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Abstract:

Reducing global greenhouse gas emissions to net zero is a major challenge,
particularly in coal-depending emerging economies. Just Energy Transition
Partnerships (JETPs) have been promoted as a novel mechanism to accelerate
coal phase down. Yet, implementation has stalled. Drawing on 30 stakeholder
interviews with government, civil society and international organizations in
Indonesia and Vietnam, this policy note examines why JETP implementation
has stalled despite strong political commitments. We identify a core
misalignment between recipient country expectations for early concessional
finance and international partners’ emphasis on reform conditionality. Low
grant shares, slow disbursement and weakened trust —exacerbated by recent
geopolitical shifts, including the withdrawal of the United States from JETPs in
2025 — have further constrained progress. We argue that re-energizing JETPs
requires an explicit sequencing strategy that front loads concessional finance
and prioritizes politically and economically feasible pioneer projects delivering
clear emissions reductions and development co-benefits. Such an approach
can rebuild confidence, enable risk sharing and create conditions for boosting

energy transition.
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1. Introduction

Achieving global climate targets hinges on a swift and fair energy transition in developing
countries, the source of about two-thirds of global carbon dioxide emissions from the energy
sector (Energy Institute, 2025). Gathering financial support from the Group of Seven (G7)
countries and financial organizations, Just Energy Transition Partnerships (JETPs) are a new
approach that emerged in 2021 (Karg ef al., 2025). JETPs have been seen as a breakthrough
international initiative to accelerate fossil fuel phase-out in the power sectors of individual
developing countries. However, several years in, they are at risk of not living up to their

potential.

JETPs were designed with an emphasis on fairness and inclusivity. They have also been
presented as a new mechanism to operationalize the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change’s common but differentiated responsibilities principle via resource
transfers to support the energy transitions of developing countries. However, conflicting
priorities, limited concessionality of proposed finance and slow disbursement risk derailing
the initiative.
Despite these challenges, a window of opportunity remains to recalibrate JETPs before

institutional credibility erodes further.

In this policy note, we focus on Indonesia and Vietnam, the two Southeast Asian JETP
participants. Indonesia and Vietnam have the two largest JETPs to date in terms of financial
announcements. The two countries also have large and relatively young coal power fleets as
well as rapid economic and energy use growth rates. South Africa and Senegal are the other
two countries to have entered JETP agreements, with South Africa being the first to do so in

2021.
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The literature on just energy transition thus far has often focused on conceptual aspects and
empirical cases for countries in the Global North (Carley and Konisky, 2020; Chapman et
al., 2018; Crowe and Li, 2020; Garcia-Garcia et al., 2020; Goddard and Farrelly, 2018; Hall
et al., 2018; Healy and Barry, 2017; Heffron et al., 2020; Heffron, 2021; Jasanoff, 2018;
Lacey-Barnacle et al., 2020; McCauley et al., 2019; McCauley and Heffron, 2018; Mundaca
et al., 2018; Sareen and Haarstad, 2018; Sovacool and Dworkin, 2015; Wang and Lo, 2021).
Wang and Lo (2021) called for more empirical studies rooted in practice, especially from
developing countries (Huda, 2025; Kohpaiboon and Lee, 2024; Negara, 2024). Christensen
and Suharsono (2022) and Zan et al. (Zan, Thant Thura et al., 2024) provided overviews of
the JETP in Indonesia. Do and Burke (2024) further discussed JETPs in the context of coal
power phase out in Indonesia and Vietnam. Given the high hopes vested in the JETPs,

additional policy-focused scrutiny of obstacles to their success would be useful.

To contribute to the limited but growing body of empirical, policy-focused research on
JETPs in developing countries, this study draws on in-depth interviews with key
stakeholders in Indonesia and Vietnam. We conclude that JETP implementation has stalled,
not primarily due to insufficient political commitment, but because of a structural
misalignment between recipient-country expectations for early concessional finance and
international partners’ emphasis on reform! conditionality, rooted in differing risk exposures

and justice framings.

2. Methods

2.1 Research Design

!In this paper, “reform” refers primarily to power-sector policy and institutional changes commonly associated
with JETPs, including electricity market and tariff reform, procurement design, governance and regulatory
strengthening and measures to improve the bankability of renewable energy investments.
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This study adopts a qualitative, theory-informed empirical research design based on expert
interviews. Rather than aiming for statistical representativeness, we seek to identify
systematic patterns of divergence in stakeholder perceptions, consistent with established
approaches in policy-oriented energy transition research (Do and Burke, 2024; Jakob,
Michael and Steckel, Jan C, 2022). This design is appropriate given the institutional novelty

of JETPs and the limited availability of comparable quantitative data.

2.2 Data Collection and Sample

The empirical analysis draws on 30 in-depth interviews conducted between March and July
2024 with stakeholders either having directly engaged in or closely observed JETP processes
in Indonesia and Vietnam. Fifteen interviews were conducted in each country. Participants
were selected through purposive sampling to target individuals with substantive professional
involvement in energy policy, climate finance or JETP-related activities. The sample
included representatives from government agencies, civil society organizations and research
institutes and international organizations and development partners with roughly equal
representation across these groups in each country. Affiliation-based distinctions are used
analytically to capture how institutional position shapes risk exposure, justice framings and

sequencing preferences in JETPs.

Interviews were conducted either in person or via Zoom, in Bahasa Indonesia, Vietnamese
or English. Each interview lasted approximately one hour. To encourage reflective and
informed responses, participants received a pre-interview questionnaire one week in advance.
Interviews were conducted under ethical approval from the Australian National University
with participant anonymity maintained throughout the research process. All quotations used

in the paper are anonymized.
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2.3 Analytical Strategy

Interview transcripts were analyzed using a thematic analytical framework informed by
social justice theory and political economy approaches to energy transitions (Sovacool and
Hess, 2017). The analysis proceeded iteratively. Responses were first coded into broad
thematic categories relating to financial adequacy and concessionality, reform conditionality
and sequencing, risk allocation and fiscal exposure as well as distributive and procedural
justice considerations. The coded data were then analyzed comparatively to identify
systematic divergences between government actors, civil society actors and international
partners. Attention was paid to how institutional position shaped preferences regarding

finance-reform sequencing and interpretations of justice.

A further layer of analysis compared patterns across Indonesia and Vietnam to identify both
shared structural challenges and context-specific differences, including fiscal constraints,
reform readiness and political economy conditions. Rather than mechanically quantifying
responses, the analysis focused on identifying recurring logic and explanatory mechanisms,

particularly where views diverged across actor groups.

3. The Design of JETPs and the Importance of Indonesia and Vietnam

JETPs are a new form of plurilateral climate financing partnership where multiple donor
governments, development finance institutions and private investors coordinate financial
commitments to support fossil fuel phase-out and emissions reductions in a recipient country.
They operate through country platforms that are designed to orchestrate large-scale finance
mobilization and align diverse international actors under national leadership. JETPs in
Southeast Asia were initially backed by funding from the European Union (EU), United

Kingdom, United States (US), Japan, Germany, France and other Western countries, along
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with the Glasgow Financial Alliance for Net Zero which includes over 675 financial
institutions (Glasgow Financial Alliance for Net Zero, 2025). The US withdrew its support

for JETPs in early 2025 after the inauguration of President Trump.

With the largest coal power fleets in Southeast Asia (Global Energy Monitor, 2024),
Indonesia and Vietnam entered JETPs in 2022. These two countries accounted for 32 per
cent of the growth in coal use between 2013 and 2023 in non-Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries excluding China (Energy Institute, 2025).
Table 1 illustrates these numbers. The two countries’ young coal plants (12—13 years in
operation on average) could potentially be used for decades to come (Global Energy Monitor,
2024). If future projects are fossil fuel-intensive, the two countries would follow emissions-
intensive development paths inconsistent with national emission reduction goals and the

international effort to restrict global warming.

Table 1: Coal Use and Coal Power Capacity in Selected JETP Countries and

Comparators
Indonesia | Vietnam | South Africa | Non- World
OECD
Countries
(Excluding
China)
Coal Use, 2013, (EJ) 1.6 0.7 3.7 34.5 167
Coal Use, 2023, Exajoules (EJ) 4.3 2.3 33 46.8 164
Operating Coal Power Capacity, | 55 27 47 563 2,175
2024, Gigawatt (GW)
Share of National Electricity | 61 50 86 31 34
Generation from Coal, 2024 (%)
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Note: Coal use includes all commercial solid coal. Coal power capacity includes captive plants. Levels are
presented to illustrate scale effects relevant to transition finance. A proportional indicator is included to
enable cross-country comparison of coal dependence

Source: Energy Institute, 2025; Global Energy Monitor, 2024.

The persistence of coal dependence in regions such as Southeast Asia is shaped by powerful
domestic actors including state-owned utilities, coal mining companies and political elites
(Jakob, Michael and Steckel, Jan C, 2022). Often, incumbent profit models, energy security,
economic growth and employment in coal-dependent regions are prioritized over climate
mitigation goals. Additionally, existing institutional frameworks and governance
arrangements tend to favour existing technologies and centralized fossil fuel-powered

systems, limiting the space for rapid deployment of alternatives (Do and Burke, 2024).

In terms of institutional embedding, both Indonesia and Vietnam have established JETP
Secretariats. They have also issued JETP guiding documents to outline priorities and
estimate resource needs in the form of Indonesia’s Comprehensive Investment and Policy
Plan (JETP Indonesia, 2024) and Vietnam’s Resource Mobilization Plan (JETP Vietnam,
2023). Momentum associated with the JETPs is often thought to have helped encourage the
strengthening of climate targets in each country. In 2023, Indonesia announced it will now
aim to reach peak emissions in the power sector by 2030—seven years earlier than
previously planned—and have 34 per cent of power generation from renewables by the same
year (JETP Indonesia, 2024). Similarly, Vietnam has brought forward its emissions peak
target to 2030 with renewables slated to reach 47 per cent in the same year (JETP Vietnam,
2023). Both countries aim to reduce emissions by gradually decreasing coal dependence

through JETP support.
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Under their JETPs, Indonesia and Vietnam are slated to receive $20 billion (JETP Indonesia,
2024) and $15.8 billion (JETP Vietnam, 2023) respectively by 2028. This is heavily skewed
toward non-concessional instruments such as commercial loans, equity and guarantees.
However, as of 2024, grants only make up a small share of the headline total: 1.5 per cent
for Indonesia (JETP Indonesia, 2024) and two per cent for Vietnam (JETP Vietnam, 2023).
Concessional loans accounted for 34.5 per cent ($6.9 billion) of the headline total for

Indonesia and 17 per cent ($2.75 billion) for Vietnam (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Announced Funding for Indonesia and Vietnam’s JETPs as of 2024

($ million)

20,000
15,827
12,815 12,756
6,900
2,750
285 322
Grants Concessional loans  Commercial loans, equity, Total
guarantees, and not yet
specified

EIndonesia OVietnam

Note: “Not yet specified” refers to undetailed financing to match the total headline JETP announcements.
Source: JETP Indonesia, 2024; JETP Vietnam, 2023.
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4. Empirical Findings from Stakeholder Interviews

4.1 Divergent Stakeholder Priorities and Risk Perceptions

Our interviews show clear divergence in how different stakeholder groups prioritize JETP
objectives. Government respondents in both Indonesia and Vietnam primarily emphasize
energy security, fiscal exposure and political feasibility. These actors express concern that
current JETP financing structures expose the state to contingent liabilities while offering
limited near-term economic or political returns. Concerns are particularly acute where
concessional loans require sovereign guarantees in the event of default by state-owned

enterprises or private borrowers, increasing public debt exposure.

Civil society respondents, by contrast, largely frame JETPs through a distributive justice
lens. Their primary concerns relate to the limited share of grants in headline announcements
and the modest degree of concessionality offered by loans and slow disbursement. They
believe that JETPs are performing well below expectations and that recipient countries have
been asked to shoulder disproportionate transition costs despite limited historical

responsibility for emissions. One Indonesian academic interviewee asked, “Is this truly just?”

International organizations and development partners articulate a markedly different set of
priorities. They emphasize procedural justice, reform conditionality and the need to improve
regulatory and institutional frameworks to mobilize private capital. From this perspective,
concessional finance is viewed primarily as a catalyst for reform rather than an end in itself,

with concerns that weak governance could undermine long-term effectiveness.

These divergences are not random. They align closely with stakeholders’ institutional

positions and exposure to political, fiscal and financial risk. Disagreement over JETP design
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appears to reflect structural political-economic incentives rather than misunderstandings or
information gaps. Figure 2 summarizes the systematic divergence in stakeholder priorities,

justice framings and sequencing preferences identified across interviews.

Figure 2: Divergent Stakeholder Priorities, Justice Framings and Sequencing
Preferences in JETPs

Stakeholder group Dominant priority Justice framing Preferred sequencing
Government Energy security, fiscal risk  Mixed (pragmatic) Finance first

Civil society Equity, CBDR Distributive Finance first
International partners Bankability, reform Procedural Reform first/parallel

Note: Figure 2 summarizes dominant patterns identified through qualitative analysis of stakeholder interviews;
categories are indicative rather than quantitative.

4.2 Finance—Reform Sequencing as a Core Implementation Fault Line
A central empirical finding concerns disagreement over the sequencing of international

finance and domestic reform. Most government and civil society respondents maintain that
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substantial concessional finance must precede major reforms. Early financial support is
viewed as essential for building political legitimacy, reducing fiscal risk and creating
conditions under which reforms can be sustained. These interviewee views are consistent
with official government positions articulated in JETP documents which explicitly link
reform commitments to the availability of sufficient and timely international support in both

Indonesia and Vietnam (JETP Indonesia, 2024; JETP Vietnam, 2023).

In contrast, international stakeholders largely support a reform-first or parallel sequencing
approach. From this perspective, policy and regulatory reforms are preconditions for
effective deployment of concessional finance and for attracting private investment at scale.
Several respondents expressed concern that early finance without reform could entrench

inefficiencies or delay market transformation.

The coexistence of these opposing sequencing logics generates persistent implementation
deadlock. Recipient governments are reluctant to undertake reforms that could be politically
costly without tangible financial commitments while international partners hesitate to
disburse finance without prior reform signals. This misalignment could explain the slow
disbursement and limited progress despite strong headline commitments. As several
interviewees noted, JETPs operate not only as financing arrangements but also as diplomatic
processes requiring sustained trust-building and cooperation (Do, 2025a), a characterization
that aligns with recent scholarship emphasizing the diplomatic nature of energy transition

partnerships (Huda, 2024).

4.3 Justice Framings as Drivers of Policy Preference
The interviews suggest that justice is not merely a rhetorical concept in JETP debates but a

practical driver of policy preference. Distributive justice framings dominate among
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recipient-country stakeholders and are closely associated with demands for higher grant
shares, softer loan terms and early concessionality. Many respondents believe that existing
JETP finance does not adequately reflect the United Nations Framework Convention on

Climate Change’s principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities”.

In contrast, international actors tend to emphasize procedural justice, including transparency,
stakeholder inclusion and rule-based reform processes. While these concerns are widely
acknowledged, recipient-country interviewees often view them as insufficient substitutes for

materially improved financial terms.

Some respondents adopt mixed justice framings. These respondents, often involved in both
domestic policy processes and international financing arrangements, tend to support hybrid
sequencing approaches and recognize trade-offs between political feasibility, fiscal

sustainability and long-term market discipline.

4.4 Economic Development Priorities and Emissions Reduction Tensions

Our interviews reveal a persistent tension between development priorities and emissions
reduction objectives in both Indonesia and Vietnam. Government respondents often framed
energy transition challenges through a development lens, emphasizing poverty reduction,
energy security and macroeconomic stability as binding constraints on climate ambition.
Several interviewees explicitly referenced national development indicators to justify caution.
In 2022, more than 55 million people in Indonesia and around 4 million people in Vietnam
lived below the $3.65 per day poverty line in 2017 Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) terms

(World Bank, 2025, p. 202).
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Consistent with official JETP principles in both countries, government respondents
repeatedly emphasized that emissions reductions should not come at the expense of
economic development or energy security (Do and Burke, 2023; Halimatussadiah ef al.,
2024). As one Indonesian official noted, “Our challenge is not merely reducing emissions
but ensuring that the transition does not compromise the economic growth trajectory.”

In contrast, international partners tend to prioritize rapid emissions reductions as a key metric
of JETP success, with a strong focus on coal plant closures, particularly in Indonesia.
Interviewees across stakeholders appear to converge on the view that coal plant retirement
is expensive and competes with other pressing investment needs such as grid upgrades,

energy storage and direct investments to facilitate renewable energy expansion.

4.5 Scale and Adequacy of JETP Finance

Interviewees often assessed the adequacy of JETP finance against the scale of investment
required for power-sector transition in Indonesia and Vietnam. They explicitly referred to
published investment estimates to illustrate what they perceived as a substantial mismatch
between headline JETP commitments and transition needs. Indonesia is estimated to need
approximately USD 97 billion to reach peak emissions in the power sector by 2030 and
around USD 1 trillion to reach net zero by 2060 (Earth Journalism Network, 2023; JETP
Indonesia, 2024). Vietnam is estimated to require approximately USD 137 billion for power-
sector emissions to peak by 2030 and around USD 368 billion above business-as-usual to
achieve net zero by 2050 (Do, 2025a; JETP Vietnam, 2023; NetZero.VN, 2024).
Interviewees did not treat these figures as precise planning targets but rather as indicators of

the order of magnitude against which JETP finance is judged.

Government and civil society respondents characterized current JETP packages as too small

to materially shift investment decisions at scale. While interviewees acknowledged declining
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global costs of renewable energy technologies, they emphasized that capital requirements
remain high for complementary investments, including transmission upgrades, energy
storage and early coal retirement. They also noted that excess capacity in existing coal plants
in Indonesia weakens the business case for new renewable investment in the absence of

supportive policy and financial conditions.

5. Potential Ways Forward

This paper advances the JETP literature by identifying finance—reform sequencing as a
structural implementation constraint rooted in divergent justice framings and risk exposure,
rather than insufficient political will or technical capacity. Addressing the implementation
deadlock requires explicit attention to the sequencing of finance and reform. For recipient
governments facing fiscal constraints and political risk, early concessional finance functions
as a confidence-building mechanism. For international partners accountable to taxpayers and
investors, reform conditionality serves as a form of risk management (Fazeli et al., 2025).
Without an explicit sequencing framework that recognizes and manages this tension, JETPs

are likely to remain stalled.

A phased approach is therefore needed, with higher concessionality and grant finance
playing a greater role in the early stages, followed by progressively stronger reform
requirements as political and economic conditions evolve. Such sequencing would better
align distributive and procedural justice concerns and improve the likelihood of sustained

implementation (Meckling et al., 2017).

In practice, early JETP efforts should prioritize scaling up solar and wind power and
associated infrastructure, rather than focusing on compensation for coal plant closures. As

renewable deployment expands, coal reliance will decline in relative terms, creating a
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stronger economic and political foundation from which to address coal retirements (Do and

Burke, 2024).

Increasing the share of concessional finance and the favourability of terms in the early phase
will be critical to de-risk initial investments, lower the cost of capital and crowd in private
finance into projects that are not yet fully bankable. Over time, as confidence and investment
pipelines strengthen, the concessional share of finance could be reduced, allowing private
capital to play a larger role in sustaining momentum. Additional revenue sources, such as
proceeds from carbon border adjustment mechanisms including the EU’s Carbon Border

Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM) (Do, 2025b), could further support this transition.

Prioritizing potentially transformational pioneer projects that clearly demonstrate both
significant emissions reductions and tangible local development benefits—such as
Indonesia’s floating solar opportunities (Silalahi et al., 2021)—could help catalyze broader
systemic change. These projects could leverage the JETP coordinated donor approach,
aligning multiple financiers (Eberhart et al., 2025) around projects that may be highly
productive in nature and boost economic opportunities via supplying more clean energy to

the economy.

Grants and risk-mitigation instruments can also be directed toward projects that are
systemically important but unlikely to attract private finance under current conditions,
including transmission infrastructure and distributed renewable energy solutions for
disadvantaged communities. Measures such as multilateral sovereign guarantees and
supportive financing from multilateral development banks can further reduce the cost of

capital and enhance equity (Calcaterra et al., 2024).
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While substantial effort has gone into the design of JETPs, effective implementation
ultimately depends on locally attuned approaches that foster trust, secure stakeholder
cooperation and leverage domestic economic strengths (Do et al., 2021; Egli, 2020; Polzin
etal.,2019). With the withdrawal of the US from JETPs, other international partners—which
are major providers of climate and energy transition finance such as the EU and Japan—
have an opportunity to strengthen JETPs and help deliver their intended impact in a timely

manncr.
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