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	Indonesia replaced its long-standing integrated welfare registry with the National Single Socioeconomic Data system (DTSEN) through Presidential Instruction Number 4 of 2025, ranking the entire population across ten welfare deciles to determine assistance eligibility. This study examines how that policy is implemented in social assistance delivery in Bogor City, which subnational factors support or obstruct it, and what optimisation strategies follow. A qualitative descriptive-analytical design was applied across two purposively selected sub-districts recording the widest coverage deficits, drawing on semi-structured interviews with fifteen informants spanning agency officials, sub-district personnel, system operators, neighbourhood heads, and residents, supplemented by field observation and documentation, and analysed through the Edwards III implementation model with street-level bureaucracy and data governance as supporting perspectives. Aggregate figures show 168,781 of 463,466 residents in Deciles 1–5, or 36.42 per cent, remain outside all assistance schemes, a figure representing a coverage gap rather than a measured inclusion or exclusion error since the study did not independently audit programme eligibility at household level. Communication channels operate but comprehension of the transition remains uneven; technical facilities are adequate while operator staffing is not; local commitment is strong, yet determination authority is centralised; and written verification procedures remain undeveloped. Discretion has migrated from final determination toward initial eligibility assessment, contrasting with earlier findings under the previous registry. The central implication is that building a technically sophisticated registry does not automatically produce responsive service delivery; conventional implementation factors, particularly procedural standardisation and human resource adequacy, continue to govern whether data integration translates into protection coverage.






INTRODUCTION
Administrative reform over the past two decades has been marked by a shift in public governance from manual record-keeping toward interconnected information systems. Social protection is among the sectors most affected by this shift, since the effectiveness of any assistance programme rests on how precisely the state is able to recognise those who genuinely need help. Governments have generally pursued this goal by building a single registry that consolidates socio-economic information on citizens previously scattered across numerous agencies. Digitalisation, however, offers no automatic guarantee of accurate targeting. Masiero and Das (2019) caution that moving anti-poverty programmes into the realm of data may itself generate data justice problems whenever verification at the community level is bypassed. The World Bank (2022) arrives at a comparable conclusion, positioning the quality of beneficiary data as the decisive factor in targeting performance, particularly under the proxy means test approach that estimates household welfare through indirect indicators such as housing condition, asset ownership, and family composition.
The same problem has surfaced in the administration of social assistance in Indonesia. For more than a decade, eligibility for the Family Hope Programme (Program Keluarga Harapan/PKH), the staple food assistance programme (Sembako), and the subsidised National Health Insurance scheme (JKN Penerima Bantuan Iuran/JKN PBI) rested on the Integrated Social Welfare Data system (Data Terpadu Kesejahteraan Sosial/DTKS). Successive studies have documented recurring accuracy defects within that database: deceased recipients still listed as active, duplicated identities, and economically secure households remaining registered as poor (Wijayanti et al., 2025). Yusup et al. (2026) go further, recording inclusion error in the range of 20–30 per cent and exclusion error of 30–40 per cent within the social assistance data system in Jakarta. The two forms of error operate asymmetrically yet prove equally damaging: the first channels public funds toward households that do not qualify, while the second leaves the most vulnerable groups entirely outside the reach of the programme. Manoppo and Laoh (2022) together with Widyaningsih et al. (2023) underline that local institutional capacity and the continuity of data updating are the levers capable of breaking this cycle.
Responding to these shortcomings, the government issued Presidential Instruction Number 4 of 2025, which established the National Socio-Economic Single Data system (Data Tunggal Sosial Ekonomi Nasional/DTSEN) as the sole reference for assistance distribution, superseding DTKS. The fundamental difference between the two lies in coverage: DTKS enumerated only those citizens classified as requiring social welfare services, whereas DTSEN ranks the entire population across ten welfare deciles, so that an individual's eligibility follows directly from their decile position (Kementerian Sosial RI, 2025). Operationally, DTSEN runs through the Next Generation Social Welfare Information System (SIKS-NG) along a tiered chain of implementers extending from neighbourhood units, urban villages, and district social agencies up to the ministry, complemented by a self-service participation channel through the Cek Bansos application. This layered design means that the success of DTSEN depends far less on the sophistication of the central system than on how faithfully the policy is translated by frontline actors at the lowest administrative tier.
Bogor City presents a compelling case for examining this question empirically. Data from the Bogor City Social Affairs Agency indicate that 463,466 residents fall within Deciles 1–5, yet 168,781 of them, roughly 36.4 per cent, have received no social assistance whatsoever. The gap narrows into three flagship programmes: PKH reaches only 80,401 of the 362,883 eligible residents, Sembako 146,710 of 463,460, and JKN PBI 263,271 of 463,460. The sharpest coverage deficits appear in Bogor Selatan and Bogor Barat, the two sub-districts with the highest concentration of the lowest welfare groups. These figures suggest that the obstacle to distribution is not fiscal scarcity alone, but a misalignment between the target data produced by decile ranking and the realisation of delivery on the ground.
Existing scholarship still centres on DTKS, whether in relation to its utilisation by social affairs agencies (Manoppo & Laoh, 2022), the urgency of updating it at the regional level (Widyaningsih et al., 2023), the accuracy of recipient records in municipal settings (Wijayanti et al., 2025), or the accountability of its data systems (Yusup et al., 2026). Research addressing DTSEN implementation specifically, a policy that took effect only in 2025 and remains within a phased transition period through 2026, is practically absent, let alone with Bogor City as its locus. This absence is not merely thematic but temporal: the interval of database migration constitutes the most precarious and simultaneously the most revealing moment for observing how local bureaucracies recalibrate their working procedures.
Building on these conditions, this study adopts the policy implementation model of Edwards III (1980), which identifies communication, resources, disposition, and bureaucratic structure as the four determinants of implementation success. The model was selected for its operational character and its capacity to trace inter-tier dynamics directly through interviews and observation. The contribution of this article is twofold. Theoretically, the study tests the explanatory reach of a conventional implementation model when applied to a digitally mediated policy, while identifying the dimensions requiring enrichment, particularly the role of street-level bureaucracy under the digitalisation of public services. Empirically, it supplies early evidence on DTSEN implementation drawn from a distinctive sample: a city exhibiting a wide assistance coverage gap despite a moderate poverty rate. That sample characteristic opens the possibility of findings not explicable through budget-constraint reasoning, and practically yields optimisation strategies transferable to regions sharing comparable profiles.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Prior Studies on Welfare Data and Assistance Delivery
Scholarship on welfare data governance in Indonesia has accumulated steadily over the past five years, yet it clusters around a single object of inquiry. Wijayanti et al. (2025), working through an empirical-juridical lens in Semarang, documented recipient records that no longer corresponded to reality: households that had relocated, individuals long deceased, and economically secure families still counted as eligible, compounded by weak inter-agency coordination and low citizen literacy in reporting changes. Yusup et al. (2026) quantified the consequences in Jakarta, recording inclusion error between 20 and 30 per cent alongside exclusion error reaching 30 to 40 per cent, and traced part of the problem to neighbourhood-level validation carried out without any standardised protocol.
Widyaningsih et al. (2023), surveying six regions, concluded that continuous and high-quality data updating had become an urgent obligation for subnational governments rather than an optional administrative routine. What unites these contributions is their diagnostic character: each identifies malfunction within the previous integrated welfare database, but none follows the policy that replaced it. International scholarship supplies a complementary caution. Masiero and Das (2019), examining the datafication of anti-poverty programmes, argued that substituting digital systems for community-based verification generates data justice problems, since citizens lose the social channels through which errors were formerly contested. Taken together, the literature converges on a diagnosis while leaving the implementation of a successor policy unexamined, and no study to date has taken Bogor City as its locus. This threefold absence, substantive, theoretical, and geographical, defines the space this article occupies.

Digital Welfare, Data Governance, and Data-Driven Targeting
Recent scholarship has increasingly examined how digital transformation reshapes welfare delivery and the governance challenges it introduces. Henman (2022) argues that automated decision-making in social protection shifts discretion from human actors to algorithmic processes, creating a new accountability deficit where neither citizens nor frontline officials fully understand how eligibility outcomes are produced. Dencik et al. (2022) extend this analysis by demonstrating that data-driven welfare systems embed pre-existing institutional biases into their classification logic, so that digitalisation risks reproducing rather than resolving the inequities it was designed to address.
On the governance side, Janssen et al. (2022) propose that effective data governance in the public sector requires not merely technical interoperability but institutional trust, defined as shared expectations among agencies regarding data quality standards, access protocols, and correction mechanisms. Their framework is pertinent to DTSEN because the system depends on data matching across multiple source databases, namely Regsosek, P3KE, DTKS, and civil registration records, a process whose reliability rests on the governance arrangements governing each source rather than on the integrating platform alone. Poel et al. (2023) reinforce this point by showing that data quality in government registries deteriorates predictably when updating responsibilities are distributed across tiers without binding procedural standards, a condition directly observable in the present study.
In the specific domain of social assistance targeting, Kidd et al. (2024) offer a comprehensive assessment of proxy means testing in low- and middle-income countries, concluding that even well-designed targeting instruments generate systematic exclusion when local verification capacity is weak. Their finding aligns with the World Bank (2022) assessment that beneficiary data quality, rather than targeting methodology, constitutes the binding constraint on programme performance. Kuhn and Stillman (2023) add an implementation dimension by documenting how the transition from one national registry to another in post-Soviet states produced a temporary widening of coverage gaps, attributable not to the design of the successor system but to the administrative disruption of migration itself, a dynamic with clear parallels to the DTKS-to-DTSEN transition examined here. Collectively, these contributions establish that digital welfare systems require governance arrangements commensurate with their technical complexity, and that transition periods between registry systems constitute moments of heightened implementation risk demanding particular attention to procedural clarity and frontline capacity.

Policy Implementation and the Edwards III Model
Policy acquires meaning only when translated into concrete administrative action, and implementation studies have generated several competing frameworks for explaining why that translation succeeds or fails. Top-down models emphasising policy standards, resources, and inter-organisational communication offer breadth but distribute explanatory weight across overlapping variables that resist operationalisation in small-scale qualitative work. Frameworks centred on problem tractability illuminate why certain policies are inherently difficult to enact, yet supply few indicators traceable through fieldwork interviews. Models foregrounding the political character of implementation suit macro-level analysis more comfortably than the study of technical operators at the service counter. Against these alternatives, Edwards III (1980) offers structural parsimony: four interacting determinants, namely communication, resources, disposition, and bureaucratic structure, convert directly into interview and observation indicators.
Communication encompasses transmission, clarity, and consistency of policy messages across administrative tiers. Resources cover staffing adequacy, informational sufficiency, legal authority, and technical facilities, a dimension that acquires particular weight where implementation depends on functioning devices, network connectivity, and operator competence at the sub-district level. Disposition captures whether frontline personnel treat the task as a genuine mandate or an added administrative burden, a distinction that matters acutely during a database transition demanding the relearning of procedures entrenched over a decade. Bureaucratic structure concerns the presence of written standard operating procedures and the degree of organisational fragmentation impeding coordination. Haikal and Fitriati (2023) demonstrated the framework's serviceability in the Indonesian social assistance context, identifying communication and resources as decisive. The model's acknowledged limitation is its top-down orientation, which under-registers the improvisation of implementers at the point of contact.


Street-Level Bureaucracy as a Corrective Perspective
That limitation is addressed by Lipsky (2010), whose central proposition holds that public policy is ultimately constituted by frontline officials who exercise discretion while operating under chronic resource scarcity. Confronted with caseloads exceeding their capacity, such officials develop coping mechanisms, including informal procedural shortcuts, prioritisation according to perceived urgency, and routinised decisions for cases judged similar, that collectively determine what citizens actually receive. A second dimension of the theory concerns asymmetric power: citizens typically depend on officials who control both information and process, which explains why accessible objection and appeal mechanisms carry disproportionate importance. Empirical work in Indonesia substantiates the argument, with Hadna et al. (2022) finding that officials' economic motives and clients' knowledge levels jointly correlate with observed patterns of discretionary practice. The perspective's sensitivity to service-point realities compensates precisely for what the Edwards framework overlooks, while its micro focus is in turn offset by the structural reach of that framework, a reciprocity that justifies their combined use.

Data Governance as an Evaluative Standard
The third strand supplies criteria for judging implementation outputs rather than processes. Zuiderwijk and Janssen (2014) established that government data policies deliver impact through institutional arrangements, including technical standards, allocated responsibilities, and interoperability requirements, rather than through technological availability alone. Four governance dimensions follow for the present study: accuracy, indicated by low inclusion and exclusion error; interoperability, the technical precondition enabling multiple source databases to be matched without duplication or identity mismatch; currency, meaning regular updating that tracks household socio-economic change; and accountability, conceptualised by Bovens (2007) as a relationship linking an actor to a forum empowered to demand justification and impose consequences. Applied to a tiered data system, accountability implies traceable responsibility at every level from initial neighbourhood reporting through operator data entry and sub-district deliberation to municipal coordination, ideally codified in written procedure.

Analytical Framework
The three perspectives operate in a nested configuration. Edwards III (1980) structures the primary thematic analysis across four dimensions, providing the organising categories through which field data are coded and compared. Lipsky (2010) supplies the interpretive lens for micro-level findings concerning frontline discretion, applied specifically where the Edwards framework under-registers the improvisation of neighbourhood heads and system operators at the point of contact. The data governance criteria derived from Zuiderwijk and Janssen (2014) and Bovens (2007) furnish evaluative standards for judging whether procedural arrangements meet accountability requirements, applied specifically to the quality of verification processes and the traceability of responsibility within the tiered data system. This nested design ensures that the analysis captures structural conditions, frontline behaviour, and output quality within a single coherent framework rather than treating each perspective in isolation.

METHODOLOGY
	This study employed a qualitative descriptive-analytical approach to examine how DTSEN policy is translated into administrative practice across multiple levels of government, with emphasis on meanings, processes, and contextual dynamics that cannot be adequately captured through quantitative measurement alone (Creswell & Poth, 2023).
	Fieldwork was conducted in Bogor City, West Java, from July to September 2025. Bogor Selatan and Bogor Barat were purposively selected because they recorded the widest social assistance coverage deficits, creating contexts in which implementation pressures, proposal volumes, and discrepancies between registry data and actual service delivery were particularly visible. Site selection was based on aggregate coverage data obtained from the Bogor City Social Affairs Agency prior to fieldwork.
	Fifteen informants were purposively recruited based on their direct involvement in DTSEN implementation or experience as social assistance applicants or recipients. They consisted of two officials from the Bogor City Social Affairs Agency, three sub-district or kelurahan personnel involved in social data administration, two SIKS-NG operators, four RT/RW neighbourhood heads, and four residents from Deciles 1–3 who had received or applied for social assistance. Access was facilitated through a formal research permit issued by the Social Affairs Agency, followed by introductions to relevant sub-district offices. Participation was voluntary, and each prospective informant was informed of the study's purpose and procedures before participation.
	Data were collected through semi-structured interviews, field observations, and document analysis. Interviews were guided by the four dimensions of the Edwards III implementation model, namely communication, resources, disposition, and bureaucratic structure, while remaining flexible enough to capture emerging themes. Interviews lasted approximately 30–60 minutes, were conducted face-to-face, and were audio-recorded with verbal consent. Field observations were undertaken during kelurahan deliberative forums, SIKS-NG data-processing activities, and citizen service interactions. Observation focused on procedural sequences, facilities, inter-actor interactions, and citizen responses. Documentary sources included aggregate decile and coverage data, photographs of implementation activities, and regulations governing DTSEN implementation. These materials were used both as independent evidence and to corroborate interview and observation findings.
	The Edwards III (1980) policy implementation model served as the principal analytical framework. Communication was examined in terms of transmission, clarity, and consistency; resources in relation to personnel, information, authority, and facilities; disposition in terms of implementers' understanding and commitment; and bureaucratic structure through standard operating procedures and organisational fragmentation. Two complementary perspectives were incorporated. Lipsky's (2010) street-level bureaucracy theory was used to interpret frontline discretion under resource constraints, while data governance and accountability perspectives derived from Zuiderwijk and Janssen (2014) and Bovens (2007) were used to assess accuracy, interoperability, data currency, and traceability of responsibility. These perspectives were applied in a nested manner, with Edwards III structuring the main thematic analysis and the complementary frameworks deepening interpretation of specific findings.
	Data analysis followed the interactive model of Miles, Huberman, and Saldaña (2020), comprising data condensation, data display, and conclusion drawing and verification. Interview transcripts, observation notes, and documents were coded deductively according to the Edwards III dimensions and inductively to capture recurring empirical patterns. Coded data were organised into thematic matrices by analytical dimension and informant category, enabling comparison across research sites and stakeholder groups. Emerging interpretations were subsequently tested against contradictory or disconfirming evidence.
	Trustworthiness was strengthened through source triangulation across the five informant categories, methodological triangulation across interviews, observations, and documents, member checking with two key informants, and maintenance of a reflexive journal documenting analytical decisions and potential researcher bias. Ethical safeguards included voluntary participation, verbal informed consent, the right to withdraw, role-based anonymisation of participants, and secure storage of audio recordings. Institutional access and data collection were authorised through a formal research permit issued by the Bogor City Social Affairs Agency.

RESEARCH RESULT
Research Setting and Policy Context
The study was conducted within the administrative territory of Bogor City, with Bogor Selatan and Bogor Barat serving as the sampled sub-districts. Both were chosen deliberately because they record the widest assistance coverage deficits in the city, a condition that places implementers under maximum operational strain and therefore allows the study to observe how the policy behaves where the volume of proposals is heaviest and the distance between registry data and actual delivery is greatest. City-level coordination is handled by the Bogor City Social Affairs Agency together with social assistants, who interface directly with sub-district offices, neighbourhood heads, SIKS-NG operators, and officials from the statistics agency throughout the sequence of socialisation, verification, and data updating.
Findings indicate that DTSEN has been operationalised in Bogor City as a supporting instrument for mapping household socio-economic conditions and determining social protection targets. Its operation, however, has not yet guaranteed that every citizen recorded in the registry obtains access to assistance consistent with the criteria applying to them. The existence of a single database has not automatically produced an optimal linkage between citizen data and the delivery of social services, a proposition tested and deepened through the subsequent analysis.

Aggregate Decile Data and the Coverage Gap
Aggregate figures show 463,466 residents of Bogor City falling within Deciles 1 through 5. Table 1 details the gap between the total population of each decile and the number yet to receive any assistance.
Table 1. Social Assistance Coverage Gap by Decile in Bogor City
	Decile
	Total Population
	Not Yet Receiving Assistance
	Percentage Not Covered

	Decile 1
	83,640
	19,555
	23.38%

	Decile 2
	89,375
	21,974
	24.59%

	Decile 3
	94,075
	28,878
	30.69%

	Decile 4
	95,793
	40,340
	42.11%

	Decile 5
	100,583
	58,034
	57.70%

	Total
	463,466
	168,781
	36.42%


Source: Bogor City Social Affairs Agency data, processed by the researcher, 2026.
Of the entire Decile 1–5 population, 168,781 individuals or roughly 36.42 per cent remain untouched by social assistance. It should be emphasised that this figure represents a coverage gap, not a measured inclusion or exclusion error, since the study did not independently audit programme eligibility at household level. Membership in a given decile does not automatically confer eligibility for every scheme, as PKH, Sembako, and JKN PBI each apply distinct qualifying criteria. Even so, the presence of uncovered households in the lowest deciles signals a need for further verification so that genuinely eligible citizens are not bypassed.
The gap follows a rising gradient across deciles, climbing from 23.38 per cent at Decile 1 to 57.70 per cent at Decile 5. That pattern is coherent with programme design, since distribution ordinarily prioritises the poorest strata, yielding proportionally higher coverage there. In absolute terms, however, the largest shortfall sits at Decile 5 with 58,034 individuals. Optimisation strategy must therefore weigh proportional deficits, most relevant for Deciles 1 and 2, alongside absolute deficits, most relevant for Deciles 4 and 5.

Implementation Assessed Through the Four Edwards III Dimensions
The following sub-sections present findings on each dimension, drawing on accounts from all five informant categories. To strengthen the evidential link between field data and interpretation, selected interview excerpts are incorporated within the narrative and a summary evidence matrix is provided at the close of this section. Communication. Policy information has been disseminated through multiple channels: sub-district deliberative forums, resident meetings, communication involving neighbourhood units, and citizen access via the Cek Bansos application. Transmission, in the Edwards sense, is therefore substantially satisfied. The Social Affairs Agency treats communication as a cascading responsibility, forwarding central directives downward through joint socialisation events with social assistants, statistics officials, and neighbourhood heads. One agency official described this process as follows: "We do not simply forward the written instruction. We organise joint socialisation sessions bringing together social assistants, BPS officers, and neighbourhood heads so that the message reaches every tier directly" (Agency Official, interview, August 2025).
At the sub-district level, neighbourhood heads deliver the message through deliberative forums and resident gatherings. Because neighbourhood heads are not technically trained administrative personnel, however, the quality of delivery varies according to each individual's own grasp of unfamiliar terminology. A neighbourhood head in Bogor Selatan acknowledged this challenge: "Some of the new terms, like decile ranking and proxy means test, are difficult even for us to explain. We try our best using everyday language, but we cannot be sure every resident fully understands what has changed from the old system" (RT Head, interview, August 2025).
Dissemination has not translated into uniform comprehension. Interviews revealed residents who had not fully grasped the shift from DTKS to DTSEN or the mechanisms accompanying it. One resident reported learning of the transition only when her assistance status changed: "Nobody told me the system had changed. I only found out when my monthly transfer suddenly stopped, and when I asked the RT head, he said the database was now different" (Resident, Decile 2, interview, September 2025). The communication problem thus concerns not the presence of socialisation activity but the clarity, consistency, and accessibility of what is conveyed.
Resources. Implementation at sub-district level is supported by computers, internet connectivity, and SIKS-NG access, with administrative routines encompassing system entry, cross-checking against civil registration records, and logging of data changes. Technical facilities are therefore relatively adequate. Human resources are not. Social data management rests on a limited number of officers, and some SIKS-NG operators simultaneously discharge other administrative duties. One operator described the workload as follows: "I handle SIKS-NG data entry, but I am also responsible for general correspondence and other administrative tasks in the kelurahan. When proposal volumes are high, I simply cannot update everything on time" (SIKS-NG Operator, Bogor Barat, interview, August 2025). Given the volume of records involved, this dual-tasking risks slowing updating, verification, validation, and follow-up on citizen proposals. The constraint reflects the structurally lean staffing of sub-district offices relative to their administrative workload, implying that sub-districts facing high proposal volumes will update more slowly than quieter ones despite operating identical systems and procedures.
Disposition. Local implementers broadly support the policy. Officers regard DTSEN as integral to social service delivery, and neighbourhood heads occupy a strategic position as intermediaries owing to their direct knowledge of household conditions. A sub-district secretary affirmed: "We see DTSEN as part of our responsibility toward residents. Updating their data is not an extra burden; it is the core of social service at kelurahan level" (Sub-district Secretary, Bogor Selatan, interview, August 2025). Neighbourhood heads demonstrated strong commitment as street-level intermediaries, with one RW head explaining: "Before submitting a proposal, I visit the household myself. I look at the condition of the house, the number of dependants, whether both parents are working. I want to make sure the proposal reflects the real situation" (RW Head, Bogor Barat, interview, August 2025).
Commitment, however, is not matched by authority over outcomes. Proposals must traverse system stages and higher-level approval, so while sub-district offices respond promptly to citizen submissions, the determination or alteration of assistance status can take considerable time pending system follow-up. Service speed therefore lies substantially outside local hands, a condition consonant with Lipsky's (2010) account of constrained frontline discretion when final decisions rest beyond the officials closest to citizens. Citizen disposition likewise varies with comprehension: residents who understand that reporting economic change affects their status report more actively, tying disposition directly back to communication effectiveness.
Bureaucratic Structure. The implementation chain engages citizens, neighbourhood heads, sub-district officials, and higher agencies, with deliberative forums functioning as the venue for validating proposals. The chain operates through a clear sequence: neighbourhood heads identify and propose residents, the kelurahan verifies and validates proposals through deliberative forums, then forwards them to the Social Affairs Agency for further processing in SIKS-NG before the central system determines decile ranking. Field observation of a verification session confirmed this sequence, showing all three tiers of actors present simultaneously during a single verification event.
Although the mechanism operates, written standard operating procedures governing verification and validation at sub-district level remain suboptimal. A sub-district official acknowledged: "We do not have a written manual that spells out each step from proposal to verification to forwarding. We follow what we have always done, and when a new officer joins, we explain the process verbally" (Sub-district Official, Bogor Barat, interview, September 2025). Absent binding written procedure, implementation depends heavily on coordination habits, individual experience, and personal understanding. This invites practice variation: sub-districts staffed by experienced officers verify consistently, whereas those experiencing personnel turnover lack any reference document from which newcomers might learn. Citizens ultimately absorb the consequence, reporting differing experiences of speed and clarity depending on where they live.

Frontline Proposal Mechanisms and Citizen Experience
Neighbourhood heads may submit proposals either through the application or through the sub-district office, weighing housing condition and household economic circumstances when judging eligibility. That informal reasoning parallels the proxy means test logic underpinning decile ranking, indicating alignment between grassroots assessment and central methodology even though the two operate on separate, non-synchronised tracks.
Once submitted, however, neither neighbourhood heads nor sub-district offices control the determination timeline. Residents reported extended waits between application and receipt, frequently without explanation of which stage their submission had reached. One resident described the experience: "I submitted my application more than four months ago. Nobody has told me whether it is still being checked at the kelurahan or has already been sent to the central system. I just wait without knowing" (Resident, Decile 1, interview, September 2025). Decile reclassification can also alter entitlement in either direction, a reasonable consequence of a continuously updated system but one demanding clear explanation lest citizens attribute the change to administrative error.

Summary Evidence Matrix
Table 2 maps the principal findings to their evidential sources across the five informant categories and two supplementary methods, indicating which sources corroborate each thematic finding.
Table 2. Evidence Matrix by Edwards III Dimension and Source
	Dimension
	Thematic Finding
	Agency Officials
	Sub-district Personnel
	SIKS-NG Operators
	RT/RW Heads
	Residents
	Observation
	Documents

	Communication
	Tiered socialisation channels operational
	✓
	✓
	—
	✓
	—
	✓
	✓

	Communication
	Uneven public comprehension of DTKS-to-DTSEN transition
	—
	✓
	—
	✓
	✓
	—
	—

	Resources
	Adequate technical facilities
	✓
	✓
	✓
	—
	—
	✓
	✓

	Resources
	Limited operators and overlapping duties
	—
	✓
	✓
	—
	—
	✓
	—

	Disposition
	Strong commitment among local implementers
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓
	—
	✓
	—

	Disposition
	Final determination authority outside local control
	—
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓
	—
	✓

	Bureaucratic Structure
	Established coordination chain
	✓
	✓
	✓
	✓
	—
	✓
	✓

	Bureaucratic Structure
	Written SOPs not yet optimal
	—
	✓
	✓
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Cross-cutting
	Extended waiting without progress information
	—
	—
	—
	✓
	✓
	—
	—

	Cross-cutting
	Discretion concentrated at initial assessment stage
	—
	✓
	—
	✓
	—
	✓
	—



Source: Processed by the researcher from interviews, observation, and documentation, 2026.
	The matrix demonstrates that no single thematic finding rests on a single informant category alone. Supporting factors, namely functioning socialisation channels, adequate technical facilities, strong local commitment, and an established coordination chain, are corroborated across multiple sources including direct observation and documentary evidence. Inhibiting factors, namely uneven comprehension, limited operator capacity, centralised determination authority, and absent written procedures, are similarly triangulated, with citizen accounts providing the experiential verification of structural constraints identified by implementing officials.
Examining the four dimensions together reveals a consistent pattern: supporting factors reside in available facilities and individual commitment, whereas inhibiting factors reside in structural capacity and authority. The pattern confirms that the obstacle to implementation is not an absence of goodwill or basic infrastructure, but a gap between that goodwill and the structural support necessary to translate it into optimal service delivery, a conclusion deepened in the discussion section that follows.

DISCUSSION
Data Availability Does Not Equal Service Reach
The central lesson emerging from Bogor City is that possessing an integrated registry and delivering assistance accurately are two separate achievements. All 463,466 residents classified within Deciles 1 through 5 are recorded and ranked, yet 168,781 of them remain outside every assistance scheme. This figure constitutes a coverage gap rather than a measured targeting error, since the study did not independently audit whether each uncovered household satisfies the specific eligibility criteria of PKH, Sembako, or JKN PBI. The registry has therefore succeeded at what it was built to do, rendering household welfare legible to the state, while the administrative machinery required to move a listed household from registry entry to programme participation has not kept pace. 
This distinction matters because policy debate around single-registry reform habitually treats data accuracy as the binding constraint, implying that better records automatically yield better targeting. The Bogor evidence complicates that assumption. Zuiderwijk and Janssen (2014) anticipated precisely this in arguing that government data policies generate impact through institutional arrangements rather than through technological provision, and the present findings supply empirical confirmation from a domain with immediate welfare consequences. Henman (2022) reinforces the point by demonstrating that automated welfare systems create a false sense of comprehensiveness: the existence of a record does not guarantee that the institutional pathway connecting that record to a service counter is functional.

Communication Channels Without Communicative Effect
Assessed against the three communication indicators specified by Edwards III (1980), the case displays an uneven profile. Transmission functions well: directives cascade from the ministry through the municipal agency to sub-districts, and residents can access status information independently through a mobile application. Clarity, however, falters. Interviews surfaced residents who had not internalised what distinguishes DTSEN from its predecessor, some discovering the change only when their entitlement shifted. This is a qualitatively different problem from the one documented in earlier work. Haikal and Fitriati (2023), applying the same framework to pandemic-era cash assistance, identified communication as decisive largely in terms of channel availability under emergency conditions. In Bogor the channels exist and function; what fails is the translation of an unfamiliar technical vocabulary, including decile ranking, proxy-based welfare estimation, and tiered verification, into terms an ordinary claimant can act upon.
The problem is compounded structurally: neighbourhood heads carry the heaviest communicative burden precisely because they are closest to residents, yet they hold no administrative training in population data management, so message quality varies with each individual's own comprehension. Kuhn and Stillman (2023) documented an analogous pattern during registry transitions in post-Soviet states, where the terminology of successor systems outpaced the explanatory capacity of local officials, producing a comprehension deficit that additional dissemination activity alone could not resolve. Policy transition, in other words, generates a comprehension deficit that no amount of additional dissemination activity resolves by itself.

The Asymmetry Between Technological and Human Investment
Findings on resources reveal an asymmetry with broad implications for digital government reform. Hardware, connectivity, and system access are adequate; personnel are not. SIKS-NG operators at sub-district level routinely discharge other administrative functions alongside registry work, meaning that updating speed depends on how many competing duties an operator carries rather than on any deficiency in the system itself. Two sub-districts running identical software under identical procedures will therefore perform differently according to proposal volume relative to staffing. This corroborates Manoppo and Laoh (2022) and Wijayanti et al. (2025) on the decisiveness of local institutional capacity, but adds a specific mechanism: digitalisation does not merely relocate existing work into a new interface, it creates additional work in the form of continuous updating, cross-checking, and proposal follow-up. Where reform budgets concentrate on infrastructure while treating staffing as fixed, the resulting bottleneck is predictable and structural rather than incidental. Poel et al. (2023) identified precisely this pattern in European government registries, showing that data quality deteriorates predictably when updating responsibilities are distributed across tiers without proportionate staffing investment.

Displaced Rather Than Diminished Discretion
The most theoretically consequential finding concerns where frontline discretion now resides. Neighbourhood heads exercise substantial judgement when assessing housing condition and household circumstances before submitting a proposal, reasoning that mirrors the proxy means test logic underlying formal decile ranking, though the two operate on unsynchronised tracks. Beyond submission, however, their influence effectively ends, since ranking and final determination occur within a centralised national system. This pattern departs from Ardiansyah (2020) and Hadna et al. (2022), whose frontline actors shaped policy outcomes through to final beneficiary selection under food and land administration schemes.
The appropriate inference is not that centralisation has eliminated discretion but that it has relocated it. Lipsky (2010) argued that policy is ultimately constituted by officials who exercise judgement under resource scarcity; the Bogor case shows that argument holding under digital conditions while its point of application migrates from the end of the process to its beginning. Henman (2022) offers a complementary explanation: automated systems shift visible discretion away from human actors, but the judgements embedded in initial data entry and proposal formulation become disproportionately consequential precisely because subsequent algorithmic processing offers no corrective opportunity. The implication is practical as well as theoretical. If discretion now concentrates at initial assessment, then the quality of eligibility judgements at neighbourhood level becomes disproportionately consequential, since errors introduced there propagate through a system offering local actors little subsequent opportunity to correct them. Dencik et al. (2022) warn that such front-loaded discretion, when exercised without standardised guidance, risks embedding the biases of individual assessors into the data architecture itself.

Procedural Standardisation as an Accountability Question
The absence of binding written procedure for verification and validation constitutes the finding with the widest downstream effects. Practice currently rests on habit, individual experience, and shared informal understanding, which produces consistent outcomes where staff are experienced and inconsistent outcomes where turnover occurs. Wijayanti et al. (2025) reported comparable coordination weaknesses in Semarang, indicating a pattern recurring across jurisdictions rather than a local anomaly. Read through Bovens (2007), the deficiency is more than operational: without standardised procedure, it becomes impossible to identify at which point in the verification chain an error entered, or which actor bears responsibility for its correction. Accountability requires a traceable relationship between actor and forum, and undocumented practice severs that traceability. Janssen et al. (2022) reinforce this point by arguing that institutional trust in data governance depends on shared expectations regarding quality standards and correction mechanisms, expectations that cannot form without written procedural anchors.
The consequence reaches citizens directly, since residents experience the resulting variation as differing waiting times and differing clarity about their own status. Waiting periods unaccompanied by progress information erode confidence even when submissions are being processed correctly, which points toward a concrete remedy: standardised procedure paired with routine status notification.

Preserving Community Verification Within a Digital Architecture
A final consideration concerns the balance between centralised computation and local scrutiny. Masiero and Das (2019) warned that datafying anti-poverty programmes may generate injustice when community verification is displaced by algorithmic determination, since citizens lose the social channels through which errors were formerly contested. Bogor's deliberative forums and neighbourhood-level assessment represent exactly the verification layer that warning seeks to protect, and the findings suggest it remains functional. Kidd et al. (2024) arrive at a congruent conclusion from their cross-country assessment of proxy means testing, finding that even well-designed targeting instruments generate systematic exclusion when local verification capacity is weak. Sustaining community verification, however, requires that objection mechanisms be genuinely accessible and that decile reclassification be explained to those affected; otherwise participation in verification becomes ceremonial while determination remains opaque.

Inter-Dimensional Dynamics
Examining the four dimensions together reveals a consistent structure: supporting factors reside in facilities and individual commitment, whereas inhibiting factors reside in structural capacity and authority. Bureaucratic structure exerts the widest influence, constraining resources directly and disposition indirectly through limits on local authority, which suggests that procedural standardisation would yield multiplier effects across the remaining dimensions. The broader conclusion is that digitalisation alters the instruments of implementation without dissolving its classical challenges. A single registry changes what implementers work with; it does not change the fact that communication, staffing, commitment, and procedure determine whether policy reaches those it was designed to serve.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Implementation of DTSEN in Bogor City is operational across all four Edwards III dimensions yet falls short of optimal performance, since integration at the level of data has not been matched by integration at the level of service: 168,781 residents within Deciles 1–5 appear in the registry without receiving any assistance. Supporting conditions cluster around available facilities and individual commitment, namely functioning socialisation channels, adequate hardware and system access, strong local dedication, and participatory validation forums; obstructing conditions cluster around structural capacity and authority, namely uneven public comprehension of the transition, overburdened system operators, centralised determination authority, and undeveloped written procedure. Because bureaucratic structure shapes resources directly and disposition indirectly, procedural reform carries multiplier potential across the remaining dimensions. Four implementation measures follow. First, the municipal government should issue binding written procedures covering proposal, verification, validation, updating, and status follow-up, so that practice no longer depends on individual experience and accountability becomes traceable at each tier. Second, operator capacity at sub-district level requires strengthening through additional personnel or reduced task overlap, particularly where proposal volumes are highest. Third, socialisation should be redesigned around plain-language explanation of decile logic and status change, targeting the comprehension deficit rather than merely repeating dissemination. Fourth, applicants should receive routine progress notification, since unexplained waiting erodes trust even when submissions are processed correctly.

ADVANCED RESEARCH
	Several limitations qualify these findings. The study covered two purposively selected sub-districts chosen for their coverage deficits, so the results describe implementation under the most demanding conditions rather than representing Bogor City as a statistical whole; transferability rests on analytical rather than statistical generalisation. Fieldwork was conducted within a single three-month window during an ongoing policy transition, whereas the four implementation variables are treated statically by the Edwards III model and are likely to evolve as the registry matures beyond its initial years. Aggregate coverage figures were obtained from agency records and verified by the researcher, but the study did not independently audit inclusion or exclusion error at household level, so the reported gap indicates unmet coverage rather than measured targeting error. Reliance on interviews and observation also means that perceptions of officials and residents, rather than transactional system data, constitute the evidentiary base. Subsequent research would benefit from longitudinal designs tracking the same localities across several updating cycles to capture how implementation factors shift over time; from mixed-method work combining SIKS-NG transaction records with qualitative accounts to quantify processing delays; from comparative studies across municipalities with differing administrative capacities; and from household-level verification examining whether uncovered residents in the lowest deciles genuinely satisfy programme criteria.
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