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This study aims to compare the electoral systems, both executive and legislative, 
in Indonesia and the Philippines by highlighting the differences in institutional 
structure, implementation mechanisms, and their impact on political 
representation (the presence or representation of the people's voices in political 
decision-making) and democracy. Indonesia applies an open proportional 
system for legislative elections, while the Philippines uses a plurality system 
(first-past-the-post) for congressional elections, as well as a mixed system for 
executive positions. This study employs a descriptive qualitative approach with 
data collection techniques through literature review and analysis of official 
election documents from both countries. The findings show that Indonesia's 
proportional system tends to produce broader party representation but is also 
vulnerable to political fragmentation (a situation where political power is 
divided into many competing groups or parties, making it difficult to reach 
political consensus or stability). Meanwhile, the majoritarian system in the 
Philippines is simpler but tends to result in dominance by political elites (a small 
group with power—whether economic, political, or social—that controls the 
decision-making process) and weakens minority group representation. The 
study concludes that each system has its advantages and disadvantages, 
influenced by the political, social, and historical context of each country. 
Therefore, the choice of an ideal electoral system should consider a balance 
between government efficiency and inclusive representation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Every country has a different electoral system, shaped by its unique historical, social, 
political, and cultural contexts. In Southeast Asia, Indonesia and the Philippines play 
significant roles as two of the largest democracies that adopt a presidential system of 
government and regularly conduct elections as a mechanism for power circulation. Although 
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both countries have similar government structures, they adopt different electoral systems: 
Indonesia uses an open proportional system, while the Philippines applies a plurality or first-
past-the-post system in its legislative elections. This difference creates unique dynamics in 
the political structure, public representation, and democratization process in each country 
(Ufen, 2008). 

Research on electoral systems in Indonesia and the Philippines has been conducted 
previously, including a study by Kusuma (2023) in his article “Indonesia and the Philippines: 
A Comparison of the Legislative Electoral Systems of Two Southeast Asian Countries.” This 
research focused on the legislative election process, from the initial stages to the vote count. 
However, its scope was limited to legislative elections and did not address institutional 
aspects, the executive system, or the overall impact of the electoral system on the quality of 
democracy. Therefore, this study aims to fill that gap with a more comprehensive and 
analytical approach (Aminuddin & Purnomo, 2019). 

This research not only compares legislative elections but also includes the structure of 
electoral institutions, implementation mechanisms, budget management, and the 
implications of electoral systems on political representation and democratic quality. In the 
context of developing countries, electoral systems often undergo significant changes in 
response to democratization demands, whether through major reforms or gradual 
regulatory adjustments  (Croissant, 2000). Thus, comparing the electoral systems of two 
countries with similar contexts but different technical approaches and institutional 
frameworks is crucial to understanding how variations in electoral systems can affect the 
broader democratic process (Tan, 2020). 

Studying the comparison of electoral systems within a country allows one to easily 
discern the differences in each country being compared. Indonesia and the Philippines are 
both developing countries located in Southeast Asia, making them a focal point for 
comparison in regional studies. This comparison of electoral systems is particularly 
interesting because electoral systems play a critical role in influencing democracy in any 
country. Elections are an instrument and indicator of achieving democracy in a nation 
(Morgenbesser & Pepinsky, 2019). 

By comparing electoral systems, society, academics, and especially the researcher can 
more easily understand the differences, the progress in the development of electoral 
systems, and the issues faced by each electoral system. This leads to the formulation of the 
research question: What is the structure of the electoral system implemented in Indonesia 
and the Philippines? How is the electoral process organized in both countries, including the 
role of electoral bodies and budget allocation? What are the implications of each country's 
electoral system on political representation? This study aims to describe the structure of the 
electoral systems in Indonesia and the Philippines, analyze the electoral processes in both 
countries, including the roles of electoral institutions and budget management, compare the 
key elements of Indonesia's and the Philippines' electoral systems to identify fundamental 
similarities and differences, and evaluate the impact of the electoral systems on political 
representation in both countries (Putra & Aminuddin, 2020).  
 
METHOD 

This study employs a qualitative method with a comparative study approach, 
specifically applying the Most Similar Systems Design (MSSD). This approach was chosen 
because the two countries under comparison share several common characteristics (e.g., 
democratic governance systems and regular elections) but still exhibit differences in certain 
aspects of their electoral systems. The aim of this approach is to understand how these 
differences affect the structure and processes of elections in each country. 
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Data collection techniques were carried out through literature studies, accessing 
various secondary sources such as academic books, scholarly journals, official reports from 
election organizing bodies, and related articles and documents. The comparison process is 
conducted through descriptive-narrative analysis supported by the development of a 
comparative matrix. This matrix includes a set of fixed variables, such as: electoral system 
type, election stages, voter registration mechanisms, term periods of elected officials, 
structure of electoral organizing bodies, election dispute resolution mechanisms, and 
regulations and transparency of campaign funds. 

Using the matrix, each variable is systematically compared to identify significant 
similarities and differences between the two countries. To maintain the validity and 
objectivity of the analysis results, this study applies data source triangulation, by comparing 
information from various types of documents and publications. Cross-checking of data is also 
conducted by comparing data from different sources to ensure consistency and accuracy of 
the information.  
 
RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

The history of elections in Indonesia has an interesting story to discuss. Indonesia is 
known for using a proportional system. The proportional electoral system is a quota-based 
system used in multi-member constituencies. In Indonesia, there have been changes in the 
proportional system, the first being the closed proportional system, and the second, the open 
proportional system. The closed proportional system is where the people are presented with 
a choice by the government, which is to vote for political parties. This system focuses more 
on choosing the name of a political party. The party has the right to select its candidates to 
run or represent the winning party. After the votes are counted, the determination of the 
elected candidates is based on the party’s list number. In the closed proportional electoral 
system, the ballot only contains the party's logo without details of the candidates. The closed 
proportional electoral system was implemented in Indonesia during the 1955 election, the 
New Order elections (1971, 1977, 1982, 1987, 1992, 1997), and the 1999 election (Prasojo, 
2020). The advantage of the closed proportional system lies in fulfilling gender and ethnic 
quotas, as the political party selects its legislative candidates. This system helps minimize 
the practice of money politics, and political parties have the authority to choose the best 
candidates for legislative positions (Heryani et al., 2022). 

On the other hand, the open proportional system is where, in the general election, the 
people are presented with a choice by the government, which is to choose either the list of 
legislative candidates or the party’s image. The public has more freedom to know the names, 
faces, and vision and mission of the candidates. The open proportional system also allows 
for the selection of legislative candidates based on the most votes. Essentially, the open 
proportional system emphasizes choosing the candidates. The open proportional system 
was first implemented in Indonesia during the 2004, 2009, 2014, 2019, and the most recent 
2024 elections (Tadem & Tadem, 2016). By using the open proportional system, the 
Indonesian public can easily recognize the candidates in the election, whether it is their 
name, face, vision, or mission. This creates closeness between the candidates and the people. 
Public participation and control increase, thus encouraging better performance from 
political parties and the parliament (Suparto et al., 2024). The open proportional system 
provides an easier path to securing valid votes. With this system, the highest vote in each 
electoral district will be entitled to move forward or be elected as a legislative candidate. 
Meanwhile, the candidate who gets the majority vote of 50%+1 will qualify to become the 
president and vice president (Hafel, 2023). The advantage of the open proportional system 
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lies in the healthy competition among candidates, so those who receive the most votes will 
represent the people's voices. 

From a political representation standpoint, the open proportional system has an 
advantage in allowing the public to have more freedom in choosing the candidates they deem 
worthy to represent their voices. This creates a closer relationship between the voters and 
the elected representative. Representation becomes more personal, and the representation 
can be considered more real because there is a direct bond between the voters and the 
candidates. Moreover, it provides greater opportunities for popular candidates at the local 
level, even if they come from small parties (Rigby & Springer, 2011). However, there are 
some drawbacks to the open proportional system, especially in terms of representation. 
These include conflicts within political parties and the occurrence of vote buying through 
money politics (Velmonte, 2019). 

In the open proportional system in Indonesia, the accountability of representatives has 
the advantage that elected candidates feel directly responsible to their voters, encouraging 
voter involvement in evaluating the performance of the candidates. However, the drawback 
is that since voters are choosing individuals and not the party platform, this can blur 
ideological lines and weaken the institutional accountability of the party (Febriansyah et al., 
2020). 

In the Philippines, the general election system uses the e-voting system. The e-voting 
system was first implemented in the Philippines in 2010. E-voting is a method used by the 
Philippine government to collect votes by recording, counting, and processing the incoming 
votes in an election using electronic devices. The e-voting concept involves filling out a 
special paper sheet with the name of the chosen president. The paper is then scanned into a 
computer system, and the results are immediately entered into the election data bank at 
COMELEC. The e-voting system was used until the most recent election in the Philippines, 
which was in 2022 (Abocejo, 2019). This e-voting system successfully increased voter 
participation in the Philippines' elections. Additionally, the benefits felt by the Filipino 
people include real-time accurate voting data, minimizing the potential for fraud, and 
reducing invalid votes (Raganata, 2019). However, despite the success of e-voting in the 
Philippines, there were substantial costs in acquiring the e-voting machines. Smartmatic, the 
company that created the e-voting machines, earned a total of 3.119 billion pesos from the 
2022 Philippine election (Rappler, 2022). The price of a single VCM machine in 2022 was 
84,755.90 pesos or approximately 23,769,044 IDR (CNN Philippines, 2021). Moreover, in the 
2022 election in the Philippines, there were some challenges or shortcomings with the use 
of e-voting machines. Issues included malfunctions of the e-voting machines, causing long 
queues during voting, voters needing extra time to fill in the ballot circles, the e-voting 
machines overheating, and paper jams or VCM rejecting ballots. These problems led to 
disruptions in the 2022 election, requiring Filipinos to wait for repairs, which took a long 
time (Tan, 2020). 

From the perspective of representation, the e-voting system in the Philippines has the 
advantage of strengthening political parties as ideological and organizational institutions. 
Additionally, it enables labor, farmer, or minority parties to enter parliament even with a 
small support base (Tabanao, 2025). However, the downside of e-voting in terms of 
representation is that the gap between voters and representatives may widen because it is 
unclear exactly who will represent them. Additionally, the selection of legislative candidates 
is entirely controlled by party leaders (Velmonte, 2019). 

In the e-voting system, the accountability of representatives has both positive and 
negative aspects. The positive aspect is that it encourages consistency in the platform 
because legislative members are tied to the party agenda. Accountability is more collective 
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and can be reviewed based on the party’s success in advocating for its agenda. On the 
negative side, it is difficult for voters to assess the individual performance of candidates, and 
the weak personal relationship between representatives and voters may reduce the 
incentive to respond to local needs (Noor & Marlina, 2023). 

The experience of the Philippines in implementing e-voting (electronic voting), 
especially since 2010, has become one of the interesting case studies in Southeast Asia. The 
country is one of the pioneers in using the automated election system (AES) technology for 
national-level elections. Their experience can serve as an important reflection for other 
countries (including Indonesia), both in terms of election efficiency and data security 
challenges (Suparto et al., 2024). In Indonesia, legislative elections consist of several stages, 
including voter registration, determining the number of members to be elected for each 
electoral district, election campaigns, voting, vote counting, and the determination of 
election results. The stages of election administration are regulated through Article 3 in the 
General Election Commission (PKPU) Regulation Number 3 of 2022 on the Stages and 
Schedule of the 2024 General Election (Jumaeli, 2021). 

According to this article, there are eleven stages in the administration of elections in 
Indonesia. The first stage includes planning programs and budgets and drafting the 
implementation regulations of the election, updating voter data and compiling voter lists, 
registration and verification of election participants, determining election participants, 
determining the number of seats and electoral districts, nominating the President and Vice 
President, as well as members of the DPR, DPD, provincial and district/city DPRD, the 
election campaign period, the silent period, voting and vote counting, determining election 
results, and the final stage of the inauguration of the President and Vice President as well as 
the members of the DPR, DPD, provincial and district/city DPRD (Raganata, 2019). 

The election administration stages in Indonesia are quite complex but designed to 
accommodate diversity and ensure political inclusiveness. Political representation is not 
only determined by election results but is cumulatively shaped by each stage. If any stage is 
skewed or discriminatory, the quality of representation could be systematically damaged 
(Mansbridge, 2008). 

Meanwhile, the election stages in the Philippines involve voter registration, political 
campaigns, voting, and vote counting. The initial election mechanism in the Philippines, 
organized by COMELEC, starts with the registration of legislative candidates, followed by 
party verification and accreditation. The accreditation process must be followed by both 
majority and minority political parties. The selected parties must be declared valid after 
checking the completeness of documents or financial records by COMELEC. Then, registered 
voters will receive socialization from COMELEC about which political parties are 
participating in the election (Abocejo, 2019). 

From the perspective of political representation, elections in the Philippines are still 
dominated by political oligarchies and local clans, although the system is legally open to 
many parties. Innovations such as e-voting improve efficiency, but they are not sufficient to 
guarantee fair representation unless accompanied by structural reforms, such as limiting 
political dynasties and strengthening ideological political parties (Tadem & Tadem, 2016). 

The voter registration system in Indonesia follows a periodically reviewed approach. 
Previously, voter lists were based on census data. However, this approach resulted in 
numerous errors, leading to the current process where voter lists are compiled using data 
from various government departments. Since 2012, individuals who are not registered to 
vote can still vote by showing their identity card or passport (Raganata, 2019). Provisions 
are also made for those without such documents to be included in a special voter list. 
According to the new election law, voter registration is periodically updated based on the 
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transfer of population data from various administrative levels to the election organizers. 
This data, along with voter data from overseas provided by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
is synchronized to form the Potential Voter Population Data. This data is then cross-checked 
by the General Elections Commission (KPU) with data from previous elections and updated 
by public officials specifically tasked with this job, called Panwaslu (Noor & Marlina, 2023). 

The General Elections Commission Regulation (PKPU) No. 7 of 2022 outlines voter 
eligibility requirements in Article 4. Here are the conditions that must be met to participate 
as a voter in the 2024 Indonesian elections: voters must be 17 years old or older when voting 
takes place, married, or previously married. They must not have their voting rights revoked 
based on a legally binding court decision. Voters must reside within the territory of the 
Republic of Indonesia, proven by an Electronic ID card (e-KTP). For those living abroad, they 
must prove their status as Indonesian citizens with an e-KTP, passport, or travel document 
similar to a passport (Suparto et al., 2024). 

The effectiveness of voter registration in Indonesia has gradually improved, especially 
with the digitalization and integration of the Population Identification Number (NIK). 
However, the main challenges still revolve around the quality of population data, public 
awareness, and accessibility for vulnerable groups and remote areas (Rigby & Springer, 
2011). Voter registration is the foundation of electoral justice. If it is not inclusive and 
accurate, the election results may fail to reflect the true will of the people (Hafel, 2023). 

In the Philippines, voter registration is carried out through an ongoing process, 
supervised by the Commission on Elections (COMELEC), the Election Management Board, 
and implemented by Election Officers as the highest officials or official representatives of the 
Commission in cities or municipalities. This process works in cooperation with the Voter 
Registration Board, where the Election Officer serves as the chairperson, and the other 
members are senior public school officials and local civil registry officers or, if not available, 
the city or municipal treasurer (Tabanao, 2025). 

In practice, voter registration is conducted at field offices managed by two election 
officers and an assistant. Before an applicant's data is entered into the system, identification 
must be done first. The drawback of this system is that identification is based solely on the 
submission of a valid ID card. This is ineffective because there appears to be a large number 
of counterfeit IDs that can be easily accessed in the Philippines (Tan, 2020). 

Every application for voter registration (as well as requests for data corrections or 
transferring data to a different electoral district) must be submitted to the Election Officer, 
who then submits the case to the Voter Registration Board, which makes decisions based on 
a majority vote. If the Board approves the addition of voters to the list, the Election Officer 
will issue a Voter Identification Number (NIK) and provide a corresponding identification 
card to the registered voter (Abocejo, 2019). 

The effectiveness of voter registration in the Philippines has shown progress in 
inclusiveness and outreach, but it still faces significant challenges regarding the 
modernization of the system, data transparency, voter awareness, and literacy. Inefficiencies 
in registration can lead to underrepresentation, especially among the youth, migrants, and 
low-income communities that should have a significant voice in the democracy (Velmonte, 
2019). 

In Indonesia, the presidential term is regulated by the 1945 Constitution, Article 7, 
which is 5 years, with the possibility of being re-elected for a maximum of 2 consecutive 
terms. Meanwhile, the legislative term is regulated by Article 76, paragraph (4) of Law 
Number 17 of 2014, which states that the term of office for members of the DPR (People's 
Representative Council) is 5 years and ends when the newly elected members take the oath 
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of office. However, the 2017 Election Law (Law No. 7/2017) does not specify a maximum 
term for a member of the legislature (Heryani et al., 2022). 

In the Philippines, the presidential and vice-presidential terms are 6 years and cannot 
be re-elected for the subsequent term. The term for senators is 6 years, and they may run 
again but cannot serve more than two consecutive terms. The term for House of 
Representatives members is 3 years, and they can run again, but the maximum limit is 3 
consecutive terms (Querubin, 2011). The election organizing body in Indonesia is the 
General Elections Commission (KPU). The KPU is an independent and permanent 
commission, free from the influence of any political body. Structurally, the KPU divides its 
operations among permanent bodies/bureaus responsible for provincial and regional 
voters. While the KPU is responsible for all administration and logistics related to elections, 
its functions are supervised by the Election Supervisory Body (Bawaslu), which ensures 
compliance with regulations (Febriansyah et al., 2020). 

According to Article 8 of the Election Organizers Law enacted in 2011, the KPU has the 
tasks and authority to plan, organize, budget, and schedule matters related to the 
implementation of elections, establish mechanisms and standard operating procedures for 
the conduct of elections at the national, provincial, and regional levels, set general and 
technical guidelines for each stage of the election process, organize, facilitate, evaluate, and 
supervise all election processes, prepare, develop, and validate voter lists and registration 
data based on population data provided by other government agencies, appoint public 
accountants to audit campaign funds and report their findings, consider complaints of 
violations of the Election Law and Code of Ethics by following up on findings and reports 
approved by Bawaslu, impose sanctions such as temporary dismissal or administrative 
penalties on KPU members, Provincial KPU, District/Municipal KPU, and Bawaslu officials 
who disrupt the election process, and carry out decisions by the Honorary Council and fulfill 
other duties and obligations as regulated by laws governing the election process (Jumaeli, 
2021). 

As the supervisory authority, the General Elections Supervisory Body (Badan 
Pengawas Pemilu or Bawaslu) has the authority to oversee election preparations in the 
following areas: planning and logistics, implementation at designated polling stations, 
dissemination of election information, and overseeing election functions as regulated by 
election laws. It supervises the stages of election implementation, including voter data 
updating, the determination of legislative candidates, monitoring the nomination process, 
vote counting, and the determination of election results. It also monitors the handling of 
electoral crimes by the relevant authorities and supervises the imposition of sanctions on 
those proven guilty of electoral offenses. Additionally, Bawaslu evaluates and writes reports 
on the supervision of the election process, establishes Provincial Election Supervisory 
Bodies, and appoints and dismisses members of the Provincial Election Supervisory Bodies 
(Okthariza, 2020). 

Bawaslu is responsible for overseeing the implementation of elections in the Republic 
of Indonesia (Law No. 08, Article 1 (17). A procedure for resolving electoral disputes is 
mandated by law (Law No. 08, Article 257), with Bawaslu considered the competent 
authority. This dispute resolution procedure is detailed under Law No. 08. The law defines 
the general procedure and delegates the responsibility to Bawaslu to define specific 
procedures through more detailed regulations. First, the law stipulates that reports or 
findings regarding electoral disputes must be submitted to Bawaslu. Based on the received 
documents, Bawaslu must arrange an initial meeting between the disputing parties to 
attempt, through deliberation and consensus, to reach an agreement. If an agreement is not 
reached, Bawaslu must make a decision through deliberation among its members. Bawaslu's 
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decision on disputes within its jurisdiction is final and binding on the parties, except for 
decisions regarding electoral disputes related to political party verification or the final list of 
legislative candidates. In these cases, the defendant has the right to appeal to the State 
Administrative Court (Raden, 2024). 

The Election Supervisory Honorary Council (Dewan Kehormatan Penyelenggara 
Pemilu or DKPP) is established as a permanent national ethical council. Its members begin 
working no later than two months after the KPU and Bawaslu members take their oaths of 
office. The DKPP composition consists of one representative from the KPU, one 
representative from Bawaslu, one representative from each political party in the DPR, one 
government representative, and four or five public figures. The term of office for all DKPP 
members is five years. DKPP is responsible for implementing and setting the code of ethics 
to maintain the independence, integrity, and credibility of KPU and Bawaslu members. 
Additionally, DKPP is tasked with examining and deciding complaints or reports of ethical 
violations. DKPP also has the authority to recommend the dismissal of KPU and Bawaslu 
members. The decisions of DKPP are final and binding (Arifin et al., 2024). 

In the Philippines, the Commission on Elections (COMELEC) was formed based on the 
1940 constitutional amendment. Before COMELEC was established, elections were 
supervised by the Department of the Interior. Its membership was expanded, and its powers 
were increased under the 1973 Constitution, but membership was reduced from nine to 
seven commissioners under the 1987 Constitution, with a seven-year term and no 
reappointment. All election processes in the Philippines are regulated by COMELEC. It is a 
permanent and independent body, constitutionally required to operate independently from 
the executive, legislative, and judicial branches. To facilitate this, the body has budgetary 
autonomy (Calimbahin, 2022). 

COMELEC consists of six commissioners and a chairperson. They are all appointed by 
the president for a seven-year term. To qualify for appointment, candidates must be Filipino 
citizens, born in the Philippines, at least thirty-five years old, and members of the Philippine 
Bar with at least 10 years of legal practice experience. Additionally, they cannot be 
candidates for any elected position in the general elections. 

COMELEC's primary administrative function is to enforce and manage all laws and 
regulations related to the conduct of elections, referenda, and plebiscites. To effectively fulfill 
this mandate, the Constitution grants COMELEC the authority to decide nearly all matters 
related to elections, including determining the number and location of polling stations, 
appointing election officials and supervisors, and registering voters. The Commission is also 
empowered to register political parties, organizations, or coalitions and accredit local 
election monitoring bodies. With the President's approval, it may delegate to law 
enforcement agencies and the Armed Forces of the Philippines to ensure free, orderly, 
honest, peaceful, and trustworthy elections. On its own initiative or based on verified 
complaints, COMELEC can petition the court to include or exclude voters and seek 
enforcement of election law violations (Dressel, 2011). 

The recommendation function of COMELEC allows it to propose to Congress measures 
to minimize election costs, prevent and punish all forms of electoral fraud, malpractice, and 
disruptive candidacies. Similarly, COMELEC can recommend to the President the dismissal 
of officials or employees it represents or the imposition of other disciplinary actions for 
violations of its directives. Likewise, COMELEC also performs a reporting function, 
submitting comprehensive reports to the President and Congress on the conduct of elections 
and referenda (Igarashi, 2008). COMELEC also has primary jurisdiction over all matters 
related to the election, return, and qualifications of all local officials, and its decisions are 
final regarding city officials. However, there are other courts that mediate disputes regarding 
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election results for different national positions. The exception here is that COMELEC does 
not have authority over individual voting rights, which is a constitutional issue, and disputes 
regarding this matter are settled through the courts (Boongaling, 2018). 

The Presidential Electoral Tribunal (PET) is an independent court formed to 
adjudicate, hear, and decide electoral contests for the President and Vice President of the 
Philippines. PET consists of nine members, three of whom must be Supreme Court Justices 
appointed by the Chief Justice, who also presides over the court. The remaining six members 
are selected from the Senate or the House of Representatives based on proportional party 
representation. PET has the same powers as a court, such as the authority to issue subpoenas 
and enforce compliance with its orders. Specifically, PET has the authority to recommend 
the direct prosecution of individuals found involved in electoral offenses (Hernández-
Huerta, 2017). Additionally, PET is authorized to store or deposit ballot boxes, election 
results, and all other election materials in a secure location under the guard of its appointed 
deputies. PET is also responsible for handling disputes regarding election results (Minan et 
al., 2023).  
 

Table 1. Comparison of election implementation 

Aspect Indonesia Philippines 

Institutional Independence More secure due to multi-layered 
selection and supervision mechanisms 

Less well maintained due to executive 
dominance in appointments 

Process Integrity More transparency, despite political 
challenges 

Standardized through automated systems, 
but audit and accountability are weak 

Resistance to Political 
Intervention 

Moderate – there is a risk of 
politicization of member selection, but 
controlled by other institutions 

Vulnerable – COMELEC can be directly 
influenced by the government 

Public Participation and 
Oversight 

Relatively open and participative Still limited and elitist 

 
Indonesia needs to strengthen transparency in the selection of election organizers and 

improve integrity at the regional level. Meanwhile, the Philippines should adopt external 
oversight mechanisms, such as the Election Supervisory Body (Bawaslu) or the Election 
Supervisory Honorary Council (DKPP), and improve the internal accountability of COMELEC 
to the public. This is to ensure that the electoral process is free from political interference or 
the influence of elite groups. By doing so, transparency and accountability in the conduct of 
elections will proceed smoothly in each country. 

In Indonesia, the process of resolving electoral disputes involves several institutions 
(Bawaslu, Constitutional Court, State Administrative Court, Supreme Court). The 
Constitutional Court (MK), as the guardian of the constitution, has the duty to ensure that 
elections are conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in Article 22E, paragraphs 
(1) and (5) of the 1945 Constitution, which essentially state that elections must be direct, 
general, free, secret, honest, and fair. Therefore, when reviewing and ruling on electoral 
disputes (PHPU), the Constitutional Court also assesses the substance of the election 
implementation. It evaluates whether the election organizers have been able to uphold the 
principles of direct and fair elections. 
 

Table 2. Election dispute resolution process in Indonesia 

Types of Disputes Institution Process characteristics 

Election administration violations Bawaslu Fast process (max. 12 days), open, can 
appeal to PTUN 

Disputes between election 
participants 

Bawaslu → PTUN It is open and can be monitored by the 
public 

Organizer's ethical violation DKPP Open trial, final and binding decision 
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Dispute on legislative/presidential 
election results 

MK Open to the public, tried with strong 
evidence 

Regional Election Disputes MA (through PTUN & State 
Administration) 

More complex and limited in transparency 
than the Constitutional Court 

 
One of the advantages of electoral dispute resolution in Indonesia is its layered process, 

which is open to the public (through live streaming and access to rulings) and allows for 
quick resolution in accordance with legal deadlines. However, the downside is the 
overlapping authority between institutions and public doubts about the neutrality of 
Constitutional Court judges in certain cases. 

In the Philippines, the Commission on Elections (COMELEC) is given full authority to 
resolve electoral disputes. The resolution of electoral disputes in the Philippines is divided 
among the COMELEC, the House of Representatives Tribunal, the Senate Tribunal, and the 
Supreme Court. The COMELEC has the authority to decide disputes related to the election of 
governors and provincial parliament members, as well as serve as an appellate court for 
mayoral elections and city-level representative bodies. 

Meanwhile, the House of Representatives Tribunal, which consists of 3 Supreme Court 
justices and 6 members of the House of Representatives, has the authority to resolve 
disputes related to the election of members of the House of Representatives. The Senate 
Tribunal, composed of 3 Supreme Court justices and 6 members of the Senate, is responsible 
for resolving electoral disputes related to the election of senators. The Philippine Supreme 
Court specifically has the authority to resolve disputes concerning the presidential and vice-
presidential elections. 
 

Table 3. Election dispute resolution process in the Philippines 

Types of Disputes Institution Process Features 

Candidate disqualification COMELEC The decision is administrative in nature 
and can be appealed to the Supreme Court 

Dispute over legislative election 
results 

COMELEC – Electoral Contests 
Adjudication Dept (ECAD) 

Can take a long time and lack transparency 

President/Vice President dispute PET (administered by the 
Supreme Court) 

Tried by 15 Supreme Court justices 

Illegal campaigning and funding COMELEC Internal research, the process is sometimes 
not open and slow 

 
The concentration of power within the COMELEC has led to conflicts of interest, as the 

institution responsible for conducting the elections is also tasked with adjudicating electoral 
disputes (Watanabe, 2024). Additionally, many processes are conducted in secrecy, making 
it difficult for the public to access case information (Tan, 2020). Disputes in the Presidential 
Electoral Tribunal (PET) can take a very long time to resolve (some cases, like the 2016 case, 
have stretched on for years) (Holmes, 2016). 

Indonesia has an advantage in terms of the separation of institutions, transparency of 
the process, and public access to rulings (Habibi et al., 2023). On the other hand, the 
Philippines still faces significant challenges related to the concentration of power within 
COMELEC, slow dispute resolution processes, and limited public access (Hidayat, 2024). 
Both countries need ongoing reforms, especially in strengthening judicial integrity in 
Indonesia (Davies, 2022), reinforcing electoral oversight and dispute resolution institutions 
in the Philippines (Igarashi, 2008), as well as enhancing the digitalization and openness of 
documents for public accountability in both nations (Samaratunge et al., 2008). 

Campaign funding in Indonesia for general elections is regulated by the General 
Elections Commission (KPU), which sets limits on the amount of campaign funds, whether in 
the form of money, goods, or services, for presidential candidates, vice-presidential 
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candidates, and legislative candidates (Habibi & Chandra, 2024). Article 325, Paragraphs (2) 
and (3) of Law No. 7 of 2017 on Elections stipulates that the sources of campaign funds for 
presidential and vice-presidential candidates can come from the state budget (APBN), the 
respective candidate’s pair, the political party and/or coalition of political parties 
nominating the candidate, and lawful contributions from other parties (Al-Hamdi et al., 
2022). 

Campaign funding for public materials, mass media advertisements (print, electronic, 
and internet), and debates among candidates can be funded by the state budget. However, 
the total amount of campaign funds that can be received from various sources is limited 
(Farrell, 2021). Specifically, individual contributions to presidential and vice-presidential 
candidates are capped at IDR 2.5 billion, while corporate contributions can be up to IDR 25 
billion (Budi & Pradana, 2023). For legislative candidates (members of the DPR and DPRD), 
individual contributions are limited to IDR 2.5 billion, and corporate contributions are 
capped at IDR 25 billion. For DPD (Regional Representative Council) candidates, individual 
contributions are limited to IDR 750 million, with corporate contributions capped at IDR 1.5 
billion. Contributions, both individual and corporate, are cumulative as long as the campaign 
period continues. Any contributions exceeding these limits are prohibited from being used 
for campaign purposes (Habibi & Chandra, 2024). 

The Philippines began regulating campaign finance in 1985. The COMELEC is 
empowered to investigate all financial records related to campaign activities, publish its 
findings, and initiate legal actions for violations (Mendoza, 2020). Donations from 
government organizations, public institutions such as universities, and foreign donors are 
prohibited (COMMISSION ON ELECTIONS, 2019). Donors are required to inform COMELEC 
about their contributions. Total campaign spending is capped and monitored by COMELEC 
(Aceron & La Viña, 2018). 

The COMELEC resolution that formed the Campaign Finance Unit (CFU), adopted on 
June 22, 2012, established regulations for campaign funding and documents that must be 
provided and made available to the public. Anyone can contribute to candidates or political 
parties (Aceron & La Viña, 2018). The reporting responsibility lies with the donor, who must 
submit a report of contributions to CFU within 30 days after the election. This report must 
include the recipient's name, the contribution amount, and the date of the donation. The 
statement allows the donor to receive a tax deduction. 

However, despite the lack of public funds for election campaigns, campaign 
expenditures are limited according to a ratio (Garcia, 2022). For the presidential and vice-
presidential elections, the limit is 10 Philippine Pesos (PhP) (approximately USD 0.23) per 
registered voter; for candidates in other elections, the limit is 3 PhP (approximately USD 
0.07) per registered voter in the district where the candidate is running; for independent 
candidates without political party backing, the limit is 5 PhP (approximately USD 0.12) per 
registered voter in the district; and for political parties and party-list candidates, the limit is 
5 PhP (approximately USD 0.12) per registered voter in the district (Ferrer & Reyes, 2021). 

Both Indonesia and the Philippines face serious challenges in combating political 
corruption through campaign funding. Regulations exist in both countries, but enforcement 
is weak, and politicians' creativity in circumventing rules is high (Tahir & Tan, 2019). The 
disparity in funding between elite and alternative candidates threatens fair and equal 
competition (Baker, 2022; Ufen, 2017). Therefore, real-time transparency is essential in both 
countries. Campaign funding reports could be made digital and publicly accessible online. 
Additionally, both countries should provide limited campaign subsidies to qualified 
candidates to encourage fair competition (Hughes & Chan, 2023). Independent audits, either 
from NGOs or non-governmental auditors monitored by the public, need to be strengthened. 
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If violations related to campaign funds occur, strong sanctions should be imposed to 
disqualify and ban violators from politics. Lastly, voter education and literacy campaigns 
should be held to reduce the influence of money politics by increasing voter awareness (Zhao 
& Evans, 2020). 
 
CONCLUSION 

A comparison of the electoral systems between Indonesia and the Philippines shows 
that there is no one fully ideal system model; rather, it depends on the socio-political context, 
the level of democracy, and the institutional readiness in each country. Indonesia's open 
proportional system provides greater space for voters to directly select candidates and 
encourages more open competition. However, this system also leads to a complex multi-party 
structure, making it difficult to form a stable government. On the other hand, the plurality 
system with e-voting in the Philippines tends to be more administratively efficient and 
supports the advancement of digital democracy, but it also has the potential to reinforce local 
elite dominance and hinder the representation of smaller parties. 

Theoretically, these findings contribute to the understanding of how the design of 
electoral systems affects the quality of political representation, government stability, and 
democratic inclusiveness. The open proportional system emphasizes representation, while 
the plurality system tends to prioritize government effectiveness. In the context of electoral 
studies in Southeast Asia, these results highlight the importance of contextual 
institutionalism, which is how electoral institutions should be adapted to local socio-political 
characteristics to produce functioning democratic governance. 

Practically, this research suggests the need for electoral reform aimed at improving the 
accuracy and inclusivity of voter registration as the foundation for fair representation, 
strengthening campaign finance regulations by promoting transparency, accountability, and 
limited public subsidies for candidates from marginalized groups, ensuring the 
independence of electoral bodies like the General Elections Commission (KPU) in Indonesia 
and the Commission on Elections (COMELEC) in the Philippines, particularly in campaign 
finance oversight, e-voting implementation, and dispute resolution, and promoting adaptive 
and hybrid electoral systems, such as combining open proportional representation with 
strengthening parliamentary thresholds in Indonesia, or reforming the plurality system 
toward a mixed representation system in the Philippines. 

The implications of these findings provide a basis for policymakers in both countries to 
balance the quality of political representation with government stability, as well as create 
space for the development of a fairer and more sustainable electoral democracy. 
Academically, this study enriches the comparative study of electoral systems and serves as a 
reference for developing an adaptive analytical framework to evaluate the effectiveness of 
electoral systems in developing countries.  
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