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Abstract: Regions rich in natural resources often exhibit a high dependency on revenue from
Revenue Sharing Funds (DBH). This dependency can pose long-term challenges, especially
when commodity prices experience significant fluctuations. This study examines the role of
Revenue Sharing Funds from Natural Resources (DBH SDA) on economic growth in 491
regencies/cities in Indonesia during the 2010-2012 period. The analysis employs panel data
regression. The selection of this period was based on the occurrence of a resource boom
characterized by a surge in global demand for natural resource commodities, accompanied by
an increase in commodity prices. This condition positively impacted the revenues of both the
nation and resource-rich regions. The results of the study show that economic growth is not
influenced by DBH SDA but rather by General Allocation Funds (DAU). This indicates that
the central government still plays a significant role in determining economic growth at the
regency/city level in Indonesia. Regions need to prioritize economic diversification to reduce
reliance on DBH SDA and DAU. Investment in productive sectors, such as infrastructure,
education, and technology, can be a strategic approach to accelerating regional economic
growth.

Keywords: natural resources; economic growth; revenue sharing fund; development; panel
data regression

1. Introduction

Natural resource wealth in Indonesia has the potential to support economic
development, but its impact on economic welfare is complex. Natural resources such
as petroleum, natural gas, minerals, and forest products are high-value commodities
and can serve as a source of revenue for the state (Maharani and Akbar, 2023). Within
the framework of equity and improving public welfare, the government implements
the Revenue Sharing Fund for Natural Resources (DBH SDA) policy. This policy aims
to distribute income from the natural resource sector to producing regions so that these
regions can utilize the funds to strengthen the local economy, enhance infrastructure,
education, and healthcare services.
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Natural resource offers may contribute to short-term economic growth; however,
their long-term benefits remain unclear. The DBH SDA seeks to allocate revenue to
developing regions; however, its contribution to infrastructure expenditure is restricted
(Hidayat et al., 2024; Shi et al., 2017). Enhancing institutional quality, particularly
through enforcing environmental laws, and enhancing industry value-added are
essential for generating a multiplier effect from resource rents. Furthermore, the
influence of DBH SDA on economic growth, unemployment, and poverty alleviation
differs by region (Hidayat et al., 2021; Majid et al., 2020). Indonesia ought to
promote institutional quality, revenue-sharing regulations to benefit communities
nearby to resource extraction areas, thereby optimizing the advantages of natural
resources (Anggraeni et al., 2020).

The DBH SDA is expected to serve as a fiscal policy instrument supporting
regional development. However, field realities reveal varying outcomes across regions.
Some regions receiving significant DBH SDA allocations still face high poverty and
inequality levels, while the impact on economic growth is not always significant. This
raises questions about the effectiveness of DBH SDA in promoting economic growth
at the district and municipal levels in Indonesia. Many resource-producing regions
receive substantial DBH SDA funds, yet the management of these funds is often
ineffective. Budgets are frequently not allocated to sectors that drive sustainable
economic growth, resulting in limited economic impacts. The exploitation of natural
resources in a region can be carried out based on the concept of regional autonomy. In
practice, however, not all local governments can effectively utilize the natural
resources within their territories (Faturohim et al., 2024; Yasa, 2021).

Resource-producing regions often tend to rely heavily on DBH revenue, which
can lead to long-term issues when commodity prices fluctuate. This dependency can
hinder economic diversification and reduce local economic resilience. The distribution
of DBH SDA can exacerbate regional inequalities, as resource-producing regions
receive more funds than non-producing regions. This has the potential to create
economic disparities between regions, which may disrupt social stability. Revenue-
sharing funds from taxes and natural resources have, in fact, widened the income
distribution gap between regions in Indonesia (Mudayen and Maridjo, 2018).

Several studies indicate that increased DBH SDA revenues do not always
correlate with higher economic growth. This may be due to the misallocation of DBH
funds or the limited capacity of local governments to manage these funds productively.
The aim of this research is to analyze the impact of DBH SDA on economic growth
in Indonesia. The management of DBH SDA still faces issues of transparency and
accountability, which can lead to fund misuse. Without proper governance, the
potential of DBH SDA to enhance regional economic development cannot be fully
realized.

2. Materials and methods

This study uses secondary data in the form of local government revenue and
expenditure collected from official institutions such as the Ministry of Finance, the
Ministry of Public Works, and the Central Statistics Agency. Government expenditure
in the education sector per capita, ZEDUCKap, represents the total regional
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government spending on education across 491 districts/cities in Indonesia, adjusted
for constant prices, divided by the population of each respective district/city. This
value is expressed in logarithmic form. The expenditure data is sourced from the
Central Statistics Agency of the Republic of Indonesia.

Government spending in the health sector per capita, ZHEALTHKap, reflects the
amount of government expenditure for healthcare in 491 regencies/cities across
Indonesia, calculated based on constant prices and divided by the population of each
region. This value is then expressed in logarithmic form to facilitate analysis and
comparison. The data is sourced from the Central Statistics Agency of the Republic of
Indonesia, which provides a clear picture of health budget allocation across various
regions in Indonesia.

Government spending on infrastructure per capita, or ZINFRAKap, represents
the total expenditure by local governments on infrastructure in 491 regencies/cities
across Indonesia. This figure is calculated based on constant prices and divided by the
population of each region, then expressed in logarithmic form to facilitate analysis and
comparison. The data is sourced from the Central Statistics Agency of the Republic of
Indonesia, providing insights into the distribution of infrastructure funding across
various regions in Indonesia.

The data includes annual time-series data for the period 2010 to 2012, as well as
cross-sectional (panel) data covering 491 districts and cities across Indonesia. This
approach enables a comprehensive understanding of DBH SDA dynamics in various
regions, particularly in relation to the economic growth of resource-producing areas.
The selection of the 2010-2012 period is based on the global natural resource boom
during this timeframe. This period saw a surge in global demand for various natural
resource commodities, leading to a significant increase in commodity prices. This
boom provided an opportunity for resource-producing countries, including Indonesia,
to benefit from increased revenues. The impact of this resource boom is expected to
be reflected in the DBH SDA revenue levels for districts and cities in Indonesia.

The selected period is relevant for evaluating the effectiveness of DBH SDA in
driving regional economic growth. This research aims to provide a comprehensive
overview of how revenues from the natural resource sector, channeled through DBH,
can be utilized by local governments to support economic development. The findings
of this analysis are also expected to offer insights for more effective and sustainable
DBH SDA management policies, particularly in improving welfare and economic
growth at the local level.

The model employed in this study is designed to analyze the relationship between
DBH SDA and economic growth at the district and municipal levels. By using panel
data that includes DBH SDA variables, economic growth, and other control variables,
the model aims to identify both the direct and indirect effects of DBH SDA on regional
economic dynamics. The panel data approach allows for a deeper analysis by
observing variations across time and regions, providing a more accurate depiction of
the relationship patterns across different areas. Econometrically, these relationship
patterns can be expressed as:

LogYKapi: = 6o+ 0:.LogDBH SDAKap;: + 6,LogZEDUCKapi: + 63LogZHEALTHKapi: + 0.L0ogZINFRAKapi: +
0sLogDAUKapi: + 0sLogDAKKapi: + 6;LogPADKapi: + 0sLogPDRBKapi: + &it
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where is:

LogYKap = Log Economic Growth per capita

LogDBH SDAKap = Log Natural Resource Revenue Sharing per capita
LogZEDUCKap = Log Local Government Education Spending per capita
LogZHEALTHKap = Log Local Government Health Spending per capita
LogZINFRAKap = Log Local Government Infrastructure Spending per capita
LogDAUKap = Log General Allocation Fund per capita

LogDAKKap = Log Special Allocation Fund per capita

LogPADKap = Log Local Own-Source Revenue per capita
LogPDRBKap = Log Gross Domestic Regional Product/GDRP per capita
0o = Constanta

01... Og = Paramater Value of Variables

i = Regency/City

t =2010-2012

€ = Error term

This model is expected to reveal the extent to which DBH SDA contributes to
regional economic growth. The model also takes into account other factors influencing
economic growth, such as infrastructure, human resource quality, and the level of
investment in each region. Thus, the results of the analysis from this model are
expected to provide important information on the effectiveness of DBH SDA in
promoting regional economic development and offer guidance to the government in
designing fiscal policies that are more responsive to the needs and potentials of each
region.

3. Results and discussion

This study covers 491 districts and cities in Indonesia, grouped into six island
regions based on three natural landscapes: the Sunda Shelf (including Sumatra, Java,
Bali, and Kalimantan), the Sahul Shelf (Maluku and Papua), and the Transitional
Region (Sulawesi and Nusa Tenggara). This grouping is based on factors such as
biophysical conditions, natural resources, human resources, and mutually supportive
cultural interactions. This regional division established geographical proximity and
shared characteristics to promote equitable economic and social development across
all regions (Hidayat et al., 2024).

Figure 1 shows a trend of increasing average revenue for local governments in
491 districts and cities in Indonesia sourced from DBH SDA. This increase is
accompanied by a rise in the average Gross Regional Domestic Product (GRDP) per
capita during the same period.
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Figure 1. Average trends in DBH_SDA and GRDP per capita of 491 regency/city in
Indonesia (IDR/Person).

Source: Processed from regional financial statistics, ministry of finance of the republic of Indonesia,
2024.

504.991
29.321.732

Nominally, the average DBH SDA at the beginning of the period was recorded
at IDR 495,396 per capita, which then increased to IDR 504,991 per capita at the end
of the period, representing an increase of 1.94 percent. Similarly, the average GRDP
per capita rose from IDR 28,767,042 per capita per year to IDR 29,321,732 per capita
per year during this period, reflecting an increase of 1.93 percent.

This upward trend indicates a positive relationship between the increase in DBH
SDA and GRDP per capita in regions receiving revenue-sharing funds.

As shown in Figure 2, regency and city governments in the Sumatra region are
the largest recipients of DBH SDA per capita, with an increase from an average of
IDR 591,525 to IDR 700,669. A similar trend is observed among regency and city
governments in the Maluku and Papua, Kalimantan, Java and Bali, and Sulawesi
regions. Meanwhile, regency and city governments in the Nusa Tenggara region
receive the lowest DBH SDA per capita, with an average of IDR 51,190, which
decreased further to IDR 24,466.
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Figure 2. Average GRDP per capita by island/region in Indonesia (IDR/Person).

Source: Processed from regional financial statistics, ministry of finance of the republic of Indonesia,
2024.
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Examining the revenue of regency and city governments from DBH SDA
alongside the expenditures allocated for infrastructure spending in each region reveals
an interdependent relationship between DBH SDA receipts and local government
allocation for the infrastructure sector. This positive trend illustrates the behavior of
local government officials, where increases in DBH SDA receipts are met with
corresponding increases in investment spending on infrastructure.

Furthermore, as shown in Figure 3, the regional economic development reflects
that the average economic growth rate of district and municipal governments in the
Sulawesi region during the period from 2003 to 2013 was 7.11 percent, the highest
compared to the national average economic growth rate of 4.38 percent during the
same period. Similarly, district and municipal governments in the Java and Bali
regions recorded an average growth rate of 5.73 percent, while those in the Sumatra
region averaged 3.27 percent, the Maluku and Papua regions 3.69 percent, and the
Nusa Tenggara region 3.81 percent. On the other hand, district and municipal
governments in the Kalimantan region had the lowest average economic growth rate,
at only 2.65 percent.
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Figure 3. Economic growth rate (LPE) of regency and city in Indonesia by region

average year 2003-2013 (in percent).
Source: Processed from BPS, 2024.

The relationship between natural resource abundance and economic growth
suggests that countries or regions rich in natural resources should, in theory, exhibit
relatively better economic performance compared to those with limited resources.
According to Wright and Czelusta (2004), the economic success of the United States
surpassing that of Britain in the 18th century was due to the United States having a
greater abundance of natural resources compared to Britain. The United States, along
with Canada, Australia, and the Scandinavian countries, are examples of nations that
have successfully transformed their natural resource wealth into prosperity and
economic growth through sustainable resource management, supported by
technological advancements and institutional quality improvement.
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3.1. Regression equation

The following are the results of panel regression calculations using the help of
the Eviews 9 program.

The panel data regression results, from Table 1, are explained by the following
equation:

Table 1. Model estimation results of economic growth per capita.

Variable Coefficient Std. Error z-Statistic Prob.
C 1.67 0.51 3.31 0.00
LOGDBHSDAKAP -0.001 0.02 -0.06 0.10
LOGZEDUCKAP —-0.01 0.10 -0.12 0.91
LOGZHEALTHKAP -0.11 0.10 -1.17 0.24
LOGZINFRAKAP 0.02 0.05 0.38 0.70
LOGDAUKAP 0.14** 0.06 2.20 0.03
LOGDAKKAP —0.06 0.05 -1.25 0.21
LOGPADKAP 0.04 0.06 0.59 0.56
LOGPDRBKAP -0.04 0.06 -0.66 0.51

Source: Data processing results, 2024.
* Signficant at 10%, ** Signficant at 5%,10%, *** Signficant at 1%,5%,10%.

LogYKap = 1.67 - 0.001 LogDBH SDAKap — 0.01 LogZEDUCKap - 0.11 LogZHEALTHKap +
0.02 LogZINFRAKap + 0.14 LogDAUKap - 0.06 LogDAKKap + 0.04 LogPADKap -

0.04 LogPDRBKap

3.2. Statistical hypothesis testing
3.2.1. f-test

In panel data analysis, there are three main models used:

1) Common Effect Model (Pooled Least Squares): Assumes that there are no
differences between individuals or over time. This model combines all data
without considering the panel structure.

2) Fixed Effect Model (FE): Assumes that there are unique characteristics among
individuals (or entities) that are constant over time.

3) Random Effect Model (RE): Assumes that the differences among individuals are
random and not correlated with the independent variables.

To determine the most appropriate model, the following tests are conducted:

a) Chow Test (Fixed Effect vs. Common Effect): Tests whether the fixed effect
model is better than the common effect model. If the p-value < 0.05, the fixed
effect model is chosen.

Based on Table 2, the analysis reveals that the regression equation favors the
Fixed Effect (FE) model, as indicated by a Chi-square significance value (p-value)
below 0.05. Consequently, the next step involves conducting a Hausman test to
confirm the suitability of the Fixed Effect (FE) model identified in the Chow test.
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Table 2. Chow test results for per capita economic growth model.

Effects Test Statistic d.f. Prob.
Cross-section F 1.44672%** (481,703) 0.0000
Cross-section Chi-square 820.861493*** 481 0.0000

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%,10%, *** Significant at 1%,5%,10%.
Source: Processed secondary data, 2024.

b) Hausman Test (Fixed Effect vs. Random Effect): This test evaluates whether the
Random Effect model offers a better fit compared to the Fixed Effect model. If
the p-value is less than 0.05, the Fixed Effect model is deemed more appropriate.
Conversely, if the p-value exceeds 0.05, the Random Effect model is considered
the better choice.

The test results indicate that the model is best analyzed using the Random Effect
approach, as evidenced by a Chi-square p-value exceeding 0.05.

After a series of tests, the most appropriate model for panel data regression
analysis in this study is the Random Effect model. The selection of this model is based
on the test results, which show that the Random Effect model provides more optimal
results for the data used. Table 3 presents the results of the simultaneous test
conducted using the Random Effect model, which shows the combined effect of the
independent variables on the dependent variable in this study.

Table 3. Hausman test results for per capita economic growth model.

Effects Test Statistic d.f. Prob.
Cross-section F 1.44672%** (481,703) 0.0000
Cross-section Chi-square 820.861493*** 481 0.0000

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%,10%, *** Significant at 1%,5%,10%.
Source: Processed secondary data, 2024.

Based on Table 4, it is found that the prob. value (Rn-squared stat) is 0.584 >
0.05; thus, Ho is accepted, which means that DBH SDAKap, ZEDUCKap,
ZHEALTHKap, ZINFRAKap, DAUKap, DAKKap, PADKap, and PDRBKap together
explain YKap, but the model is not significant, or in other words, the model formed is
not fit.

Table 4. Results of simultaneous effect of infrastructure expenditure model per
capita.

R-squared 0.003 Adjusted R-squared —-0.004
Rw-squared 0.008 Adjust Rw-squared 0.008
Akaike info criterion 1937.948 Schwarz criterion 1986.199
Deviance 375.8717 Scale 0.442
Rn-squared statistic 6.568446 Prob (Rn-squared stat.) 0.584

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%,10%, *** Significant at 1%,5%,10%.
Source: Processed secondary data, 2024.

3.2.2. T-test

Partial testing aims to evaluate the effect of each independent variable on the
dependent variable in the regression model to assess whether the effect is significant.
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The decision-making in partial tests is based on the probability value (p-value) with
the following criteria: if the p-value < 0.05 at a 5% significance level, then Ho is
rejected. This indicates that the independent variable has a significant partial effect on
the dependent variable. Conversely, if the p-value > 0.05, Ho is accepted, showing that
the independent variable does not have a significant partial effect on the dependent
variable. Below are the results of the partial tests obtained from the Random Effect
model:
Based on Table 5, the following conclusions can be drawn:

Table 5. Results of partial effect of per capita economic growth

Variable Coefficient Std. Error z-Statistic Prob.

C 1.670175 0.504924 3.307772 0.0009
LOGDBHSDAKAP -0.001009 0.01683 —0.059926 0.9522
LOGZEDUCKAP —0.011175 0.097422 —0.114703 0.9087
LOGZHEALTHKAP —0.112781 0.096288 -1.171297 0.2415
LOGZINFRAKAP 0.017407 0.04533 0.38401 0.7010
LOGDAUKAP 0.140937** 0.063957 2.203629 0.0276
LOGDAKKAP —0.062371 0.049829 —1.251698 0.2107
LOGPADKAP 0.035528 0.060014 0.591993 0.5539
LOGPDRBKAP —0.040424 0.06162 —0.656022 0.5118

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%,10%, *** Significant at 1%,5%,10%.
Source: Processed secondary data, 2024.

1) DBH SDAKap Variable

The p-value of the DBH SDAKap variable is 0.9522, with a negative influence
direction. Therefore, Ho is accepted, and it can be concluded that the DBH SDAKap
variable does not have a significant partial effect on YKap with a negative influence.
2) ZEDUCKap Variable

The p-value of the ZEDUCKap variable is 0.9087, with a negative influence
direction. Therefore, Ho is accepted, and it can be concluded that the ZEDUCKap
variable does not have a significant partial effect on YKap with a negative influence.
3) ZHEALTHKap Variable

The p-value of the ZHEALTHKap variable is 0.2415, with a negative influence
direction. Therefore, Ho is accepted, and it can be concluded that the ZHEALTHKap
variable does not have a significant partial effect on YKap with a negative influence.
4) ZINFRAKap Variable

The p-value of the ZINFRAKap variable is 0.7010, with a positive influence
direction. Therefore, Ho is accepted, and it can be concluded that the ZINFRAKap
variable does not have a significant partial effect on YKap with a positive influence.
5) DAUKap Variable

The p-value of the DAUKap variable is 0.0276, with a positive influence
direction. Therefore, Ho is rejected, and it can be concluded that the DAUKap variable
has a significant partial effect on YKap with a positive influence.
6) DAKKap Variable
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The p-value of the DAKKap variable is 0.2107, with a negative influence
direction. Therefore, Ho is accepted, and it can be concluded that the DAKKap variable
does not have a significant partial effect on YKap with a negative influence.

7) PADKap Variable

The p-value of the PADKap variable is 0.5539, with a negative influence
direction. Therefore, Ho is accepted, and it can be concluded that the PADKap variable
does not have a significant partial effect on YKap with a negative influence.

8) PDRBKap Variable

The p-value of the PDRBKap variable is 0.5118, with a negative influence
direction. Therefore, Ho is accepted, and it can be concluded that the PDRBKap
variable does not have a significant partial effect on YKap with a negative influence.

3.2.3. Classical assumption test

One way to test for the presence of multicollinearity is by using a correlation test.
In this test, the correlation between one variable and another will be examined.
Additionally, the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values for each predictor variable
should be checked. Multicollinearity occurs when the VIF value for a variable exceeds
10.

Table 6. Results of multicollinearity test.

Variable Coefficient Uncentered Centered
Variance VIF VIF
c 0.877526 1100.206 NA
LOGDBHSDAKAP 0.000975 26.45965 1.200254
LOGZEDUCKAP 0.032668 1422.111 2.331781
LOGZHEALTHKAP 0.031912 1144.074 3.924187
LOGZINFRAKAP 0.007073 266.5032 2.120086
LOGDAUKAP 0.014079 664.3796 4.313037
LOGDAKKAP 0.008546 284.1047 3.710748
LOGPADKAP 0.012397 403.2736 1.694246
LOGPDRBKAP 0.013069 752.1300 1.278884

Source: Processed secondary data, 2024

Based on these criteria in Table 6, the model used in this study passes the
multicollinearity assumption. This result is supported by the Variance Inflation Factor
(VIF) values being less than 10, indicating that no multicollinearity issue exists in the
model. The heteroscedasticity test used in this study is the Glejser test. The results of
this test are as follows.

Table 7. Results of heteroscedasticity test.

F-statistic 3.83877*** Prob. F(5,1202) 0.0002
Obs*R-squared 30.1613*** Prob. Chi-Square(5) 0.0002
Scaled explained SS 52.6592*** Prob. Chi-Square(5) 0.0000

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%,10%, *** Significant at 1%,5%,10%.
Source: Processed secondary data, 2024.

10
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Based on these criteria in Table 7, the model used in this study does not pass the
heteroscedasticity assumption. The Prob supports this result. The chi-square value of
0.0002, which is less than 0.05, indicates that the model has a heteroscedasticity issue.
To address this issue, estimation is performed using Robust standard errors.

The autocorrelation test used in this study is the Breusch-Godfrey Serial
Correlation LM Test. Autocorrelation typically occurs in time series data, and the
consequence of autocorrelation in a regression model is that the interpretation is
inefficient, and standard t-tests and F-tests may not be valid, even though the
estimation remains unbiased. The results of the autocorrelation test using the Breusch-
Godfrey Serial Correlation LM Test are shown in Table 8 below.

Table 8. Results of autocorrelation test

F-statistic 7.09059%** Prob. F(2,1200) 0.0009

Obs*R-squared 14.1435%** Prob. Chi-Square(2) 0.0008

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%,10%, *** Significant at 1%,5%,10%.
Source: Processed secondary data, 2024.

Based on these criteria, the model used in this study passes the autocorrelation
assumption. This result is supported by the Prob. Chi-Square value of 0.0008, which
is smaller than 0.05, indicating that there is an autocorrelation issue in the model. To
address this issue, estimation is performed using Robust standard errors. In this study,
linearity testing is conducted using the Ramsey Test, with the following results.

Based on the Table 9, it can be seen that the model does not satisfy the linearity
assumption. This is because the prob F-statistic value in the model is less than 0.05 (<
0.05).

Table 9. Results of linearity test.

Value df Probability
t-statistic 2.489010** 1203 0.0129
F-statistic 6.195170** (1, 1203) 0.0129
Likelihood ratio 6.231237** 1 0.0126

* Significant at 10%, ** Significant at 5%,10%, *** Significant at 1%,5%,10%.
Source: Processed secondary data, 2024.

4. Discussion

In this study model, the role of DBH SDAKap does not significantly affect
economic growth, with a coefficient value of —0.001. To expand the analysis of why
the Revenue Sharing Fund for Natural Resources (DBH SDA) does not have a
significant impact on economic growth, we can consider the following in-depth
aspects. For example, natural resource-rich regions, such as Papua, have a large flow
of natural resource revenue sharing, but non-mining sectors, such as manufacturing or
services, are underdeveloped so that the economy remains dependent on the global
commodity price cycle. Regions that depend on natural resource exploitation often
face the risk of low economic diversification. As a result, revenue from DBH SDA is
not optimized for productive sectors that drive long-term growth. Many local
governments use DBH SDA for routine expenditures, such as employee salaries, rather

11
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than investment in infrastructure or education. This reduces the potential multiplier
effect that should support economic growth. Revenue from DBH SDA is often affected
by volatility in global commodity prices, such as oil or coal. This uncertainty makes
budget allocations less stable and difficult to plan to promote long-term growth. DBH
SDA is often concentrated in a few producing regions, while non-producing regions
that also need infrastructure or basic services do not benefit adequately. This inequality
slows down national economic growth. Some regions do not have the technical or
managerial capacity to optimally manage DBH SDA. Without proper planning, this
budget is unlikely to have a significant impact on long-term development.

Kolstad and Wiig (2009) emphasize that the effectiveness of institutions plays a
crucial role in determining whether resource wealth leads to economic growth or
contributes to stagnation. They argue that weak institutions can exacerbate the
negative effects of resource dependence. Natural resource wealth often fails to
translate into better economic performance due to various challenges, including
macroeconomic volatility, particularly in fiscal policy, and the “Dutch disease” effect,
which can crowd out manufacturing (Bleaney and Halland, 2014; Frankel, 2012;
Wong, 2021). Poor institutions and governance are also significant factors. Resource-
rich countries face price volatility in global markets, which can hinder long-term
growth. To address these issues, countries have attempted diversification strategies
with varying success (Suslova and Volchova, 2012). Improving institutions remains a
key challenge. Policymakers are advised to insulate fiscal policy from oil price
volatility and focus on using resource revenues to foster better development outcomes.
While the long-term trend in commodity prices may not be downward, the other
challenges contribute significantly to the “resource curse” phenomenon (Frankel, 2012;
Wang et al., 2022; Yao et al., 2019).

Additionally, it turns out that only DAU per capita plays a significant role and
positively affects per capita economic growth, with a coefficient value of 0.14. AU is
a block grant transfer from the central government to the regions, meaning that its use
is more flexible than the Special Allocation Fund (DAK) or Revenue Sharing Fund
(DBH). Regions can adjust their budget allocations according to their development
priorities, such as education, health, or infrastructure. This flexibility allows regions
to respond to local needs more quickly and effectively, resulting in an immediate
impact on economic growth. The DAU calculation mechanism takes into account
regional needs and fiscal capacity. Regions with low fiscal capacity receive a larger
portion of DAU to reduce fiscal disparities between regions. This ensures equitable
development and encourages economic activity, especially in underdeveloped or
resource-constrained regions.

In contrast, government spending on education does not have a significant effect.
In this case, it can be understood that education spending does not burden economic
growth. Furthermore, spending on health and infrastructure also does not significantly
impact economic growth. This aligns with the role of health and infrastructure sectors
as investments whose results may not be immediately felt. The relationship between
government spending on education, health, and infrastructure and economic growth
shows mixed results across studies. While education spending was found to impact
economic growth in some cases positively, others found no significant effect (Astuti
and Lestari, 2020; Sunardi et al., 2022). In one study, health spending positively
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influenced human development and welfare but showed no significant effects on
economic growth in others (Effendy et al., 2023; Erlyn et al., 2021). Infrastructure
spending yielded conflicting results, with one study reporting a negative impact on
economic growth and another finding no significant effect (Hidayat et al. 2022;
Sasongko and Wibowo, 2022). These inconsistencies suggest that the relationship
between government spending and economic growth is complex and may depend on
various factors, including each study’s specific context and timeframe. However,
DAKKap, PADKap, and PDRBKap also do not significantly affect economic growth.

Research shows that different types of fund transfers have different effects on
economic growth in the regions. Sengaji et al. (2019) found that Regional Original
Revenue (PAD) positively impacts on economic growth. Meanwhile, Rawung et al.
(2023) it was found that the Special Allocation Fund (DAK) had a negative impact on
economic growth in North Sulawesi Province, while PAD and the General Allocation
Fund (DAU) showed no significant effect. In North Sumatra, the results of Pertiwi et
al. (2022) showed that DAK had a significant negative impact on economic growth,
while PAD and DAU had a significant positive effect.

In contrast, PAD and DAU significantly affected economic growth in Bima City,
but DAK had no effect. In addition, this study also concluded that the government’s
flypaper effect tends to rely more on central fund transfers than local own-source
revenues did not occur in Bima City. The impact of transfer funds on economic growth
may vary across regions depending on the local context and how they are managed.
These studies also explored the relationship between these financial instruments and
other factors such as poverty and unemployment, with mixed results.

In another study it was said that the Revenue Sharing Fund (DBH) support
regional economic growth through budget allocation to strategic sectors such as
education, health, and infrastructure (Erlyn et al., 2022; Ramey, 2021; Sasongko and
Wibowo, 2022). However, its effectiveness is depending heavily on the quality of
institutions and good fiscal governance (Arvin et al., 2021). Similar to remittances,
fiscal transfers like DBH have the potential to reduce poverty if utilized optimally
(Abduvaliev and Bustillo, 2020; Faturohim et al., 2023; Saksono et al., 2022).

Likewise with research Dinh Thanh et al. (2020) revealed that public spending
significant impacts on economic growth through good governance and transparency.
This study highlights that effective fiscal decentralization can enhance public spending
efficiency and support economic growth, especially if the spending is directed toward
productive sectors such as education and health. Furthermore et al. (2020) who studied
the relationship between health spending and economic performance, reinforce the
argument that targeted public spending, including DBH allocation, can boost labor
productivity and GDP. Meanwhile, the study by Jakovljevic et al. (2020) emphasizes
that public expenditure in the health sector has a positive impact on economic growth,
particularly in developing countries. This is relevant to the DBH context, where
effective fund allocation for essential infrastructure such as health and education can
drive regional economic growth.

Since the enactment of Law No. 22 and 25 of 1999, and Law No. 32 of 2004 on
decentralization, which was later amended to Law No. 12 of 2008 on regional
autonomy, it has been 10 years since the implementation of regional autonomy from
1999 to 2010. The definition of regional autonomy, according to Law No. 12 of 2008,
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is the right, authority, and obligation of autonomous regions to regulate and manage
their own governmental affairs and local community interests in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations.

Regional autonomy in Indonesia aims to improve public services, community
welfare, and resource management efficiency while empowering local participation
(Moonti, 2019). It seeks to enhance development, reduce dependence on central
government, and accelerate regional independence. The implementation of regional
autonomy has shown mixed results. While it has improved political participation and
governance, the goal of enhancing welfare has not been fully achieved.
Decentralization has significantly affected capital expenditure, growth, and welfare,
but capital expenditure’s impact on welfare is not significant (Badrudin and Siregar,
2015; Duek and Rusli, 2010). Challenges in optimizing public services persist,
necessitating modern reforms and acceleration. The allocation of village funds aims
to improve public services and increase productivity and empowerment of human
resources (Widodo, 2019). Overall, regional autonomy implementation requires
continued efforts to achieve its intended objectives.

The Allocation of Natural Resource Revenue (Dana Bagi Hasil Sumber Daya
Alam or DBH SDA) to regions is a form of resource management implemented by
local governments, aimed at increasing regional independence. However, research
findings from the period of regional autonomy in Indonesia, specifically between
2010-2012, show that the economic growth of districts and cities was still significantly
influenced by the General Allocation Fund (DAU).

Meanwhile, Regional Original Revenue (PAD) and particularly DBH SDA,
which are key components of regional autonomy in managing local natural resources,
have been found to have an insignificant effect on regional economic growth. DBH
SDA can exacerbate income inequality between resource-rich and resource-poor
regions (Mudayen and Maridjo, 2018). Although DBH SDA may positively impact
economic growth in resource-producing areas, it can worsen horizontal inequality
between provinces (Eisenmenger et al., 2020; Majid et al., 2020). Regions rich in oil,
gas, and other natural resources become increasingly wealthier, while those without
such resources remain poor. This is due to the fact that the amount of balancing funds
is determined by revenue-sharing from taxes and natural wealth. The differing natural
resource potentials across regions worsen the inequality between regions. As a unitary
state, Indonesia plays a role in redistributing wealth from resource-rich regions to
resource-poor regions to prevent sharp disparities.

The General Allocation Fund (DAU) and the Special Allocation Fund (DAK)
have not had a significant impact on income inequality (Mudayen and Maridjo, 2018).
However, both DAU and Regional Original Revenue (PAD) have been proven to
influence the reduction of unemployment (Harsono et al., 2023). Economic growth
alone does not necessarily lead to a reduction in unemployment or poverty. The impact
of fiscal decentralization on regional disparities may vary between Eastern and
Western Indonesia, with DAU having a greater influence in Eastern Indonesia and
DBH having a more significant effect in Western Indonesia.

The distribution of Revenue Sharing Funds (DBH) in Indonesia faces several
challenges. The arrangement of revenue sharing based on decentralization has not
fully reflected the principle of proportionality, leading to perceived inequity for some
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regions (Yasa, 2021). The role of DBH from natural resources (DBH SDA) in
infrastructure spending remains low, with local governments relying more on other
sectors for investment (Hidayat et al., 2024). Issues such as the readiness of local
government human resources and the mechanism for collecting taxes in the plantation
and forestry sectors pose challenges to fiscal independence (Sandy and Inayati, 2022).
Additionally, delays in delivering revenue sharing mechanisms can disrupt regional
development planning. To address these issues, strategies such as enhancing the role
of DBH SDA through technological advancements, preparing local government
human resources, and establishing special rules for tax regionalization have been
proposed.

For example, the Cepu Block oil and gas exploitation spans three administrative
areas in Java, with the largest distribution in Bojonegoro Regency and Blora Regency.
The oil and gas sector has contributed to almost 50% of the regional economic growth
in Bojonegoro (Qurbani et al., 2020; Wulandari et al., 2024). Despite its significant oil
distribution, Blora Regency does not receive Revenue Sharing Funds due to the well’s
location in Bojonegoro, as stipulated by Law No. 33 of 2004. This situation has led to
fiscal gaps and economic imbalances between regions. The Cepu Block development
has influenced the socio-economic conditions of local communities, providing new
job opportunities and increasing income for some residents. However, conflicts have
arisen between local miners and Pertamina EP regarding the control and exploitation
of old oil wells, with differences in legal bases for their activities.

One of the issues regarding the insignificance of DBH SDA in promoting
economic growth is its inclusion as an indicator of fiscal capacity. This results in
regions that contribute significantly to national foreign exchange earnings from natural
resource exploitation facing a reduction or even the elimination of their General
Allocation Fund (DAU). At the same time, substantial funds are needed for
reclamation and environmental restoration. Moreover, oil and natural gas are national
resources, not regional ones, yet they are treated as part of regional assets in DAU
allocation. This leads to a reduction in DAU for resource-rich regions, while large
areas like Kalimantan, with high DBH SDA, still face poor infrastructure quality and
require DAU as a funding source. DAU indirectly affects economic growth through
capital expenditure allocation. These issues with DBH SDA hinder economic growth,
especially in the context of decentralization, where natural resources could ideally help
regions improve their economic performance.

According to Tahir et al. (2024), who examined the relationship between natural
resources and economic growth in OECD countries with a focus on environmental
impacts, the exploitation of natural resources supports economic growth in the short
term but has negative environmental consequences. Hardi et al. (2024) also pointed
out that the shadow economy, which remains unregulated, can reduce the effectiveness
of fiscal policies, including mechanisms like DBH. Therefore, the effectiveness of
DBH in fostering economic growth might be compromised by the existence of an
informal economy that reduces state revenue and potentially creates disparities in
resource allocation.

According to Garg et al. (2024), who examined factors for sustainable economic
growth in G-20 countries, human capital, foreign investment, and revenue from natural
resources are crucial in supporting sustainable economic growth. This finding provides
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a foundation for discussing the contribution of DBH SDA (Natural Resource Revenue
Sharing) to regional economic growth, taking into account allocation efficiency and
long-term environmental impacts.

Meanwhile, Fang et al. (2024) who evaluated how green finance and natural
resources affect ecological efficiency in China, found that proper management of
natural resources can prevent the “resource curse” phenomenon and support regional
economic growth. This study can be used to compare how DBH SDA can be optimized
to foster economic growth without undermining ecological efficiency in Indonesia.

The utilization of natural resources can increase carbon emissions, which
negatively affect environmental quality and long-term economic growth
(Perianayagam et al., 2024). Revenue from natural resources managed through
mechanisms like DBH should ideally be used to support sustainable development.
However, using inefficiently can increase environmental burdens and hinder long-
term economic growth (Raihan et al., 2024). Depending on institutional quality,
dependence on natural resources can negatively and positively affect economic growth.
This suggests that the distribution of natural resource revenue, as seen in DBH
mechanisms, has the potential to influence economic growth significantly. Countries
with high-quality institutions utilize natural resource revenue more effectively to boost
economic growth (Amare et al., 2024).

5. Conclusion

This study reveals that the Natural Resources Revenue Sharing Fund (DBH SDA)
has a complex impact on economic growth in Indonesia. The role of local government
bureaucrats in managing transfer funds (grants) from the central government,
especially DBH SDA, dramatically determines the effectiveness of budget allocation
for development. This analysis focuses on the relationship between local government
revenues and expenditures, particularly on budget allocation in the primary services
sector: Education, Health, and Infrastructure. Through the data panel approach, this
study identifies how the development of DBH Natural Resources received by each
region affects development indicators.

While appropriately managed, transfer funds can catalyze development,
accelerating access to improved public services and creating inclusive and sustainable
economic growth. On the contrary, improper management can exacerbate inequality
or slow development progress. Thus, policy recommendations to ensure that the DBH
SDA has a maximum impact on regional development, several strategic steps need to
be taken: (1) Increasing Bureaucratic Capacity. Local governments need to strengthen
the competence of the apparatus through a comprehensive training program. This
strategy includes improving skills in budget planning and resource management, as
well as the implementation of results-oriented development programs. (2) Setting
Strategic Priorities. Budget allocation should directly benefit the community’s sectors,
such as education, health, and infrastructure. This step aims to create a real impact that
supports improving the quality of life and accelerating economic development. (3)
Tightening the supervision mechanism. Stricter oversight is needed to ensure transfer
funds are used transparently and accountable. Using technology in supervision can
help monitor budget realization so that it remains following development goals.
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Regarding the limitations of this study, it is suggested that the subsequent study
involves the variable of gross fixed capital formation, where the role of local
governments is to encourage the community to increase the added value of regional
superior products. By strengthening this local investment, the regional economy might
grow significantly.

Author contributions: Conceptualization, BAH; methodology, BAH and TA,;
software, TA, AF, and RNTW; validation, BAH; formal analysis, BAH; investigation,
BAH and AH; resources, LJ and YY; data curation, AF and YY; writing—original
draft preparation, BAH and RNTW; writing—review and editing, BAH, FL, LJ, and
HS; visualization, FL, TR, and HS; supervision, TR and AH. All authors have read
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Conflict of interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

Abduvaliev, M., & Bustillo, R. (2020). Impact of remittances on economic growth and poverty reduction amongst CIS countries.
Post-Communist Economies, 32(4), 525-546. https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2019.1678094

Amare, M. Z., Mulugeta, W., & Mencha, M. (2024). Nexus between natural resource endowments and economic growth in
selected African countries. Discover Sustainability, 5(1). https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-024-00448-3

Anggraeni, P., Daniels, P., & Davey, P. (2020). Improving the benefit of natural resources endowment to economic welfare in
Indonesia: A mixed-method analysis. International Journal on Advanced Science, Engineering and Information Technology,
10(3), 1234-1244. https://doi.org/10.18517/ijaseit.10.3.12067

Arvin, M. B., Pradhan, R. P., & Nair, M. S. (2021). Are there links between institutional quality, government expenditure, tax
revenue and economic growth? Evidence from low-income and lower middle-income countries. Economic Analysis and
Policy, 70, 468-489. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eap.2021.03.011

Astuti, D., & Lestari, E. P. (2020). The Government Spending on Education and Health Care in Indonesia’s Economic Growth.
143(Isbest 2019), 14-18. https://doi.org/10.2991/aebmr.k.200522.004

Badrudin, R., & Siregar, B. (2015). The evaluation of the implementation of regional autonomy in Indonesia. Economic Journal of
Emerging Markets, 7(1), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.20885/ejem.vol7.issl.artl

Dinh Thanh, S., Hart, N., & Canh, N. P. (2020). Public spending, public governance and economic growth at the Viethamese
provincial level: A disaggregate analysis. Economic Systems, 44(4), 100780. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecosys.2020.100780

Duek, A., & Rusli, R. (2010). The natural resources industry in decentralised Indonesia: how has decentralisation impacted the
mining, oil and gas industries? January 2010. http://fdef.uni.lu/index.php/fdef_FR/economie/crea

Effendy, I., Ananda, C. F., Maski, G., & Susilo. (2023). the Influence of District-City Government Education and Health
Expenditures on Economic Growth of East Java Province During Period of 2011-2019 Years. Russian Journal of
Agricultural and Socio-Economic Sciences, 134(2), 59-65. https://doi.org/10.18551/rjoas.2023-02.07

Eisenmenger, N., Pichler, M., Krenmayr, N., Noll, D., Plank, B., Schalmann, E., Wandl, M.-T., & Gingrich, S. (2020). The
Sustainable Development Goals prioritize economic growth over sustainable resource use: a critical reflection on the SDGs
from a socio-ecological perspective. Sustainability Science, 15, 1101-1110.

Erlyn, P., Hidayat, B. A., Fatoni, A., & Saksono, H. (2021). Nutritional Interventions by Local Governments as an Effort to
Accelerate Stunting Reduction. Jurnal Bina Praja, 13(3), 543-553.

Erlyn, P., Hidayat, B., Cahyo, A., & Saksono, H. (2022). Investment in Human Resources to Increase Achievement Levels of
Sustainable Development. Jurnal Bina Praja, 14(1), 135-146. https://doi.org/10.21787/jbp.14.2022.135-146

Fang, X., Khalaf, O. I., Guanglei, W., Cristia, J. F. E., & Almasabi, S. (2024). Exploring impact of green finance and natural
resources on eco-efficiency: case of China. Scientific Reports, 14(1), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-70993-4

Faturohim, A., Akbar, A., Hidayat, B. A., & Saksono, H. (2023). An Analysis of Urban Poverty and Unemployment. Jurnal Bina
Praja, 15(2), 309-324. https://doi.org/10.21787/jbp.15.2023.309-324

Faturohim, A., Hermawan, A., Suherli, M., Ariyantini, M., Yuliana, E., Firdaus, M., Pramoda, R., & Hidayat, B. A. (2024).

17



Journal of Infrastructure, Policy and Development 2024, 8(15), 10375.

Benefit distribution and management of inland fisheries : A case study at Batu Tegi Dam , Lampung Province , Indonesia.
17(3), 1278-1287.

Frankel, J. A. (2012). The Natural Resource Curse: A Survey of Diagnoses and Some Prescriptions, John F. Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard University, HKS Faculty Research Working Paper Series No. 12-014.

Garg, D. S., Mittal, D. S., & Garg, A. (2024). Navigating the path for economic resilience and sustainable economic growth:
Empirical insight from G-20 nations. Sustainable Futures, 8(July), 100338. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sftr.2024.100338

Hardi, 1., Afjal, M., Can, M., Idroes, G. M., Noviandy, T. R., & Idroes, R. (2024). Shadow economy, energy consumption, and
ecological footprint in Indonesia. Sustainable Futures, 8(July), 100343. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sftr.2024.100343

Harsono, I., Purnamawati, I. G. A., & Demung, I. W. (2023). Determinants of Economic Growth, Poverty, and Unemployment; A
Path Analysis Study. Jurnal Ilmu Sosial Dan Humaniora, 12(2), 359-366. https://doi.org/10.23887/jish.v12i2.63986

Hidayat, B. A., Fatoni, A., Saksono, H., Asriani, A., & Andari, T. (2022). Integrated River Transport Development to Support
Smart City. Jurnal Bina Praja, 14(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.21787/jbp.14.2022.1-15

Hidayat, B. A., Faturohim, A., Judijanto, L., Hanapi, S., Alfayanti, A., Purno, M., Landekumandang, F., Wahyuni, R. N. T., &
Shinoda, K. (2024). Map to prosperity: Natural resource revenue sharing and infrastructure development in Indonesia.
Journal of Infrastructure, Policy and Development, 8(11), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.24294/jipd.v8i11.8405

Hidayat, B. A., Supartoyo, Y. H., Setiawan, S., Ragimun, R., & Salim, Z. (2024). Government infrastructure investment
stimulation through booming natural resources: Evidence from a lower-middle-income country. Plos One, 19(5), e0301710.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0301710

Hidayat, B. A., Yuliana, E., Wicaksono, B., Matara, K., Afriyanni, Wulandari, S. N., Amri, N. H., & Saksono, H. (2021).
Objectives of Sustainable Development and Analysis of People’s Economy Improvement. Proceedings of the International
Conference on Sustainable Innovation Track Humanities Education and Social Sciences (ICSIHESS 2021), 626(Icsihess),
182-186. https://doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.211227.030

Jakovljevic, M., Timofeyev, Y., Ranabhat, C. L., Fernandes, P. O., Teixeira, J. P., Rancic, N., & Reshetnikov, V. (2020). Real
GDP growth rates and healthcare spending - Comparison between the G7 and the EM7 countries. Globalization and Health,
16(1), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-020-00590-3

Kolstad, 1., & Wiig, A. (2009). Is Transparency the Key to Reducing Corruption in Resource-Rich Countries? World
Development, 37(3), 521-532. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2008.07.002

Maharani, M., & Akbar, N. A. (2023). Utilization of Petroleum and Natural Gas on the Sustainable Development of Indonesian
Economy. Journal of Sustainable Development and Regulatory Issues (JSDERI), 1(1), 1-8.
https://doi.org/10.53955/jsderi.v1il.1

Majid, A., Ismail, M., & Saputra, P. M. A. (2020). Effect of Natural Resources Share Fund on Economic Growth, Unemployment
and Poverty in Producing Regions in Indonesia. 144(Afbe 2019), 315-324. https://doi.org/10.2991/aebmr.k.200606.055

Moonti, R. M. (2019). Regional Autonomy in Realizing Good Governance Roy Marthen Moonti. Substantive Justice,
International Jurnal Of Law, 2(1), 43-53.

Mudayen, Y. M. V., & Maridjo, H. (2018). The Impacts of Fiscal Decentralization, Institutional Transformation, and Regional
Revenue on Income Disparities between Provinces in Indonesia. Journal of Economics, Business, & Accountancy Ventura,
20(3), 247-259. https://doi.org/10.14414/jebav.v20i2.878

Perianayagam, A., Khalifa, A. A., Al-Ghanim, K., Al-Sulaiti, H., & Mourshed, M. (2024). Do income and consumption growth
cause CO2 emissions in Qatar? Implications for climate policy. Discover Sustainability, 5(1).
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-024-00525-7

Pertiwi, D., Maksum, A., & Lumbanraja, P. (2022). The Effect of Original Local Government Revenue, General Allocation Fund,
and Specific Allocation Fund on Economic Growth with Capital Expenditures as a Moderating Variable in Regencies and
Cities in North Sumatra Province. International Journal of Research and Review, 9(7), 172-186.
https://doi.org/10.52403/ijrr.20220719

Qurbani, 1., Sumarno, T., & Cassy, R. (2020). Regional Economic Development Strategy: Increasing Local Generated Domestic
Revenue of the Regional-Owned Enterprises in the Oil and Gas Sector. Brawijaya Law Journal, 7(1), 70-81.
https://doi.org/10.21776/ub.blj.2020.007.01.05

Raghupathi, V., & Raghupathi, W. (2020). Healthcare Expenditure and Economic Performance: Insights From the United States
Data. Frontiers in Public Health, 8(May), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.00156

Raihan, A., Rahman, J., Tanchangya, T., Ridwan, M., & Bari, A. B. M. M. (2024). Influences of economy, energy, finance, and

18



Journal of Infrastructure, Policy and Development 2024, 8(15), 10375.

natural resources on carbon emissions in Bangladesh. Carbon Research, 3(1). https://doi.org/10.1007/s44246-024-00157-6

Ramey, V. A. (2021). The macroeconomic consequences of infrastructure investment (Vol. 28215). University of Chicago Press
Chicago.

Rawung, S. S., Poluakan, T. C., & Hamenda, B. (2023). The Effect Of Regional Original Revenue, General Allocation Funds,
And Special Allocation Funds On Economic Growth In The North Sulawesi Province. Jambura Equilibrium Journal, 5(2),
119-121.

Saksono, H., Hidayat, B. A., Yuliana, E., Wicaksono, B., Afriyanni, Wulandari, S. N., Momon, M., Matara, K., & Amri, N. H.
(2022). The Impact of Tourism and The Creative Industry on The Economy of The Community. Proceedings of the
International Conference on Sustainable Innovation Track Accounting and Management Sciences (ICOSIAMS 2021),
201(Icosiams 2021), 22-25. https://doi.org/10.2991/aebmr.k.211225.004

Sandy, N. T., & Inayati, I. (2022). Transfer of Land and Building Taxes in the Plantation and Forestry Sector in Indonesia in a
SWOT Analysis Review. Jurnal Public Policy, 8(3), 168. https://doi.org/10.35308/jpp.v8i3.5484

Sasongko, H. E., & Wibowo, P. (2022). Government Spending and Regional Economic Growth: the Mediating Effect of Human
Development Index. Jurnal EKonomi Bisnis Dan Kewirausahaan, 11(2), 230. https://doi.org/10.26418/jebik.v11i2.52229

Sengaji, M., Sasongko, S., & Sakti, R. (2019). Determinant of Regional Economic Growth in East Java, Indonesia. Jurnal
Ekonomi Dan Studi Pembangunan, 11(2), 104-115. https://doi.org/10.17977/um002v11i22019p104

Shi, Y., Guo, S., & Sun, P. (2017). The role of infrastructure in China’s regional economic growth. Journal of Asian Economics,
49, 26-41. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asieco.2017.02.004

Sunardi, S., Djazuli, A., Handayani, R. D., Hidayat, B. A., & Saksono, H. (2022). The Role of Human Development in Improving
Local Government Performance Through Good Government Governance. Jurnal Bina Praja, 14(3), 571-582.
https://doi.org/10.21787/jbp.14.2022.571-582

Suslova, E., & Volchova, N. (2012). Human Capital, Industrial Growth and Resource Curse. The Economic Journal of the Higher
School of Economics, 12(2), 217-238.

Tahir, M., Albahouth, A. A., Jaboob, M., Osama, A. J., & Burki, U. (2024). The consumption of natural resources and its effects
on environmental quality: Evidence from the OECD countries. Sustainable Futures, 8(June), 100248.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sftr.2024.100248

Wang, S., Wang, X., & Lu, B. (2022). Is resource abundance a curse for green economic growth? Evidence from developing
countries. Resources Policy, 75(May 2021), 102533. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2021.102533

Widodo, S. (2019). Regional Autonomy Implementation through Improvements Quality of Governance, and Public Services.
American Journal of Social Sciences and Humanities, 4(3), 474-485. https://doi.org/10.20448/801.43.474.485

Wong, C. S. (2021). Science mapping: A scientometric review on resource curses, dutch diseases, and conflict resources during
1993-2020. Energies, 14(15). https://doi.org/10.3390/en14154573

Wulandari, S. N., Saksono, H., 1zzati, N., & Elven, R. R. (2024). Oil And Gas Regionally Owned Enterprisesand Regional
Development In Policy, Environment, And Health. Technium Press.

Yao, H., Tian, M., Ma, J., She, X., & Gao, J. (2019). Study on “resource Curse” Based on the Panel Data in Coal Resource-Rich
Districts of Inner Mongolia. E3S Web of Conferences, 118, 3—7. https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/201911801015

Yasa, P. G. A. S. (2021). Distribution and Revenue Sharing of Natural Resources in Indonesia: Autonomous Region and Legal
Pluralism Perspective. Udayana Journal of Law and Culture, 5(2), 172—-184.
https://doi.org/10.24843/UJLC.2021.v05.i02.p05

19



