 45: 185-195.

Swyngedouw, E., Moulaert, F., & Rodriguez, A. (2002). Neoliberal urbanization in Europe: large–scale urban 

 development projects and the new urban policy. Antipode, 34(3), 542-577.

Theurillat, T., & Crevoisier, O. (2013). The sustainability of a financialized urban megaproject: The case of Sihlcity in 

 Zurich. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 37(6), 2052-2073.

Thiry, M. (2002). Combining value and project management into an effective programme management 

 model. International journal of project management, 20(3), 221-227.

Thomsen, D.C., Smith, T.F., Carter, R.W. and Mayes, G. (2009). Defining Community: understanding the meaning of 

 ‘the community’ in coastal zone management. Journal of Coastal Research, SI 56 (Proceedings of the 10th 

 International Coastal Symposium), 1316-1319. Lisbon, Portugal, ISSN 0749-0258.

Van Marrewijk, A., Ybema, S., Smits, K., Clegg, S., & Pitsis, T. (2016). Clash of the titans: Temporal organizing and 

 collaborative dynamics in the Panama Canal megaproject. Organization Studies, 37(12), 1745-1769.

Vanclay, F. (2003). International principles for social impact assessment. Impact assessment and project 

 appraisal, 21(1), 5-12

Vanclay, F. (2016) ‘The potential contribution of social impact assessment to megaproject developments’, in M. 

 Lehtonen, P. Joly and L. Aparicio (eds) Socioeconomic Evaluation of Megaprojects: Dealing with Uncertainties, pp. 

 181. London and New York: Routledge

Weaver, P. (2007). The origins of modern project management. In Fourth annual PMI college of scheduling 

 conference (pp. 15-18). 

Werner, H., and S. Wapner (1952) ‘Toward A General Theory of Perception’, Psychological review 59(4): 324-338

Winch, G. M. (2014). Three domains of project organising. International Journal of Project Management, 32(5), 721-731

Witte, P., Wiegmans, B., & Rodrigue, J. P. (2017). Competition or complementarity in Dutch inland port development: 

 A case of overproximity?. Journal of Transport Geography, 60, 80-88.

Wu, F. (2000). The global and local dimensions of place-making: remaking Shanghai as a world city. Urban 

 Studies, 37(8), 1359-1377.





236



Summary
Samenvatting
Curriculum Vitae
List of Publications

A

237



SUMMARY

The background to this dissertation lies in the constant battle between the traditional 
approach to measuring megaproject’s economic impacts and the actual impacts on 
people over time and space. Megaprojects – the ‘Giant’ in large-scale infrastructure 
provision – have been used as a means to trigger economic growth. However, due to the 
lengthy development processes and the dramatic transformation of places, there is much 
evidence on how megaproject development has been both environmentally and socially 
disruptive to people.
  Especially in the case of developing countries, governments face the dilemma between 
using scarce resources to meet basic human needs or embarking on costly megaprojects. 
Immature economies have an urgency to provide incremental solutions to meet basic 
human needs, which is generally not captured in the nature of megaproject development. 
Moreover, people often have only limited access to the decision-making process around 
a megaproject. This dissertation – whose purpose is to get people incorporated into 
megaproject development – clarifies the ways in which people perceive megaproject 
development in relation to space and time, and adds value to the megaproject literature in 
the case of developing countries.
  The main research question is: 

“How do people perceive megaproject development in relation to space and time, 
and to what extent can the incorporation of people’s perceptions into megaproject 
studies be an added value for megaproject practices in the context of developing 
countries?”

To answer this question, chapter 2 discusses the pitfalls of the traditional approach to 
assessing the economic impacts of megaproject development, by providing a critical 
evaluation of direct and indirect economic assessment in the early planning stage. The 
outcomes show how the methodological and theoretical pitfalls of the assessment might 
result in the subjective evaluation of future economic impacts that fail to pay attention to 
the social agenda.
  Chapter 3 explores the contrast between the emerging economic activities generated 
by new megaprojects and the consequences for the existing residential/local community’s 
activities. The weakest groups of people who are affected by megaproject development 
are identified. Using the case of seaport development in Jakarta, it is shown how during 
the construction stage the community of place and the community of interest living in the 
adjacent area have suffered the most from the port development. The communities had 
limited access to the decision-making process but has to bear the consequences of the 
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development. The findings show that the construction stage is the crucial moment at which 
people’s fear of and anxiety about the externalities of the development come into being 
and can potentially be mitigated.
  Chapter 4 presents a conceptual framework of the perception-making process. The 
framework was derived from psychology literature to understand the nature of perception-
making. The underlying processes of perception-making are investigated using a case 
study of Suramadu, a 5.4 km cable-stayed bridge that has been in operation for almost 
a decade now. The findings show that perception-making towards a megaproject is a 
continuous process of balancing the negative and the positive impacts of a development. 
This process is also highly influenced by the context-dependent elements outside the 
megaproject management.
  Using the same case study, chapter 5 provides an in-depth investigation into what 
factors matter the most in shaping people’s perceptions. The findings surprisingly show 
that immaterial benefits (such as pride, identity and place attachment) play a more important 
role than material benefits in contributing to a positive attitude in people. This implies that 
over time, people interact with the newly created place caused by a megaproject and 
develop an attachment to the built megaproject. This attachment later compensates for 
the undelivered economic benefits by generating an overall positive in people towards 
the megaproject.
  Chapter 6 goes deeper into the creation of place and examines how megaprojects 
can function as a strategic placemaking tool for city development. The case study used 
is Tangerang LIVE 2020, an urban development and redevelopment programme in the 
metropolitan area of Jakarta. The conflicting images between top-down initiatives and 
bottom-up organic human–place interactions are shown to illustrate how megaprojects 
can destroy the value of place imprinted by groups of people and how people perceive 
their newly built environment.
  Chapter 7 addresses the potential of programme management as an alternative mode 
of megaproject governance. It explores the idea of programme management as an external 
instrument that can be used to solve internal megaproject management problems. A case 
study of Indonesia’s Acceleration of Priority Infrastructure Delivery programme is used to 
illustrate the possibilities and drawbacks of programme management as a megaproject 
governance mode. The problem of strategic planning also arises in the development of 
megaprojects in immature economies, and it is explored how these problems might hinder 
the incorporation of people outside the central power into megaproject development 
processes.
  Finally, chapter 8 presents three general lessons that can be learned from this 
dissertation. First, the contrast between the economic ambitions behind megaproject 
development and the disruptive effects of megaprojects points to a kind of collective 
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negligence on the part of the primary stakeholders concerning the reality of the negative 
external costs to the poor. There is a deeply rooted and almost utopian belief that 
megaproject development is a positive strategy to deliver benefits for the greater good 
that are usually translated into traditional, quantified, economic impact assessments. 
Second, the difference between the present-day local perceptual reality and this utopian 
belief in the benefits of megaprojects is striking. In practice, the actual impacts of 
megaprojects are derived from people’s perceptual reality, which is shaped through their 
daily experiences and interactions with planned or built megaprojects. These experiences 
and interactions evolve over time and space and influence people’s perceptions. Third, 
this dissertation shows that by acknowledging the perceptions of local people, more 
inclusive megaprojects that maximize the shared benefits and minimizes the harm to the 
local surroundings can be developed. This constant communicative approach has to be 
present to talk ‘with’ people rather than ‘about’ people. These lessons can be an important 
added value for megaproject practice and lead to megaproject development that is more 
inclusive of people in the years to come.
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SAMENVATTING

De achtergrond van dit proefschrift is de discrepantie tussen de traditionele aanpak voor 
het meten van de economische impact van megaprojecten en de daadwerkelijke impact 
op de plaatselijke bevolking in de ruimte en in de loop van de tijd. Megaprojecten – 
de giganten in de planning van grootschalige infrastructuur – worden vaak gebruikt als 
middel om economische groei te stimuleren. Er is echter veel bewijs dat megaprojecten 
door de langdurige ontwikkelingsprocessen en de drastische transformatie van gebieden 
zowel ecologisch als maatschappelijk verstorend kunnen zijn.
  Vooral in ontwikkelingslanden staat de overheid voor een dilemma: moeten ze de 
schaarse middelen gebruiken om in de basisbehoeften van de bevolking te voorzien, 
of moeten ze dure megaprojecten starten? Voor onontwikkelde economieën is het 
belangrijk stap voor stap oplossingen te bieden om te voldoen aan de fundamentele 
menselijke behoeften. In het algemeen komt dit echter niet aan bod bij de ontwikkeling 
van megaprojecten. Bovendien wordt de bevolking vaak slechts in beperkte mate 
betrokken bij het besluitvormingsproces rond een megaproject. Dit proefschrift – dat tot 
doel heeft de plaatselijke bevolking te betrekken bij de ontwikkeling van megaprojecten 
– verduidelijkt de manier waarop mensen de ontwikkeling van megaprojecten ervaren in 
relatie tot ruimte en tijd, en beoogt een waardevolle toevoeging te zijn aan de literatuur 
over megaprojecten in ontwikkelingslanden.
  De belangrijkste onderzoeksvraag is: 

“Hoe ervaart de plaatselijke bevolking de ontwikkeling van megaprojecten in 
relatie tot ruimte en tijd, en in hoeverre kunnen menselijke percepties op een 
waardevolle manier worden geïntegreerd in de praktijk van megaprojecten in de 
context van ontwikkelingslanden?”

In hoofdstuk 2 bespreken we de valkuilen van de traditionele manier waarop de 
economische effecten van megaprojecten worden beoordeeld. Hiertoe geven we een 
kritische evaluatie van de directe en indirecte economische beoordeling in de vroege 
planningsfase. De uitkomsten laten zien hoe de methodologische en theoretische 
valkuilen van de beoordeling kunnen leiden tot een subjectieve evaluatie van toekomstige 
economische effecten, waarin geen aandacht wordt besteed aan de maatschappelijke 
agenda.
  In hoofdstuk 3 onderzoeken we het contrast tussen de economische activiteiten die 
door nieuwe megaprojecten worden gegenereerd, en de gevolgen voor de bestaande 
activiteiten van de lokale gemeenschap. We geven aan wat de zwakste bevolkingsgroepen 
zijn die te maken hebben met de gevolgen van de ontwikkeling van megaprojecten. Aan 
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de hand van de casus van de ontwikkeling van een zeehaven in Jakarta laten we zien 
hoe tijdens de bouwfase de plaatselijke gemeenschap en de belangengemeenschap 
in het aangrenzende gebied het meest te lijden hebben gehad van de ontwikkeling 
van de haven. De gemeenschappen waren maar in beperkte mate betrokken bij het 
besluitvormingsproces, maar droegen wel de gevolgen van de projectactiviteiten. 
De bevindingen tonen aan dat de bouwfase het cruciale moment is waarop angst en 
bezorgdheid over de externe gevolgen van de ontwikkeling ontstaan, en soms deels 
kunnen worden weggenomen.
  In hoofdstuk 4 presenteren we een conceptueel kader van perceptievorming, 
waarvoor we te rade zijn gegaan bij de psychologische literatuur. De onderliggende 
processen van perceptievorming worden onderzocht aan de hand van de casestudy van 
Suramadu, een 5,4 km lange tuibrug die nu bijna tien jaar in gebruik is. De bevindingen 
laten zien dat perceptievorming met betrekking tot een megaproject een continu 
proces is, waarbij negatieve en positieve effecten van een project tegen elkaar worden 
afgewogen. Dit proces wordt ook sterk beïnvloed door contextafhankelijke elementen 
waar het projectbeheer van het megaproject geen invloed op heeft.
  Aan de hand van dezelfde casestudy wordt in hoofdstuk 5 een diepgaand onderzoek 
gedaan naar welke factoren het belangrijkst zijn bij de totstandkoming van percepties 
van mensen. Verrassend genoeg laten de bevindingen zien dat voor een positieve 
houding immateriële voordelen (zoals trots, identiteit en gehechtheid aan een plaats) een 
belangrijkere rol spelen dan materiële voordelen. Dit betekent dat mensen na verloop 
van tijd tot een bepaalde relatie komen met de nieuwe plek die door een megaproject is 
gecreëerd, en dat ze een band met het megaproject ontwikkelen wanneer het klaar is. 
Deze band compenseert later de nog niet gerealiseerde economische voordelen, doordat 
mensen ten opzichte van het megaproject een houding ontwikkelen die in het algemeen 
positief is.
  In hoofdstuk 6 gaan we dieper in op het creëren van plaats en onderzoeken we 
hoe megaprojecten kunnen functioneren als een strategisch instrument voor placemaking 
(inrichting van de openbare ruimte) bij stadsontwikkeling. Als casestudy wordt hiervoor 
Tangerang LIVE 2020 gebruikt, een programma voor stadsontwikkeling en herontwikkeling 
in het grootstedelijke gebied van Jakarta. Aan de hand van de tegenstrijdigheden tussen 
top-down initiatieven en bottom-up organische mens-plaatsinteracties illustreren we 
hoe megaprojecten de waarde kunnen vernietigen die groepen mensen aan een plaats 
hebben toegevoegd, en hoe mensen hun nieuw gebouwde omgeving ervaren.
  In hoofdstuk 7 gaan we in op de mogelijkheden van programmabeheer als alternatieve 
vorm voor megaprojectbestuur. We onderzoeken het idee van programmabeheer als een 
extern instrument waarmee interne problemen op het gebied van megaprojectbeheer 
kunnen worden opgelost. Aan de hand van de casestudy van het Indonesische 
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programma Acceleration of Priority Infrastructure Delivery illustreren we de mogelijkheden 
en nadelen van programmabeheer als modus voor megaprojectbestuur. Het probleem 
van strategische planning doet zich ook voor bij de ontwikkeling van megaprojecten 
in onontwikkelde economieën, en we onderzoeken hoe deze problemen de integratie 
van mensen buiten de centrale macht in de ontwikkelingsprocessen van megaprojecten 
kunnen belemmeren.
  Tot slot presenteren we in hoofdstuk 8 drie algemene lessen die uit dit proefschrift 
kunnen worden getrokken. Ten eerste wijst het contrast tussen de economische ambities 
achter de ontwikkeling van megaprojecten en de verstorende effecten ervan op een soort 
collectieve verwaarlozing door de belangrijkste stakeholders van de reële negatieve 
externe kosten voor de armen. Er bestaat een diepgewortelde en bijna utopische 
overtuiging dat de ontwikkeling van megaprojecten een positieve strategie is voor het 
algemeen belang, waarbij de voordelen gewoonlijk worden uitgedrukt in de vorm van 
traditionele – gekwantificeerde en economische – effectbeoordelingen. Ten tweede is er 
een opvallend verschil tussen de huidige lokale perceptuele realiteit, dus wat de lokale 
bevolking werkelijk ervaart, en dit utopische geloof in de voordelen van megaprojecten. In 
de praktijk worden de werkelijke effecten van megaprojecten bepaald door de perceptuele 
realiteit van mensen, die ontstaat als gevolg van hun dagelijkse ervaringen en interacties 
met geplande of gebouwde megaprojecten. Deze ervaringen en interacties evolueren in 
de loop van de tijd en met de verandering in de ruimte, en beïnvloeden de perceptie van 
mensen. En ten derde laat dit proefschrift zien dat inclusievere megaprojecten mogelijk 
zijn, waarin de gedeelde voordelen worden gemaximaliseerd en de schade aan de lokale 
omgeving wordt geminimaliseerd. Voorwaarde hiervoor is dat het belang van de perceptie 
van de lokale bevolking wordt erkend. Er moet een communicatieve benadering worden 
gehanteerd waarin ‘met’ in plaats van ‘over’ de plaatselijke bevolking wordt gepraat. 
Deze drie lessen kunnen van waarde zijn voor de praktijk van megaprojecten, en ertoe 
leiden dat de bevolking in de toekomst meer bij de ontwikkeling van megaprojecten wordt 
betrokken.
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