


Toward Equitable Village Fund Allocation Based on Local Development Potential  from Biru-Biru district, Deli Serdang, Indonesia

Abstract
Indonesia’s Village Fund (Dana Desa) has transformed rural public finance by transferring substantial resources to villages and expanding local discretion under the Village Law. However, allocation and spending practices often remain weakly aligned with heterogeneous village potentials and binding constraints, particularly in peri-urban–rural districts where accessibility and service quality vary sharply. This article develops an equity-oriented, potential-based allocation framework and demonstrates its use in Biru-Biru Subdistrict, Deli Serdang Regency, North Sumatra. Using a mixed-methods approach that combines stakeholder interviews, community survey responses, field observation, and secondary administrative and statistical data, we map village potentials (agriculture, tourism, local enterprises) and constraints (roads, bridges, terrain, and institutional capacity). A SWOT-based strategic diagnosis is then applied to prioritize policy actions and position the subdistrict’s development stance. Findings indicate that while stronger villages may attract marginally larger shares, several geographically constrained villages continue to face infrastructure deficits that suppress economic potential. The recommended strategy emphasizes growth-oriented but equity-sensitive investment: improving last-mile connectivity, strengthening participatory planning and oversight, upgrading village financial information systems, and building local capacity to reduce reliance on external facilitators. The article contributes a practical planning logic for aligning inter-village transfers with measurable potentials and constraints, supporting more inclusive and accountable rural development outcomes in Indonesian villages.
Keywords: Village fund, Urban Area, SWOT, financial
Introduction  
Fiscal decentralisation is often promoted as a route to more inclusive growth because local governments can tailor spending to local preferences and needs. Yet decentralisation does not automatically reduce inequality, especially when territorial disparities in capacity, geography, and infrastructure are large. Intergovernmental transfer design and local accountability mechanisms strongly shape whether decentralised spending improves equity. Evidence from comparative research suggests that decentralisation can enhance government quality, but outcomes vary by institutional context and incentives. These tensions motivate policy frameworks that balance growth and equity across unequal places (OECD, 2018; Kyriacou & Roca-Sagalés, 2011).
Across Asia, decentralisation reforms have expanded subnational responsibilities in infrastructure, social services, and poverty reduction, making local fiscal systems central to inclusive development. However, disparities across subnational units can widen if transfer systems do not compensate for uneven starting conditions. The literature emphasises that “getting institutions right” and improving intergovernmental fiscal design are critical for inclusive outcomes. This is particularly relevant for emerging economies where fiscal decentralisation is still evolving and local administrative capacity remains uneven. Indonesia’s rural regions exemplify this challenge as development gaps persist between communities with different access to markets and services (OECD & KIPF, 2019; World Bank, 2025).
Indonesia’s Village Law created a significant governance shift by strengthening village authority in local administration, development implementation, and community empowerment. The law aims to enable villages to plan and manage development priorities that reflect local needs and initiatives (Taya, 20. In principle, this legal framework supports bottom-up decision-making and responsiveness at the village level. In practice, the promise of autonomy depends on whether fiscal resources and local institutions are aligned with local development priorities. The Village Law therefore provides both an enabling mandate and a demanding institutional agenda for village governments (Republic of Indonesia, 2014; Vaneysha, 2025).
The Village Fund (Dana Desa) became the flagship fiscal instrument to operationalise village autonomy by transferring substantial state budget resources to villages. Policy intent is closely linked to improving public services, reducing poverty, and addressing disparities between villages through development and empowerment spending. Recent discussions on village finance also highlight evolving allocation components—such as basic, formula-based, and performance-based transfers—intended to balance equalisation and incentives. At the same time, empirical studies show mixed effects across contexts, suggesting that local conditions and implementation quality matter. These realities underscore the need for allocation logic that is sensitive to village heterogeneity (Hilmawan et al., 2023; Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Indonesia, 2024).
A central policy dilemma lies in how to distribute funds fairly when villages differ in population, poverty incidence, land area, and geographical difficulty. Early allocation designs tended to emphasise relatively even basic allocations, which can improve predictability but may under-respond to structural disadvantages in remote or high-cost villages. Subsequent reforms introduced affirmative and performance components to better target need and reward results, yet debates remain about whether these components are sufficiently effective and well-calibrated. Policy analysis has also argued that performance incentives should be paired with better indicators and the systematic integration of village potential data into allocation decisions. In short, equity-oriented transfer design must also be information-oriented (Adji et al., 2019; Saragi, 2021).
Empirical evidence illustrates both progress and persistent gaps in the Village Fund’s development impacts. Village funds are frequently associated with expanded rural infrastructure and village economic activity, but the magnitude of poverty reduction can be limited when spending concentrates on physical outputs without resolving binding constraints or strengthening local institutions. Village-level studies also show that the relationship between transfers and development outcomes is mediated by village original income, village-owned enterprises, and local fiscal performance. In poorer regions, improvements in village development status can occur alongside ongoing vulnerability, indicating that outcomes are highly context-dependent. These findings strengthen the argument that “one-size-fits-all” allocation may miss local drivers of welfare gains (Yusuf & Khoirunurrofik, 2022; Zahara et al., 2024).
Governance quality is equally decisive because village autonomy expands discretion while also expanding opportunities for coordination failures and weak oversight (Saptayuda, 2024). Field evidence indicates that community participation, transparency, and accountability can be constrained by limited role clarity and technical capacity among village actors. Frequent regulatory changes and administrative complexity can also create confusion and reduce the strategic quality of planning and budgeting (Lubis, 2024). In some settings, participatory forums may be vulnerable to elite capture, which undermines distributive fairness and weakens legitimacy. These risks make equity-based allocation inseparable from governance strengthening (World Bank, 2023; Ginting, 2024).
Because village conditions differ sharply, equitable allocation should be tied to measurable development potential and constraints rather than relying solely on uniform shares. Potential-based approaches emphasise aligning transfers with local assets (e.g., agriculture, tourism, microenterprise) while targeting constraints that suppress returns (e.g., poor last-mile connectivity, fragile institutions). Policy briefs on village fund reform recommend integrating annual village potential data with village financial statistics to improve both targeting and accountability. This perspective reframes equity not as “equal amounts” but as “equal opportunity to convert funds into outcomes.” In this sense, potential-based allocation becomes a practical bridge between growth and inclusion (Adji et al., 2019; OECD, 2018).
This article adopts that bridge by focusing on an equity-oriented allocation logic that prioritises binding constraints and leverages local strengths. The approach is consistent with evidence that village deliberation processes shape spending priorities and that outcomes depend on how well those priorities fit local economic structures. At the same time, it recognises that stronger information systems and monitoring are needed so that prioritisation is not merely procedural but substantively strategic. Consequently, the analysis combines development-potential mapping with strategic diagnosis to formulate implementable policy directions. The goal is to support a planning rationale that is locally grounded and fiscally coherent (Yusuf & Khoirunurrofik, 2022; World Bank, 2023).
This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by offering an applied, evidence-based framework for aligning Village Fund allocation with local development potential and binding constraints in a decentralized governance setting. It strengthens place-based rural development and fiscal equalization discussions by showing why “uniform” spending templates may reproduce disparities when villages face different cost-to-serve and accessibility conditions. The Biru-Biru case provides empirically grounded insights into how equity-sensitive prioritization can improve accountability and the effectiveness of rural public investment. The approach is transferable to other districts seeking to operationalize inclusive growth through targeted inter-village transfers (Republic of Indonesia, 2014; Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Indonesia, 2024).
II. Methodology
2.1 Research Design
This study employed an exploratory, revealing-knowledge design aimed at uncovering practical insights about why Village Fund allocations may not align with village development potential, rather than testing hypotheses (Creswell, 2020). A case-study approach was selected because the phenomenon is context-specific and requires an in-depth understanding of local governance, village characteristics, and inter-village disparities (Patton, 2013). Case studies are particularly suitable for examining a bounded system within a specific time and place while integrating multiple data sources (Creswell, 2020). This design also allows the researcher to capture the complexity of decision processes and implementation realities that are often missed in purely confirmatory designs (Raco, 2010).
2.2 Study Area
[bookmark: _GoBack][image: ]The research was conducted in Biru-Biru Sub-district, Deli Serdang Regency, Indonesia, covering all 17 villages administratively included in the sub-district. The location was chosen purposively because the study observed indications of unequal Village Fund allocation relative to differences in village potential and accessibility (Creswell, 2020). Biru-Biru exhibits varied topography—from lowland areas to hilly and mountainous zones—creating different infrastructure needs and development constraints across villages (Sugiyono, 2015). This heterogeneity makes Biru-Biru an appropriate setting to formulate a strategy model for fairer, potential-based allocation (Patton, 2013).Figure 1 Research area

2.3 Population, Sampling, and Participants
The community respondent sample size was determined using the Slovin formula, resulting in 100 respondents. Respondents were selected using accidental (convenience) sampling, meaning participants were recruited based on availability and direct encounter in the field to enable efficient data collection across dispersed villages (Sugiyono, 2015). In addition, nine key informants from relevant local government agencies/OPD were selected purposively due to their institutional roles and knowledge of planning and Village Fund governance, yielding a total of 109 participants (Patton, 2013). The combination of community respondents and institutional informants supports triangulation between lived experience and policy/administrative perspectives (Creswell, 2020).
2.4 Data Sources
This study used both primary and secondary data. Primary data were obtained directly from field activities, including observation and interviews regarding Village Fund use—particularly for infrastructure development and community empowerment programs (Arikunto, 2006). Secondary data were collected from authoritative documents and publications relevant to village development and budgeting, such as sub-district statistical reports (e.g., BPS publications), the regency spatial plan (RTRW), village profiles, and Village Fund allocation records (Bungin, 2006). Using these two data streams strengthens interpretive validity by linking perceived conditions with documented planning and allocation evidence (Creswell, 2020).
2.5 Data Collection Procedures
Three complementary techniques were applied: observation, interviews, and documentation. Observation was used to record visible field conditions—especially accessibility, infrastructure quality, and indications of development utilization—based on predefined criteria aligned with study objectives (Herdiansyah, 2010). Interviews were conducted to capture deeper explanations of allocation practices, needs prioritization, and perceived fairness; the study used a mix of structured, semi-structured, and unstructured formats depending on respondent type and the depth required (Sugiyono, 2015). Documentation complemented these methods by compiling written and visual evidence (reports, village records, photographs, and supporting archives) to cross-check claims and contextualize findings (Arikunto, 2006).
2.6 Analytical Strategy
Two analysis tracks were applied to match the research questions. For Research Problems 1 and 2 (village potential mapping and existing allocation patterns), a descriptive approach was used to systematically portray conditions “as they are,” focusing on factual, structured depiction rather than causal testing (Sugiyono, 2015). For Research Problem 3 (strategy formulation), SWOT analysis was employed to identify and integrate internal factors (strengths and weaknesses) and external factors (opportunities and threats) affecting equitable Village Fund allocation (Rangkuti, 2015). SWOT is appropriate for strategic planning because it links internal capacity constraints with external enabling conditions to produce implementable strategic alternatives (Pearce & Robinson, 2007).
2.7 SWOT Operationalization (IFE–EFE and Strategic Quadrant)
The SWOT procedure began with identifying strategic factors relevant to equitable, potential-based allocation. Internal factors represent village governance and local structural conditions, while external factors represent the regulatory, macroeconomic, and oversight environment shaping allocation effectiveness (David, 2011). Factors were then weighted (normalized so that total weights equal 1.00) and rated—commonly using a 1–4 scale—to reflect relative importance and performance/condition, producing weighted scores through the weight × rating calculation (Rangkuti, 2015). The Internal Factor Evaluation (IFE) and External Factor Evaluation (EFE) totals were used to compute (S − W) and (O − T) values, which were plotted on a Cartesian diagram to determine the strategic position and to guide whether the recommended posture is aggressive, defensive, conservative, or competitive (Rangkuti, 2015). Finally, strategy options were formulated in four groups—SO, ST, WO, and WT—by pairing relevant factor combinations to generate actionable policy directions for fairer allocation and development prioritization (Kuncoro, 2005).
3. Results and Discussion
3.1 Village Development Potential and Binding Constraints in Biru-Biru
The field evidence shows that Biru-Biru Subdistrict contains villages with broadly comparable “basic access” (roads can generally be passed by two- and four-wheeled vehicles), but the quality and reliability of access differs sharply. In several villages, damaged road segments, unpaved stretches, and weak bridges reduce mobility and increase logistics costs. This matters because village potential—whether agriculture, fisheries, or tourism—depends on last-mile connectivity to markets and visitors. As a result, “potential” is not only about resources, but also about whether villages can convert resources into income and services. In the thesis evidence, the constraint that appears repeatedly is geographical difficulty expressed as infrastructure gaps (roads and bridges).
The economic base across the observed villages is strongly linked to agriculture and natural resources, with some villages also demonstrating fisheries potential. These sectors are sensitive to transport conditions because farm and fish products are perishable and depend on timely movement to buyers and processing points. Where access is weak, production can remain “high potential but low realised value” due to spoilage, limited scale, and weak bargaining position. Consequently, equitable development requires not only equal distribution but also targeted investments that remove binding constraints in the most constrained villages. In other words, the thesis evidence supports a planning logic that prioritises “constraint-first” investments.
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Figure 2. Potential  tourim in Sibiru-biru (Survey, 2025)
Tourism potential also emerges as a meaningful growth lever in Biru-Biru, particularly in villages with water-based attractions and natural scenery. Tourism is highly dependent on safety, access, and visitor experience, meaning road quality, bridge reliability, sanitation, and basic amenities become decisive. Where village-owned institutions manage tourism more professionally, the opportunity to create local revenue and jobs becomes stronger. However, without targeted infrastructure and management support, tourism potential remains under-utilised and vulnerable to environmental risks. This reinforces the central message: development potential must be read together with constraints.
Table 1. Examples of Village Potential and Infrastructure Condition  
	No.
	Village
	Key Potential
	Observed Condition / Constraint

	1
	Kualah Dekah
	Nature tourism (water-based attraction), agriculture
	Damaged and potholed roads; sections not yet paved; bridge condition often not feasible for frequent use

	2
	Penen
	Agriculture and fisheries; hot-spring–type attraction
	Damaged roads; limited paving; bridge condition often not feasible for frequent use

	3
	Rumah Gerat
	Nature tourism (water-based attraction)
	Damaged roads; limited paving; bridge condition often not feasible for frequent use

	4
	Selamat
	Agriculture and fisheries
	Damaged and potholed roads; not yet paved; bridge condition often not feasible for frequent use



Table 1 highlights a consistent pattern: villages that possess clear economic or tourism potential are simultaneously constrained by similar last-mile infrastructure issues. This pairing is important for equity because it implies that “equal treatment” in funding can still produce unequal outcomes when some villages face structurally higher access costs. The villages listed require a planning sequence that starts with access reliability (roads/bridges) before expecting large returns from tourism promotion or value-added production. Therefore, potential-based allocation in Biru-Biru is best interpreted as “invest where constraints most suppress returns.”

3.2 Village Fund Allocation Pattern and Spending Composition
The thesis dataset summarises Village Fund allocation and use for a set of eight villages, including villages identified as relatively better equipped and villages facing access constraints. Across this dataset, the spending composition is highly uniform: infrastructure spending is consistently the dominant share, while empowerment activities receive a smaller but stable portion. This indicates a development orientation that prioritises physical outputs, which is understandable in rural settings but can become less effective if infrastructure investments are not targeted to the most binding segments (the worst roads/bridges and the most disconnected hamlets).
At the same time, the allocation totals show differences in the level of funds received across villages. One village receives the highest total among the eight, while several constrained villages receive totals that are lower and relatively clustered. The variation is not extreme, but it is meaningful when the policy goal is equity and when some villages face higher development costs due to terrain and access. In equity terms, villages with higher “cost to deliver services” typically need stronger compensatory support or a targeted component in the allocation logic.
Table 2. Village Fund Allocation and Use Composition  
	No.
	Village
	Total Village Fund
	Infrastructure Use
	Community Empowerment Use

	1
	Aji Baho
	Rp 106.924.000
	Rp 69.500.600
	Rp 37.423.400

	2
	Sidomulyo
	Rp 107.585.000
	Rp 69.930.250
	Rp 37.654.750

	3
	Candi Rejo
	Rp 95.396.000
	Rp 62.007.400
	Rp 33.388.600

	4
	Namo Suro Baru
	Rp 125.701.000
	Rp 81.705.650
	Rp 43.995.350

	5
	Kualah Dekah
	Rp 95.672.000
	Rp 62.186.800
	Rp 33.485.200

	6
	Penen
	Rp 95.873.000
	Rp 62.317.450
	Rp 33.555.550

	7
	Rumah Great
	Rp 95.590.000
	Rp 62.133.500
	Rp 33.456.500

	8
	Selamat
	Rp 97.774.000
	Rp 63.553.100
	Rp 34.220.900

	
	TOTAL
	Rp 820.515.000
	Rp 533.334.750
	Rp 287.180.250



Table 2 shows a stable spending rule: approximately 65% for infrastructure and 35% for empowerment across all listed villages, suggesting a uniform budgeting structure rather than a differentiated one. While this supports predictability, it may not fully reflect differing village needs and cost structures—especially for villages with damaged roads and weak bridges where infrastructure may require a heavier, more targeted focus on critical segments. The totals also show that the highest-funded village exceeds several others by a noticeable margin, while the constrained villages are not clearly prioritised in the totals displayed. For equity-oriented policy, this is a key implication: uniform composition and modest differences in totals can still leave high-constraint villages behind if the allocation logic does not explicitly weight geographical difficulty and access costs.
3.3 SWOT Findings: Internal–External Strategic Position
The thesis applies an Internal Factor Evaluation (IFE) and External Factor Evaluation (EFE) approach to translate field realities into a strategic posture. Internally, the strongest drivers relate to governance and demographic/territorial features (apparatus capacity, commitment, motivation, participation, area, population, poverty targeting, and internal audit). The dominant internal weakness is geographical difficulty—meaning the very factor that increases service delivery costs and restricts the conversion of potential into outcomes.
Externally, the strongest opportunities relate to the regulatory environment, macroeconomic conditions, government fiscal capacity, and accountability architecture. The main threat identified is the limited availability of facilitators or assistants that support village implementation capacity. Taken together, internal strengths and external opportunities outweigh weaknesses and threats, positioning Biru-Biru in a proactive posture—yet with a clear warning that geography remains the binding constraint that must be addressed to make growth inclusive.
Table 3. Internal Factors  
	Code
	Internal Factor
	Score
	Weight
	Weighted Score

	A
	Village apparatus capacity
	3.53
	0.10
	0.35

	B
	Village apparatus commitment
	3.34
	0.11
	0.37

	C
	Village apparatus motivation
	3.24
	0.12
	0.39

	I
	Community participation
	3.24
	0.12
	0.39

	F
	Area size
	3.21
	0.12
	0.39

	E
	Population size
	3.20
	0.11
	0.35

	G
	Poverty factor
	2.76
	0.10
	0.28

	D
	Internal audit system
	2.60
	0.11
	0.29

	
	Total Strengths (S)
	
	
	2.80

	H
	Geographical difficulty intensity
	2.43
	0.12
	0.29

	
	Total Weaknesses (W)
	
	
	0.29

	
	S − W (x-axis)
	
	
	2.51


 
Table 3 indicates that internal readiness is generally strong, especially in apparatus-related factors and community participation. However, the single most critical weakness—geographical difficulty—acts as a “multiplier” of cost and risk, undermining how fast villages can translate spending into outcomes. This implies that governance strength alone is insufficient if the physical constraint remains unresolved. Therefore, the internal message is not simply “expand,” but “expand while removing the geographic bottleneck first.”
Table 4. External Factors (EFE Summary)
	Code
	External Factor
	Weight
	Score
	Weighted Score

	E
	Government fiscal condition
	0.16
	3.37
	0.54

	D
	Macroeconomic condition
	0.16
	3.18
	0.51

	B
	Transparency environment
	0.12
	2.79
	0.33

	C
	External audit accountability
	0.17
	2.67
	0.45

	A
	Regulation / legal foundation
	0.18
	2.60
	0.47

	
	Total Opportunities (O)
	
	
	2.30

	F
	Availability of facilitators
	0.21
	2.24
	0.47

	
	Total Threats (T)
	
	
	0.47

	
	O − T (y-axis)
	
	
	1.83


 Table 4 suggests that the external environment is broadly supportive—particularly due to fiscal room and a governance environment that encourages transparency and auditability. Yet, limited facilitator availability creates an implementation risk, especially for villages that already face geographic constraints and higher coordination costs. This combination points to the need for capacity building that reduces dependency on external facilitation. In equity terms, facilitator scarcity can disproportionately harm the most constrained villages unless local capacity is strengthened.
Figure 3. SWOT Quadrant Position (Cartesian Diagram)
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Figure 3 places Biru-Biru in Quadrant I, meaning strengths and opportunities dominate. This supports a growth-oriented policy stance, but the quadrant position should not be read as “grow everywhere equally.” Instead, the correct interpretation is “grow by targeting the constraints that block equitable returns,” especially in villages with weak roads and bridges. The quadrant therefore justifies proactive development, while simultaneously requiring an equity lens in how priorities are sequenced.
 
3.4 Integrated Discussion: What the Results Mean for Equitable, Potential-Based Allocation
Taken together, the findings point to a consistent logic. Biru-Biru possesses clear development potential—especially in agriculture, fisheries, and tourism—and its governance conditions are assessed as relatively strong. Yet geographical difficulty, manifested in infrastructure deficits, remains the most binding constraint. When Village Fund spending is implemented through a uniform template, high-constraint villages may remain locked into low returns even if they receive comparable “types” of expenditures. In this context, equity requires that both allocation decisions and program design reflect differences in cost-to-serve, access reliability, and the extent to which infrastructural constraints suppress local economic returns.
The allocation pattern presented in the article also indicates that the overall spending mix is consistently infrastructure-heavy (approximately two-thirds) across villages. This orientation can be effective when infrastructure investments are sharply targeted to the most critical links—such as severely damaged road segments, strategic bridges, and access routes connecting production areas and tourism sites to markets and services. Without such targeting, however, identical spending shares can yield unequal outcomes: better-connected villages may translate investments into growth more rapidly, while constrained villages see smaller marginal gains. Equity, therefore, is less about applying the same percentages everywhere and more about differentiating the investment focus—especially within the infrastructure category—based on the severity and economic significance of local bottlenecks.
The SWOT results reinforce a practical bundle of strategies aligned with these realities. A growth-oriented posture is appropriate, but it must be equity-sensitive through: (1) prioritising last-mile road and bridge reliability in high-constraint villages; (2) strengthening village financial information systems and internal audit functions to sustain transparency and accountability; (3) expanding meaningful community participation in planning and monitoring to reduce misalignment and leakage; (4) building the capacity of village officials and implementers to reduce dependence when external facilitators are limited; and (5) promoting inter-village collaboration where constraints and opportunities cut across administrative boundaries, such as shared access corridors and integrated tourism routes. Under this logic, Biru-Biru can pursue growth while systematically narrowing gaps between better-equipped villages and those facing the greatest constraints.
4. Conclusion and Recommendations
This study finds that Biru-Biru Subdistrict has strong development prospects because many villages possess clear economic potential—especially in agriculture, fisheries, and nature-based tourism—supported by generally positive internal governance conditions and a supportive external policy environment. However, the most binding constraint is geographical difficulty manifested in last-mile infrastructure gaps, particularly damaged roads and weak bridges, which limits mobility, increases logistics costs, and suppresses the ability of constrained villages to convert potential into welfare gains. The observed Village Fund spending pattern is largely uniform across villages (infrastructure-dominant with a smaller empowerment share), which can unintentionally reproduce disparities when villages face different cost-to-serve conditions. Therefore, the key conclusion is that “growth-oriented” Village Fund management is appropriate in Biru-Biru, but it must be implemented through an equity-sensitive logic that prioritizes constraint removal in villages with higher structural disadvantages.
Accordingly, the recommended approach is to adopt a potential-and-constraint–based prioritization model that explicitly weights geographic difficulty and access reliability when determining program focus and the sequencing of investments. Practically, high-constraint villages should receive first-line attention for critical road and bridge rehabilitation and routine maintenance, while better-connected villages can accelerate productive investments and economic activation (e.g., value-chain support and tourism readiness). In parallel, governance strengthening is essential: upgrading village financial information systems, reinforcing internal control and participatory monitoring, and building local capacity through structured training and inter-village peer support to reduce reliance on scarce external facilitators. Finally, implementation should be tracked with simple performance indicators—access reliability, reporting timeliness, community oversight frequency, and basic economic signals—so that Village Fund use becomes not only accountable, but also demonstrably aligned with the potentials and constraints of each village.
Research Limitation
This study uses a case-study design focused on Biru-Biru Subdistrict; therefore, findings are analytically generalizable to similar contexts but are not intended to represent all Indonesian subdistricts. Community respondents were selected using accidental (convenience) sampling, which may introduce selection bias and limit representativeness across villages and demographic groups. In addition, SWOT/IFE–EFE scoring, while structured, can be influenced by stakeholder perceptions and researcher judgment. To reduce these risks, the study triangulates evidence from interviews, community surveys, field observations, and administrative/statistical documents, and it interprets results as an equity-focused diagnostic for prioritization rather than a causal claim about Village Fund impacts.
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