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	The policy of land acquisition for public purposes is an important instrument for supporting national development. Yet in practice, it often generates agrarian conflicts and raises concerns about justice for affected communities. The central issue lies in the gap between the normative objectives of land acquisition policies and their implementation, particularly in ensuring the protection of citizens' rights and the realization of social justice. This study addresses the following research question: How is the implementation of land acquisition policies for public interest evaluated from a social justice perspective? Using a normative legal research method, this study analyses relevant legislation, court decisions, and recent academic literature through statutory, conceptual, and case approaches. The findings reveal that land acquisition practices remain dominated by administrative and legal-formal orientations, which limit the achievement of substantive justice. Community participation is often procedural rather than meaningful, compensation mechanisms largely emphasize economic valuation, and restorative measures to support post-displacement recovery are insufficiently integrated. The study concludes that land acquisition policies must be reoriented toward a more participatory, equitable, and restorative framework to strengthen policy legitimacy and better safeguard community rights throughout the development process.
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I. Introduction 

Development for the public interest is a constitutional responsibility of the state, aimed at improving society's welfare. In modern governance, national development is often positioned as a key instrument for achieving collective prosperity, reducing inequality, and ensuring access to public services. However, development should not be measured solely by the speed of infrastructure expansion, but also by how far the process protects citizens' rights. A development agenda that prioritizes physical growth without safeguarding social justice risks producing exclusion, displacement, and structural inequality. Therefore, the rule of law requires that development policies operate within a framework that guarantees accountability, fairness, and respect for fundamental rights. Land is central in this context because it is not only an economic asset, but also a place where people live, work, and maintain their social identity. For many communities, land represents more than property; it is closely linked to cultural heritage, livelihood security, and long-term social stability. The attachment between land and community life makes any intervention in land rights highly sensitive. Policies that require the transfer or acquisition of land rights must therefore be implemented carefully to ensure both legal protection and social fairness (Cotula, 2019; Sikor et al., 2017). In the Indonesian context, land governance also reflects broader constitutional principles regarding the state's responsibility to protect citizens and ensure welfare. Studies on state responsibility in public policy emphasize that government actions must not only comply with statutory obligations but also address substantive justice for affected groups (Iqbal et al., 2024). Land acquisition policies for public purposes are often associated with infrastructure projects and public service development. Roads, airports, dams, industrial zones, and other large-scale projects frequently require the release of private or communal land rights. In principle, regulations are designed to uphold transparency, participation, legal certainty, and adequate compensation. These principles are intended to ensure that development does not come at the cost of marginalizing citizens. However, research shows that implementation frequently faces difficulties, including limited access to information, unequal bargaining positions between the state and citizens, and differing understandings of what constitutes "public interest." These challenges may lead to disputes and resistance among affected communities (Vanclay, 2017; Hall et al., 2020).
The concept of "public interest" itself is often contested. While governments may justify land acquisition as necessary for collective welfare, communities may perceive projects as benefiting particular economic actors rather than society as a whole. This ambiguity creates tension in the legitimacy of policy and highlights the need for clearer legal and ethical standards. In Indonesian land governance, normative legal debates have also emerged regarding the balance between state authority and the protection of private and communal rights, including in cases of abandoned or disputed land (Diana & Aswari, 2023). Such debates indicate that land acquisition is not merely a technical administrative process but a deeply political and social issue. Community objections generally arise from procedural and substantive concerns. Procedural issues include how project locations are determined, the quality of consultations, and transparency in compensation assessment. Substantive concerns relate to whether compensation is perceived as fair, particularly when it fails to recognize non-material losses, such as livelihoods, social networks, and long-term impacts on community life. Compensation approaches based solely on market value often do not capture the broader social consequences experienced by communities (Magsi et al., 2018; Nguyen, 2020). For displaced residents, land loss may lead to the breakdown of social relations, reduced access to employment opportunities, and increased long-term vulnerability. Land acquisition disputes also reflect tensions between formal legality and citizens' sense of justice. Even when policies follow legal procedures, affected communities may still consider the outcomes unfair. Administrative processes are sometimes viewed as prioritizing project implementation over protecting community rights. When citizens are treated only as policy recipients rather than active participants, the state's role in ensuring social justice becomes questionable (Li, 2018; German et al., 2019). This condition demonstrates that legal compliance alone is insufficient if communities perceive the process as coercive or exclusionary.
Moreover, technological transformation in land governance has introduced new challenges and opportunities. Digital systems for land registration and administrative efficiency may improve transparency, but they also risk excluding communities with limited access to technology and literacy. Recent studies highlight the growing role of information technology in land administration, emphasizing that modernization must still prioritize inclusiveness and justice (Riswandar & Abbas, 2023). Thus, procedural justice today also involves ensuring equal access not only to legal mechanisms but also to digital governance systems. Previous studies on land acquisition and expropriation have largely focused on regulatory frameworks, governance efficiency, and development acceleration. While some highlight the need for policy reform to reduce barriers to development, others warn that development priorities may override the protection of community rights. Moreover, compensation studies often emphasize technical valuation, while broader concerns such as livelihood sustainability and post-relocation justice remain underexplored (Deininger et al., 2019; Borras & Franco, 2018). This suggests that the discourse on land acquisition remains dominated by formal administrative considerations rather than holistic justice evaluations. A significant research gap emerges when social justice is not placed at the center of policy evaluation. Social justice involves not only how development benefits are distributed, but also how burdens are shared, including the risk of displacement and increased vulnerability for affected groups. Policies that ignore distributive, procedural, and restorative justice may be legally valid but lack legitimacy in the eyes of society (Sikor & Lund, 2018; Schlosberg, 2019). Justice-oriented policy evaluation, therefore, requires examining whether communities are meaningfully involved, whether compensation reflects real losses, and whether post-displacement recovery is adequately supported.
Based on this background, this study addresses the main research question: how is the implementation of land acquisition policies for public interest viewed from a social justice perspective? This includes assessing the alignment between norms and practice, the quality of participation and transparency, fairness in compensation, and the recognition of social and livelihood impacts. It also examines the role of the state in balancing development goals with the protection of citizens' rights (Hall & Scoones, 2021). By applying social justice as the main analytical lens, this study contributes to understanding land acquisition not only as a legal procedure but also as a social process that shapes inequality, legitimacy, and public trust. The objective of this study is to critically analyze land acquisition policies by placing social justice as the primary evaluation framework. Academically, this research contributes to administrative law and public policy by integrating legal analysis with substantive justice concerns. In practice, it aims to provide recommendations for more transparent, participatory, and socially responsive land-acquisition policies (Vanclay et al., 2021). The uniqueness of this study lies in its emphasis on social justice as the primary indicator of successful policy implementation. Unlike previous research that focused primarily on legal certainty and administrative efficiency, this study evaluates whether the state can deliver meaningful justice to communities that bear the costs of development. This approach offers a broader perspective on land acquisition. It strengthens the legitimacy of public policy in the land sector, particularly within the Indonesian context, where land disputes remain a persistent challenge. 

II. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development

2.1. [bookmark: _Hlk95332341]Policy on Land Acquisition for Public Interest

Land acquisition for public interest is a central component of land governance and development policy, aimed at providing space for infrastructure expansion, economic growth, and the delivery of public services. In many developing countries, including Indonesia, the state plays a dominant role in regulating land use to achieve collective welfare. In this context, land acquisition is often justified as a necessary mechanism to ensure that strategic development projects—such as roads, airports, dams, schools, hospitals, and other public facilities—can be implemented effectively. However, the concept of "public interest" remains contested and requires careful interpretation. Public interest refers to development objectives that are legally justified and socially beneficial, such as infrastructure, education, health services, and other collective needs, rather than projects driven solely by economic or private interests (Deininger et al., 2019; Hall et al., 2020). This distinction is crucial because land acquisition policies may be misused to legitimize projects that primarily benefit corporations or elite groups, while imposing disproportionate burdens on marginalized communities. Therefore, defining public interest clearly is essential to prevent ambiguity and strengthen policy legitimacy. Normatively, land acquisition policy is intended to balance development goals with citizens' rights through transparency, participation, legal certainty, and fair compensation. These principles are embedded in modern governance frameworks that emphasize accountability and human rights protection. However, empirical evidence demonstrates that implementation often prioritizes administrative efficiency and project acceleration over community protection. 
Studies across Asia and Africa highlight that unequal power relations, weak consultation processes, and compensation limited to market valuation frequently generate agrarian conflicts and social resistance (Cotula, 2019; Hall et al., 2020; Vanclay et al., 2021). These findings indicate that evaluating land acquisition requires not only legal analysis but also a broader social justice framework that captures lived experiences and distributive outcomes. In addition, land acquisition has become increasingly complex due to globalization, urbanization, and infrastructure-driven economic agendas. Land is no longer seen solely as a resource for agriculture but also as a strategic commodity for investment and development. This shift intensifies competition over land and increases the vulnerability of rural communities whose livelihoods depend heavily on land-based resources. As a result, land acquisition policies are often at the center of debates concerning rights, development priorities, and justice.

2.2. Social Justice as an Analytical Framework

Social justice emphasizes fairness in the distribution of development benefits and burdens, equal treatment in decision-making, and restoration for communities negatively affected by policy interventions. In land acquisition contexts, social justice is essential for assessing whether policies are not only legally compliant but also substantively legitimate (Schlosberg, 2019). Social justice is increasingly used in policy studies because it addresses the deeper question of whether development outcomes improve welfare equitably or instead reproduce inequality. Social justice is commonly operationalized through three interrelated dimensions: procedural, distributive, and restorative justice. Procedural justice focuses on how decisions are made, distributive justice concerns what outcomes are allocated, and restorative justice addresses how harms and losses are repaired after displacement. Although these concepts overlap in practice, they remain analytically distinct and together provide a comprehensive framework for evaluating land acquisition policy outcomes (Sikor & Lund, 2018; Fraser, 2009). The integration of these three dimensions provides a holistic understanding of justice. Procedural justice ensures that affected communities are included in decision-making. Distributive justice ensures that burdens and benefits are shared proportionally. Restorative justice ensures that communities are supported in rebuilding their livelihoods and socio-economic stability after displacement. Neglecting any one dimension risks producing policies that may appear legitimate on paper but fail to achieve justice in practice.

2.3. Procedural Justice in Land Acquisition

Procedural justice relates to the fairness of decision-making processes, including transparency, meaningful participation, access to information, and grievance mechanisms. In land acquisition contexts, fair procedures enable communities to understand policy rationales, evaluate decisions, and express objections effectively (Vanclay, 2017). Procedural justice is therefore fundamental to democratic governance and the legitimacy of state interventions. Empirical studies show that weak procedural safeguards often result in public distrust. For example, Wang et al. (2019) demonstrate that formalistic consultations and limited disclosure of valuation processes reduce perceived legitimacy and increase resistance. Similarly, evidence from Southeast Asia confirms that participation deficits are strongly associated with higher levels of conflict and rejection of land acquisition projects (Vanclay et al., 2021). When communities perceive that decisions are imposed unilaterally, procedural injustice becomes a key driver of opposition. Procedural justice also involves the accessibility of legal remedies. Even when grievance mechanisms exist on paper, communities may face barriers such as legal complexity, high costs, and limited literacy. This creates an imbalance where only actors with sufficient resources can effectively challenge decisions. Consequently, procedural justice must be assessed not only by the existence of procedures but also by their practical effectiveness. Furthermore, meaningful participation requires that communities are involved early in the process, not merely informed after decisions have been finalized. Genuine deliberation allows citizens to influence outcomes regarding project location, compensation standards, and relocation measures. Without this, participation risks becoming symbolic rather than substantive.

2.4. Distributive Justice and Compensation Outcomes

Distributive justice concerns the proportional allocation of burdens and benefits arising from policy decisions. In land acquisition, this is reflected in compensation mechanisms and whether affected communities experience improved or worsened conditions after displacement (Magsi et al., 2018). Distributive justice asks whether communities that sacrifice land for development receive outcomes that prevent them from becoming worse off. Research consistently shows that compensation focused solely on land market value fails to capture broader losses such as livelihoods, social ties, and cultural identity (Nguyen, 2020). Land often serves as a source of income, a sense of belonging, and cultural continuity. Therefore, monetary compensation alone may not restore the socio-economic foundations of displaced households. Interdisciplinary studies in development economics and sociology suggest that inadequate compensation contributes to long-term risks of impoverishment and unequal development gains (Cernea, 2000; Deininger et al., 2019). Cernea's impoverishment risks framework highlights that displacement can lead to landlessness, joblessness, homelessness, marginalization, and social disintegration. These risks illustrate that distributive justice is not only about payment amounts but also about preventing structural vulnerability. Distributive justice also requires examining who benefits from development projects. Often, benefits such as improved infrastructure or economic growth are enjoyed broadly, while the costs of displacement are concentrated among specific communities. This unequal distribution reinforces perceptions that land acquisition shifts burdens unfairly onto marginalized groups.

2.5. Restorative Justice and Post-Displacement Recovery

Restorative justice emphasizes repairing harm and restoring socio-economic well-being rather than limiting policy responses to financial settlement. In land acquisition, restorative measures include livelihood reconstruction, relocation support, and long-term assistance after displacement (Hoops & Miller, 2019). Restorative justice is particularly important because displacement creates long-term disruptions that cannot be solved through compensation alone. Studies indicate that communities often experience declining welfare when restoration programs are absent. Sustainable land acquisition requires post-relocation recovery frameworks to prevent structural injustice and prolonged vulnerability (Vanclay et al., 2021). Restoration measures may include access to replacement land, employment programs, skills training, and social security mechanisms. Restorative justice also highlights the importance of social rehabilitation. Communities displaced from their land often lose not only economic resources but also social networks and cultural identity. Therefore, restorative policies must address both material and social dimensions of recovery. In many cases, restorative justice remains the weakest component of land acquisition policy. Governments tend to focus on compensation as the endpoint of responsibility, rather than ensuring long-term welfare outcomes. This gap contributes to recurring conflicts and dissatisfaction.

2.6. Hypothesis Development

a. Procedural Justice and Policy Implementation

Procedural justice theory holds that the quality of decision-making shapes policy acceptance and compliance. Transparent and participatory procedures increase legitimacy, even when outcomes are contested. Empirical findings confirm that weak procedures correlate with heightened conflict and reduced trust (Wang et al., 2019; Vanclay et al., 2021). Therefore, procedural justice is expected to influence the implementation of land acquisition policy positively.

H1 : Procedural justice has a positive effect on the implementation of land acquisition policies for the public interest.
b. Distributive Justice and Implementation Effectiveness

Distributive justice suggests that policies are fair when compensation and burdens are allocated proportionally. Empirical evidence shows that fair compensation reduces resistance, while inadequate compensation increases dissatisfaction and socio-economic vulnerability (Nguyen, 2020; Cernea, 2000). Therefore, distributive justice strengthens implementation outcomes.

H2 : Distributive justice has a positive effect on the implementation of land acquisition policies for public interest.

c. Restorative Justice and Sustainable Implementation

Restorative justice emphasizes long-term recovery and the rebuilding of community welfare. Policies that include livelihood restoration and relocation support tend to gain stronger legitimacy and reduce future conflicts (Hoops & Miller, 2019; Vanclay et al., 2021). Thus, restorative justice is expected to enhance the quality of implementation.

H3 : Restorative justice has a positive effect on the implementation of land acquisition policies for the public interest.

III. Research Method

[bookmark: _Hlk95332410]This study employs a normative legal research design with a qualitative-descriptive approach to analyse the implementation of land rights acquisition policies for public interest from a social justice perspective. Normative legal research is appropriate because the study examines legal norms, public policy principles, and justice values that regulate land acquisition practices. This research fills an important gap in the literature by integrating social justice dimensions into normative evaluations of land acquisition. This area has often been dominated by formal legal compliance rather than substantive fairness outcomes. This approach allows the study to assess not only whether policies follow the law, but also whether they reflect constitutional commitments to social justice and welfare-state principles (Deininger et al., 2019). The research applies three complementary approaches: the statute approach, the conceptual approach, and the case approach. The statute approach examines laws and implementing regulations that provide the legal foundation for land acquisition. The conceptual approach explores key justice concepts that serve as the analytical framework, including procedural justice (fair decision-making processes), distributive justice (fair allocation of burdens and compensation), and restorative justice (restoration of community welfare after displacement). The case approach investigates implementation dynamics through court decisions and dispute cases that reveal tensions between development interests and the protection of community rights (Schlosberg, 2019; Li, 2018). Although this study does not introduce an entirely new methodology, it adapts an interdisciplinary social justice framework into normative legal analysis, providing a more comprehensive evaluative model for land acquisition policy implementation. This methodological integration represents an innovative contribution to legal and policy studies in the agrarian sector.
The data sources consist of primary and secondary legal materials. Primary legal materials include laws and regulations governing land ownership and acquisition, as well as court rulings on public-interest land acquisition disputes. Secondary legal materials include peer-reviewed journal articles, previous empirical studies, and academic literature discussing land acquisition and social justice. To ensure the use of up-to-date references, the study prioritised journal articles published within the last seven years and indexed with active DOIs (Cotula, 2019; Borras & Franco, 2018). Data collection was conducted through systematic library research. The author searched for relevant regulations, court decisions, and scholarly publications using reputable academic databases, including Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar. The case materials were selected using purposive sampling, based on the following criteria: (1) cases involving land acquisition for public infrastructure, (2) disputes demonstrating community objections, and (3) judicial decisions reflecting procedural, distributive, or restorative justice issues. This selection strategy ensures that the cases analysed are directly relevant to the research question (Vanclay, 2017; Hall et al., 2020). The main tools used for analysis included thematic legal coding and conceptual mapping, which helped classify data into key themes, including participation procedures, compensation mechanisms, and post-displacement restoration. The collected materials were systematically organised to ensure replicability of the research process.
Data analysis followed qualitative-descriptive techniques through normative and conceptual analysis. Normative analysis assessed the conformity between legal provisions and policy implementation practices. Conceptual analysis evaluated these practices using the social justice framework. For example, a court decision was examined to determine whether compensation addressed only market value (distributive justice) or also included livelihood recovery measures (restorative justice). Through this process, the study assesses both legal compliance and substantive fairness for affected communities (Sikor & Lund, 2018). The legal issue analysis was conducted in three structured stages. First, the author identified the legal norms and policy frameworks governing land acquisition. Second, these norms were compared with implementation practices reflected in dispute cases and empirical findings. Third, the practices were evaluated through a social justice lens to assess the state's role in balancing development priorities with the protection of citizens' rights. This systematic procedure strengthens the transparency and replicability of the study while also providing clearer implications for policy reform and practical governance improvements (Hall & Scoones, 2021). The findings of this research are expected to contribute theoretically by strengthening the integration of social justice concepts into administrative and land law studies, and practically by offering recommendations for more participatory, fair, and restorative land acquisition policies.

IV. Result and Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk95332583]
4.1. Implementation of Land Acquisition Policies for Public Interest

The analysis of the normative framework and implementation practices of land acquisition policies shows that the state has developed a relatively comprehensive set of regulations to support land acquisition for public purposes. In its normative design, the land acquisition or expropriation policy contains principles that are theoretically aligned with good governance standards, such as transparency, participation, legal certainty, and adequate compensation. These principles emphasize that development should not be carried out by negating citizens' rights, but rather through mechanisms that are accountable, fair, and humane. From a public policy perspective, this reflects the state's ambition to balance two major agendas: accelerating development and protecting the rights of affected communities. Development projects, particularly in infrastructure and public services, are often justified as essential to national progress. However, land acquisition policies operate in a highly sensitive domain because land is not only a legal asset but also a social foundation for livelihoods, identity, and community stability. Therefore, the effectiveness of land acquisition policies must be assessed not only through regulatory completeness but also through their capacity to ensure substantive justice. Nevertheless, an analysis of the dynamics of implementation shows that the existence of legal norms has not automatically led to social justice at the practical level. Conflicts over land rights remain a recurring phenomenon, especially in infrastructure expansion and large-scale development projects. The pattern of conflict generally moves from residents' objections to deliberation processes and compensation values, to collective resistance, and often ends in prolonged legal disputes or broader social conflict. This recurring pattern suggests that conflict is not merely incidental, but is often embedded in how implementation unfolds on the ground.
This situation indicates that the implementation problem is not merely a matter of regulatory deficiencies, but rather lies in how regulations are implemented, who benefits most, and who bears the heaviest burden of development. In many cases, development benefits are distributed widely across society, while the burdens are concentrated on specific communities whose land is acquired. Such unequal distribution raises questions of legitimacy and reinforces the perception that land acquisition is not always experienced as a policy for the public good, but sometimes as a mechanism of displacement. The fact that land acquisition often affects communities with limited bargaining power further reinforces this perception. It reinforces the notion of developmental asymmetry, in which the state's development narrative becomes dominant while local experiences are treated as secondary. Analysis of court decisions and empirical studies indicates that the implementation of land acquisition policies often prioritizes administrative and legal-formal aspects as the main indicators of success. The state and project implementers tend to measure success by the completion of procedural stages, such as site selection, committee formation, compensation assessment, and documentation of legal compliance. Meanwhile, the quality of community participation, the transparency of deliberation, and the restoration of social impacts are not treated as primary measures. This approach is consistent with an administrative rationality that emphasizes measurable procedural outputs rather than social outcomes. Under such conditions, policies often appear valid from an administrative compliance perspective but are perceived as unfair by affected residents. 
This tension between formal legality and perceived justice lies at the root of many land acquisition conflicts (Li, 2018; Hall et al., 2020). The findings reinforce the argument that there is a real gap between the normative objectives of land acquisition policies and their actual implementation. In other words, the policy framework is often normatively progressive, yet implementation can be socially regressive. Accelerated development is often the dominant narrative that justifies a top-down approach, thereby reducing the community's status as rights-holders to mere administrative objects. At a certain stage, policy implementation proceeds like a transfer of rights procedure, considered complete once compensation is delivered. However, for communities, land is deeply connected to livelihood sustainability, household economic security, and long-term social structures. If these dimensions are not recognized, land acquisition policies risk producing structural social injustice, an injustice that is repetitive and inherent in the way development is governed. This is especially visible when policy implementation treats land as a neutral commodity, while communities experience land as a multidimensional resource that supports daily survival, social belonging, and intergenerational continuity. The gap between norms and practice also reflects the limits of purely legalistic interpretations of success. A policy can be implemented correctly in administrative terms, yet still fail to produce justice in lived experience. This indicates that the evaluation of land acquisition should incorporate not only compliance indicators but also legitimacy indicators, including whether affected communities perceive the process as fair, whether outcomes reduce vulnerability, and whether the policy mitigates conflict rather than reproducing it.

4.2. Procedural Justice in Land Acquisition

From a procedural justice perspective, the analysis shows that the mechanisms for participation in the land acquisition process remain formalistic. Procedural justice theory requires equal access to information, meaningful opportunities to express opinions, and effective mechanisms for correcting errors when objections arise. However, in practice, deliberation is often understood as an administrative stage to be navigated rather than a deliberative forum that genuinely accommodates citizens' preferences and interests. As a result, deliberation risks becoming a space for accepting decisions rather than making decisions. This condition aligns with critiques that land acquisition processes often reproduce a power gap between the state or project implementers and affected residents (Vanclay, 2017). Communities frequently enter consultations with limited bargaining capacity, while government institutions possess greater legal authority, technical expertise, and control over information. This imbalance shapes not only the consultation process but also the community's perception of whether participation is meaningful or symbolic. Procedural justice also demands transparency in appraisal information and the basis for determining compensation values. Many cases show that communities face limitations in accessing appraisal documents, understanding valuation methodologies, and knowing the available avenues for objection and their legal consequences. When access to information is restricted, participation cannot be considered meaningful because citizens lack the basis for assessing whether decisions are rational and fair. In this context, information inequality is not merely a technical problem but a matter of justice. Those who control information and procedures have a higher bargaining position in shaping outcomes (Wang et al., 2019). This imbalance contributes to distrust and fuels perceptions that the process is predetermined. When communities perceive that deliberation is conducted solely to meet formal requirements, procedural justice is undermined, even if procedural steps are recorded as completed. Furthermore, procedural justice concerns not only the availability of objection mechanisms but also their effectiveness. If objection mechanisms exist normatively but are difficult to access in practice due to cost, complexity, or limited legal literacy, they fail to serve as corrective tools. In such situations, communities may choose social resistance rather than administrative pathways, escalating conflict. This escalation is often interpreted as an obstacle to development, yet, from a justice perspective, it can be seen as a consequence of insufficient procedural safeguards. Therefore, evaluating the implementation of land acquisition policy must assess transparency, access to information, deliberative participation, and effective correction mechanisms. Without these, procedures become mere forms of administrative legitimacy rather than guarantees of justice. Procedural justice is especially critical because it can either prevent conflict early by building trust and acceptance or magnify conflict when communities feel excluded from decisions that directly affect their lives.

4.3. Distributive Justice and Compensation
 
The study shows that distributive justice is among the most problematic dimensions in land acquisition implementation. Distributive justice demands proportional distribution of the burdens and benefits of development. Communities whose land is acquired often bear the heaviest burdens, including the loss of assets, disruption of livelihoods, changes in living space, and a risk of a declining quality of life. In contrast, development benefits are often enjoyed by the wider public or economic groups with greater access to post-development opportunities. This inequality reinforces perceptions that land acquisition shifts burdens from the public interest onto particular vulnerable communities. In distributive terms, the issue is not whether development has benefits, but whether those benefits are achieved through an unfair allocation of costs. When communities sacrifice land for development, distributive justice requires that they are not left worse off than before. If they become more vulnerable after relocation, policy outcomes contradict the welfare-oriented justification of development. Compensation is generally determined through appraisal mechanisms that focus on the market value of land and buildings. While objectivity is important, such valuations often fail to reflect the losses communities experience, especially non-physical ones. These include loss of land-based livelihoods, collapse of local social networks, relocation adaptation costs, and cultural attachments to land. Studies confirm that focusing solely on economic value can produce compensation that is sufficient on paper but fails to restore life in practice (Magsi et al., 2018; Nguyen, 2020). Compensation becomes transactional rather than restorative, and this is where distributive injustice emerges most clearly.
Distributive justice is also related to fairness in assessment. Does the appraisal method consider socio-economic vulnerability? Does compensation account for replacement land costs, transition costs, or residents' capacity to rebuild economic stability? If not, compensation risks produce cumulative injustice. Residents may receive money but remain unable to restore their livelihoods, resulting in long-term welfare decline. This explains why conflicts persist beyond numbers toward deeper questions of livelihood restoration. Another distributive dimension concerns differential impacts within communities. Land acquisition does not affect all residents equally. Households with land-based livelihoods face different risks compared to those with alternative income sources. Vulnerable groups such as informal workers, land-dependent farmers, and low-income households may experience sharper declines after displacement. Therefore, distributive justice requires differentiated consideration of vulnerability rather than a uniform compensation approach. Thus, adequate compensation must be interpreted broadly. From a social justice perspective, compensation should ensure livelihood sustainability, not merely asset replacement. Without this, land acquisition policies risk deepening inequality, weakening legitimacy, and positioning development as a source of injustice. Distributive justice becomes a litmus test for whether public interest is truly public or becomes a rhetorical justification that masks unequal burdens.

4.4. Restorative Justice and Restoration of Community Rights

The analysis shows that restorative justice remains relatively neglected. Restorative justice emphasizes restoring the socio-economic conditions of affected residents so they do not experience welfare decline as a result of development. Restoration may include humane relocation support, livelihood recovery, access to facilities, and socio-economic adaptation assistance. Implementation often stops at compensation payments. Once land is released, long-term recovery is rarely integrated into policy design. However, many studies show that success depends on livelihood sustainability and quality of life after relocation (Hoops & Miller, 2019). The absence of restoration creates a gap between short-term administrative closure and long-term social reality, where displaced households may struggle to rebuild stable lives. The absence of restorative approaches demonstrates that land acquisition remains transactional. The state buys land rather than guarantees livelihood restoration. Social losses are treated as externalities rather than responsibilities. From a justice perspective, this is problematic because it reduces the state's obligation to a financial transaction, while the long-term burden is shifted onto displaced communities. Therefore, integrating restorative justice is urgent. Policies should include livelihood restoration programs, skills training, access to capital, and strengthened social security. Land acquisition must ensure that affected residents are not long-term victims of development. Restoration should also include social integration measures to ensure that relocation does not isolate communities from social services, educational access, and local economic networks. Restorative justice also connects back to procedural justice. Restoration is more likely to succeed when communities participate meaningfully in relocation planning. If restoration is designed without community input, it risks being mismatched with actual needs. This shows how procedural, distributive, and restorative justice are analytically distinct but practically interconnected in implementation.

4.5. The Role of the State and Policy Legitimacy

The study shows that the state's role remains dominant in the administrative facilitation of development projects. In some cases, the state appears coercive when acceleration is prioritized above all else. The state's stronger role as a facilitator rather than a guarantor of justice weakens legitimacy, especially when communities feel that processes are opaque and compensation is insufficient (Deininger et al., 2019). Legitimacy is built not only on formal legality but also on social acceptance and perceptions of justice. When communities have access to information, meaningful involvement, and fair compensation, legitimacy strengthens. Conversely, when policies are one-sided, resistance becomes inevitable, not as rejection of development, but as demands for justice. Resistance should therefore be understood as a symptom of legitimacy deficits, rather than merely a barrier to infrastructure expansion. This discussion emphasizes that land acquisition must be reoriented from an administrative to a social-justice approach. The state must act as a fair balancer between development interests and community rights. This requires strengthening deliberative participation, transparency, expanding compensation concepts to include non-physical losses, and integrating recovery programs. Through these steps, land acquisition policies can align with constitutional mandates and welfare-state principles while reducing agrarian conflicts that undermine sustainable development. Finally, these findings suggest that the sustainability of development depends on the sustainability of justice. When land acquisition produces unresolved grievances, it may generate long-term distrust, social fragmentation, and recurring conflict. Conversely, when justice is integrated into procedural, distributive, and restorative implementation, land acquisition can become not only a legal process but also a legitimate social contract between the state and citizens in pursuit of public welfare.


V. Conclusion

Based on the results of normative and conceptual analysis of the implementation of land acquisition policies for public interests, this study concludes that, in regulatory terms, the state has provided a relatively comprehensive legal framework to support land acquisition. These regulations normatively embody the principles of legal certainty, openness, participation, and fair and just compensation. However, the existence of this legal framework does not automatically guarantee the realisation of social justice in the practice of land acquisition. The study's results show that land acquisition policies remain dominated by administrative and legal-formal approaches. The success of the policy is typically measured by compliance with procedural stages. At the same time, the quality of the process and the social impact on the affected communities are not yet the main indicators of evaluation. This condition often renders the policy legally valid but perceived as unfair by affected residents, thereby triggering agrarian conflicts, social resistance, and a decline in public trust in the state. From a procedural justice perspective, this study found that community participation in the land acquisition process remains formalistic. Consultations and objection mechanisms are available in theory, but in practice, they do not fully guarantee meaningful participation, equal access to information, and effective correction mechanisms. Information inequality and power imbalances between the state and citizens are the main factors undermining procedural justice in policy implementation. From a distributive justice perspective, this study concludes that compensation mechanisms still focus too much on the economic value of land and buildings, thereby failing to fully account for the social losses and the sustainability of affected communities' lives. As a result, the burden of development is often borne disproportionately by certain community groups, while the benefits of development are enjoyed more widely. This condition reinforces the perception that land acquisition is a form of unilateral sacrifice in the name of public interest.
Furthermore, this study confirms that the dimension of restorative justice has not been adequately integrated into land acquisition policies. Policy implementation generally ends at the compensation stage, without accompanying long-term mechanisms to restore communities' socio-economic conditions after land clearance. The absence of a restorative approach means that some communities remain vulnerable even after receiving formal compensation. Overall, this study concludes that the implementation of land acquisition policies for the public interest does not yet fully reflect the principle of social justice. The imbalance between accelerating development and protecting community rights is a major challenge for policy implementation. Therefore, it is necessary to reorient land acquisition policies toward procedural, distributive, and restorative justice, while strengthening the state's legitimacy in the management of agrarian resources. Based on these conclusions, this study recommends several strategic policy steps to strengthen the implementation of land rights acquisition policies from a social justice perspective.
First, the government needs to strengthen procedural justice by ensuring that community participation in the land acquisition process is meaningful and deliberative. Consultations should not be positioned merely as an administrative formality, but rather as a space for dialogue that allows the community to influence decisions, particularly regarding the determination of location, land acquisition methods, and forms of compensation. To that end, transparency regarding appraisal information, the basis for assessing compensation, and the legal consequences of relinquishing land rights must be guaranteed from the early stages of the land acquisition process. Second, the government needs to reformulate the concept of fair compensation by expanding its scope beyond the economic value of land and buildings. The determination of compensation needs to consider non-physical losses, such as loss of livelihood, post-relocation adaptation costs, and the social impact on local communities. This approach requires integrating social assessment into the appraisal mechanism so that the compensation provided is not only fair in nominal terms but also fair in substantive terms. Third, integrating a restorative justice approach should be part of the design of land acquisition policies. It is not enough for the government to provide compensation; it also needs to design planned and sustainable socio-economic recovery programmes. Such programmes may include adequate relocation support, livelihood restoration, skills training, and access to social security for affected communities. In this way, land acquisition will not result in a long-term decline in community welfare.
Fourth, the role of the state in implementing land rights acquisition policies needs to be reoriented from an administrative, coercive approach to that of a guarantor of social justice. The state must act as a fair balancer between development interests and the protection of citizens' rights, not merely as a facilitator of development projects. This reorientation is important for strengthening the legitimacy of policies and rebuilding public trust in state institutions. Fifth, an evaluation mechanism for land rights release policies is needed that measures success not only in terms of development output but also in terms of social outcomes. Policy evaluation should include indicators of procedural, distributive, and restorative justice as measures of implementation performance. With a more comprehensive evaluation approach, land rights acquisition policies can be aligned with the principles of social justice and the mandate of the constitution.  
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