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Abstract
New forms of governance have arisen to provide alternatives to the state-centered management in
steering society in Indonesia. The forms such as Collaborative Governance start to be used for
solving the problem. West Java province comes with an innovation creating Tim Optimasi dan
Sinkronisasi (TOS). The objective of this research is to identify the implications of the starting
conditions, leadership style, and inclusiveness of the forum to the collaboration outcomes in TOS
West Java. Understanding these factors can help in promoting collaborative governance
arrangements in other regions in Indonesia. In this research, the collaborative framework from
Ansell and Gash (2008) was used as a starting point to analyze the incentives of collaboration,
leadership styles, and ground rules in TOS. Data was collected through selecting six case studies
in religious and pesantren, social, rural and community development, environmental and disaster
management, communication and information technology, and women empowerment and child
protection working groups. Obtaining the data is done by interview stakeholders and policydocument analysis. The results show that incentives to participate, leadership styles, and feelings
of inclusiveness influence the collaborative results and influence each other in impacting the
collaborative outcomes quality in TOS. However, it cannot be concluded that one factor is more
influential than the other in impacting the working groups' collaboration outcomes. Incentives to
participate are associated with the starting conditions and power play between stakeholders. Then,
the groups with low incentives are more likely to succeed if there is a strong leader who earned
respect and trust from the stakeholders and shows equal interest to all stakeholders. Furthermore,
the groups which provides inclusivity tends to have members who perceive that they have a
legitimate opportunity to participate.
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1. Introduction
1.1.Research Background
The concept of governance has become omnipresent since the 1980s. There were several issues in
the world which attracted people to be aware of this governance notion. In the past, governance
could be described as social and political processes that exist only in hierarchical and formal
institutions. Nowadays, it is related to all processes of governing which are not only carried out by
a hierarchically set of actors, but also by the other actors such as market and informal organizations.
All of them can govern, produce coordination, and make decisions (Bevir, 2012). Governance
concept emphasizes the steering society by the decision-making process for a collective problem
and the interaction among actors involved behind it (Torfing et al, 2012). As a result, governance
leads to the production, enforcement or recreating of norms to control the community included in
those particular social norms and institutions.
In Indonesia, the notion of governance became attention to the public after the second president of
Indonesia led the country for about 32 years from 1967 to 1998. There were several movements
done by activists, university students, and scholars to criticize the centralist and closed government.
The protest movement reached its peak in 1998 when the national parliamentary building in Jakarta
was occupied by the people. The era after 1998 is identified as the “Reformation Era”. Several
changes occurred in the government as well as governance processes including democratization,
social transparency, the openness of information, decentralization and greater regional autonomy
(Tjiptoherijanto, 2010).
To adjust to the transformation in governance, the Indonesian government started a reorganization
of bureaucracy, an exercise that involved changes in structure and systems intended to result in a
more modern and efficient government (Tjiptoherijanto, 2010). After the reformation of 1998, the
Government of Indonesia made several efforts and one of them was to give and share the authorities
to the lower level government, province and city/district. The decentralization became a crucial
agenda after the reformation. Furthermore, not only the central government has gotten the attention
of citizens, but also the regional government in the level of province and city since 1998 (Eilenberg,
2016).
Nevertheless, there are some problems with the decentralization process in Indonesia. Although
the Indonesian decentralization reforms have been portrayed as among the most radical worldwide
and have reshuffled political authority (Eilenberg, 2016), the implementation was still centralizing
in the public authority level. Therefore, the involvement of local people and other non-state
stakeholders was still lacking especially in underdeveloped districts. On the other hand, the
reshuffling of authority has driven previously marginalized groups in those districts to stake formal
claims to political representation (Wadley and Eilenberg, 2005 in Eilenberg, 2016: 1339).
The governance process in some regions in Indonesia was still using a top-down approach.
However, at the same time, there are several initiatives of governance which has involved private
companies and other non-state actors to replace the centralist and closed management and its
implementation. For instance, new public management in terms of Bandung Alun-Alun project in
which they recruited private companies to build the alun-alun (city square of Bandung). The idea
of involving non-public actors in governance was originated from the reforms in the Indonesian
public sector in 1998.
West Java Province just had its new governor on 27th June 2018. Ridwan Kamil was elected in a
direct and democratic election. He got media attention before the election because his movement
in Bandung city as a major brought some positive changes. Together with his partner, UU Ruzhanul
Ulum, he began his governance role on 17th September 2018 (TOS Working Guidance, 2018). On
starting his role as a governor, he created a team that gathered many stakeholders in order to have
10

a better and enrich understanding of what they should do in their ruling period. What they as
governor and vice governor see as a problem could be different from what other actors see as an
issue.
This team was named as Tim Optimasi dan Sinkronisasi/TOS (Team of Optimization and
Synchronization). TOS was founded on 26th July 2018 with aims to accelerate the works of West
Java governor and vice governor 2018-2023 (Hadi, 2018). The TOS was initiated before he
officially started his role as governor. This is possible because of Peraturan Mendagri Number 22
2018 as a legal framework that gives room for the governor to conduct synchronization and
optimization before inaugurated.
1.2. Problem Statement
New forms of governance have arisen to replace the state-centered management in steering society.
The forms such as Collaborative Governance, New Public Management, and Public-Private
Partnership start to be used for solving the problem. Private investment and working together with
private companies in some projects start to be usual activities done by some regions in Indonesia.
However, using a collaborative platform to plan and manage the policy and program is rarely done.
Currently, West Java and DKI Jakarta province come with innovation. The new government in
these two provinces provided a collaborative platform aiming to create policies and programs
which are supported and based on a bottom-up approach.
The collaborative form of governance arrangement is a new thing in Indonesia. Establishing
actively collaborate with a non-state actor is an unusual arrangement in Indonesian public
management. Involving non-state actors in the governance with the commitment and consensus
rarely happens even though the demand for stake from them is high, especially after the
decentralization era. However, after 2017, two big provinces which are West Java and DKI Jakarta
attempt to use it under its new governor. This research will focus on the West Java collaborative
platform because it shows a result that may be able to address a critique of collaborative governance
in terms of a time-consuming process. Therefore, in the following, I will explain about the
collaborative platform provided by West Java governor, Tim Optimasi dan Sinkronisasi (TOS).
Led by Erry Riyana Hardjapamekas, a professional, TOS had 25 working groups thematic-based
and 6 working groups regional-based (TOS Working Guidance, 2018). They had 565 members
including 133 members were holding doctoral qualifications. The other members hold various
backgrounds such as NGOs, experts, private companies, political parties, and youth organizations.
This team was able to formulate 742 programs including 24 quick win programs for 2018 and 94
quick wins for 2019 (Hadi, 2018).
Ridwan Kamil, as a governor, officially dissolved this team on 15th September 2018 after 6 weeks
working. This is very interesting since TOS can produce many program recommendations in a very
short time. One of the critics of collaborative governance is a slow process in order to reach the
goal. This makes me curious to know more about how the settings of this collaborative process
were.
TOS case becomes the way more necessary to be researched because of the fact that the
collaborative process in TOS did not take much time and it has 25+6 working groups which can be
varied in their outcomes and process. However, this raises the further question if each TOS working
group has the same level of trust and commitment. If so or not so, whether all working groups with
some incentives to participation and inclusiveness have a smooth process in resulting in the
outcomes. Other variables which also crucial in every collaborative ingredient is leadership, how
the leader can or cannot bring different parties to the table in rough patches (Gunton & Day, 2003).
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The lack of knowledge about how the incentives to participate in terms of various starting
conditions, inclusiveness and how the leaders facilitate all interests in a group influence the
outcomes in relation to time-consumption makes this research important. At the beginning of the
research, I expect to get the information and data about the conditions before the process such as
the degree of trust, power distribution among the working group members, financial incentives,
availability of another arena to place their interest to compare the degree of incentives to
participate. I also attempted to relate these findings to how inclusive the working groups'
membership and how the leadership style of the chief in the working group. All the information
was gathered only from six working groups divided into three degrees of quality of process which
are high, middle and low based on the qualitative evaluation by Tim Akselerasi Pembangunan
(TAP). These methods make it easier to compare those factors to the outcomes among the six
working groups.
This topic is relevant for everyone who is involved in policy-making using collaborative settings.
Talking about the magnitude of the problem, in my opinion, the problem attempted to be addressed
in this research is crucial for future collaborative initiatives. Thus, the public authority can
understand what factors can become a catalyst for the collaborative process and to what degree.
Furthermore, this research can also contribute to enriching the possible combination between
incentives to participate, inclusiveness rules and facilitative leadership.
How these three variables impacted the collaboration outcomes of TOS become my main question
to be addressed in this research. The answer to this would be important for policymakers in
Indonesia who also want to involve non-state actors in the policymaking process by making the
collaborative platform. In conducting this research, I set my focus on six thematic-based workinggroups which were chosen with some criteria explained in the methodology section.
1.3. Research Objective and Research Question
This research was started with the fact that TOS could produce 742 program recommendations and
not all working groups had good quality in their collaborative process. Furthermore, Ansell and
Gash (2008) explained that what becomes evident in their case studies is that trust-building is a
time-consuming process that requires a long-term commitment to achieving collaborative
outcomes. Other interesting starting situations to understand is how the chief lead the working
groups and the designed rule of TOS. These two factors could also influence the collaborative
outcomes.
Nevertheless, Ansell and Gash also came with a framework in 2008 and that model has some bias
in terms of case selection. This framework is dominated by American cases since their research
was limited in the English language. Their cases also indicate that natural resources management
is also overpopulated. Even though, they argue that this is not due to any sampling bias but rather
reflects the importance of collaborative strategies for managing resource disputes, I think my
research will enrich the framework of collaborative governance by providing a case study in Asia,
especially the Indonesian case. There might be traditional moral value in working together or other
unique conditions in the TOS case.
The objective of this research is to identify the implications of various incentives to participate
between stakeholders, facilitative leadership form and inclusiveness in accessing the process to the
TOS outcomes. Therefore, the following main research question has been formulated “How did
the incentives to participate, ground rules and leadership style influence the collaborative outcomes
in six observed working groups inside TOS West Java?” Based on the results of this research,
recommendations will be made about how the starting conditions, leadership styles, and
institutional designs regardings inclusivity can be approached when the TOS program is replicated
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in another region in Indonesia. To be able to answer the main research question, the following subquestions are made to be addressed.
Sub-Questions
1. Who are the actors involved in the six case studies and what resources are owned by the
actors in these working groups?
2. What are the starting conditions for the stakeholders to join Tim Optimasi and Sinkronisasi
(TOS) in West Java Province?
3. What style of leadership did the chief of working groups adopt in leading the working
groups’ activity?
4. What are the institutional designs of the 6 case studies working groups?
1.4.Outline
This thesis is composed of four main parts: a theoretical framework, a methodological, an empirical
result, and a discussion. In Chapter 2, I examine the notion of governance beyond the state,
especially about collaborative governance. This leads to a discussion of factors that influence the
process of collaboration on this new governance arrangement which involves non-state
stakeholders. Several factors are mentioned and discussed, for instance, the incentives to
collaborate, leadership style in leading the collaboration process, and the ground rules in the
platform of collaboration. Then the model of collaborative governance I chose as an analytical lens,
the collaborative governance model by Ansell and Gash (2008) is introduced and described more
comprehensively to establish the foundation for my empirical analysis in chapter 4.
In Chapter 3, I serve a methodological explanation about my fieldwork. In its methodological
viewpoint, this thesis is formed by case study selection which I selected from Tim Optimasi dan
Sinkronisasi (TOS) in West Java. Chapter 3 will narrate some of the researcher’s experiences in
obtaining data from two-month fieldwork. It will further give a contextual description of the
interviews and policy document analysis and describe them as methods that were used in my
fieldwork.
Chapter 4 comprises the analysis of the collaboration outcomes in the six selected working groups
in TOS. I explain how the outcomes and processes are of each group and how these outcomes and
processes can be categorized by the qualitative evaluation from Tim Akselerasi Pembangunan
(TAP). TAP categorized working groups into least, middle, and high-quality outcomes. This will
follow with an analysis of the incentives in each group, the leadership style of the leaders, and the
formal and informal rules implemented by the groups. An interpretation and analysis of the
meaning of all the factors mentioned above to the collaborative outcomes are then presented
rounding off the empirical chapter.
Chapter 5 serves as a discussion and reflection of myself as a researcher to some important points.
In this chapter, several discussions are brought to the reader. First, I reflect on my result and then
discuss it with the previous literature and theories. The reflection about the limitations of my
research is then presented at the end of this chapter.
The last chapter will leave with concluding remarks and also suggestions of the future studies about
TOS or collaborative governance in general or specifically in West Java.
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2. Theoretical Framework
The following section will introduce governance beyond the state concept and related notion as
collaborative governance. The collaborative framework from Ansell & Gash (2008) became a key
explanation in my theoretical framework. The different theoretical concepts are combined in the
analytical framework which is used for examining the impact of incentives to collaborate,
leadership style, and inclusion design to the collaborative outcomes in six working groups in TOS,
West Java.
Many questions pop-up in my mind such as: whether the actors easily to participate; if there are
power and resource imbalances; how the leaders of working groups and leader of TOS facilitate
the discussion on the table and outside the table; and whether TOS legitimate in terms of member
inclusion. Many scholars address my questions on their article (Gunton & Day, 2003; Imperial,
2005; Koch, 2005; Reilly, 1998; Schuckman, 2001; Tett, Lynn, Crowther, & O’Hara, 2003).
However, my main thinking framework is the collaborative framework by Ansell and Gash (2008).
In the theoretical section, I attempt to explain this framework of collaborative governance that I
used to see the factors which contribute to the quick collaborative process in TOS. At the beginning
of the research, I had uncertainty whether this framework will fit with the Indonesian context and
in the current settings.
Because of the importance, I explain incentives to participate, facilitative leadership form and
inclusiveness separately. This will be started by explaining incentives to participate using Imperial
Markt's (2005) article about interdependence and Thomas Gunton and J.C. Day (2003) about power
imbalance. In the next part, I will describe 3 leadership types in collaborative governance suggested
in Ansell and Gash (2012) further research and Jeroen Warner's (2006) article about leadership
when the incentives to participate are weak. The next theoretical discussion is about institutional
design especially about how open and inclusive access to TOS. The article from O’Hara, et. al
(2003) about inclusiveness and forum exclusiveness will be very important. It is complemented by
Charles Koch's (2005) case study about how important inclusion in collaborative governance. In
the end, I also discuss the collaborative outcomes. Here, the article from O’Hara, et. al (2003) also
is utilized to elaborate this notion.
2.1. Conceptualizing Governance Beyond the State
Interest in the notion of governance is mostly originated from the reforms in the public sector which
began in the 1980s. There are several new forms of governance which have arisen to replace the
state-centered management policy-making and its implementation (Ansell & Gash, 2008).
Although according to Torfing et al (2012) these new governance forms still have general
conception with respect to steering and controlling society and economy, there is a shifting in the
style of steerage. The shifting occurred is from legal rigid approach to more interactive governance;
from formal state actors and governmental procedures to the routes where individuals and various
organizations work together. In other words, the form of governance beyond the state started to
emerge in both theoretical and practical. After 2011, the notion of Collaborative Governance has
become a common term in the public administration literature (Emerson, Nabatchi & Balogh,
2011).
2.1.1. Collaborative Governance
One of the interactive governance forms is collaborative governance. Even though many scholars
in the public administration field define this notion, yet its definition remains amorphous and its
use inconsistent. Ansell and Gash define collaborative governance as an “A governance
arrangement where one or more public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a
collective decision-making process that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that
14

aims to make or implement public policy or manage public programs or assets” (Ansell & Gash,
2008, 544). Unlike the Ansell and Gash definition, Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh (2011, 3) does
not limit collaborative governance to only formal, state-initiated arrangements, and engagement
between government and nongovernmental. There are some other definitions of collaborative
governance which most of them emphasize the involvement of non-public stakeholders and
consensus-based decision-making processes (Gray & Purdy, 2018).
I utilize these definitions to identify the working groups in TOS and to set the criteria to choose 3
working groups. Ansell and Gash definition (2008, 544) emphasizes six important characteristics
of collaborative governance: “(1) the forum initiated by public agencies or institutions, (2)
participants in the forum include non-state actors, (3) participants engage directly in decision
making and are not merely “consulted” by public agencies, (4) the forum is formally organized and
meets collectively, (5) the forum aims to make decisions by consensus, (6) the focus of the
collaboration is on public policy or public management”.
Through the definitions of collaborative governance, it is clear that TOS has collaborative
governance characteristics. TOS is initiated by the West Java governor to manage provincial
programs within the period of 2018-2023 and involved some non-state actors. They engaged
directly in some meetings inside the working groups. Furthermore, Ansell and Gash also provide
a more comprehensive explanation of the governing process and I use it to narrow down the starting
conditions into specific constraints and incentives which I want to use to know of their influence
on the process.
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2.1.2. The Analytical Lens: Collaborative Model
This section explains a collaborative model that I use as my analytical framework. Ansell and Gash
(2008) developed a model for collaborative governance, which can be seen in Figure 1 below. Their
model is built on an analysis of 137 cases in international scope. The aim of the model is to visualize
how different variables can influence the outcomes and the success of a partnership. Variables
include the starting conditions, the institutional design, facilitative leadership and the collaborative
process (Ansell & Gash, 2008).

Figure 1. Collaborative Governance Model by Ansell and Gash (2008)

Their model is dominated by American cases because their research was restricted in English. A
cursory examination of their cases also shows that natural resources management cases also
overrepresented. Although they argued that this is not due to any sampling bias but rather reflects
the importance of collaborative strategies for managing resources disputes, I think this research
will enrich the collaborative governance point of view by providing a case study in Asia which is
Indonesia.
There are three components influencing the collaborative process and eventually impacting the
outcomes according to Ansell & Gash (2008). First, the starting condition becomes my focus
research. Before starting the collaboration, the actors have different conditions between each other.
It can be impacted by some events in the past and will affect the next process. Ansell and Gash
narrowed the critical starting conditions down into three variables: which is power asymmetry of
stakeholders, the incentives that stakeholders have to collaborate, and prehistoric relations among
the actors. These three variables relate to each other. For instance, power and resource imbalances
will affect the incentives of groups to participate (Gunton & Day 2003; Imperial 2005). I will set
my methods in order to gain information about power and resource possessed by all stakeholders
16

inside the compared six working groups to support my findings focus on the incentives to
collaborate in TOS.
Secondly, they emphasize the importance of the institutional design of a collaborative process.
They suggest taking into consideration information with respect to basic protocols for
collaboration, participatory inclusiveness, forum inclusiveness, and day to day rule or even rules
in the meeting as well as a rule after the outcomes resulted. The inclusiveness of the group will
also influence the incentives to participate because only groups that feel they have had a legitimate
opportunity to participate are likely to develop a “commitment to the process” (Ansell & Gash,
2008). Thus, I will consider the inclusiveness rules/membership rule in my research.
The last component which I want to look for in my research is what kind of leadership is used by
the leader of TOS, facilitator, and leader of working groups. This will be more elaborated in the
next section. The suitable leadership style is also related to the degree of incentives to participate
and power distribution.
In this research, I am curious to conduct research with respect to all three domains which influence
this collaborative outcome in West Java. However, I am not attempting to explain all components
inside the 3 variables. In the beginning, I only choose to compare and see the relation between the
incentives and power imbalances, participation inclusiveness and ground rules, also the leadership
style in impacting the collaborative outcomes in TOS.
2.2. Incentives to Participate and Power Asymmetries
The starting condition of the collaborative process in TOS become my attention. Starting conditions
set the basic level of trust, conflict, and social capital that become resources or liabilities during
collaboration (Ansell and Gash, 2008). The very different starting points between one and the other
working groups will result in different problems also in the process. The problems of distrust,
disrespect, and antagonism usually occur in the bitter starting conditions. There are three variables
of starting conditions according to the Ansell and Gash (2008) model which are power imbalances,
incentives to participate and prehistory cooperation or antagonism.
The research attempt to get to know what the incentives and in which degree are from all
stakeholders to participate in those working teams both as the chair-holders, facilitators and
informant members (see appendix D organization structure). These incentives are probably related
to power distribution the actor to sit together in one table.
Although there are some cases that people participate in collaboration voluntarily, it is still very
common that people will join because they have some benefits on it. It is important to understand
what drives actors to engage in collaborative governance and the factors that shape those
incentives.
Power and resource asymmetric will affect the incentives of groups to participate in a collaborative
process (Gunton & Day, 2003). Furthermore, in his article, Imperial (2005) discussed that
membership in a collaborative process can be voluntary or mandated by some higher-order set of
rules such as state statute. However, membership has consequences. Membership may require
sharing information or resources. Here, the distribution of resources is also crucial. When resources
or power are widely distributed among different stakeholders, it will create a complementary
relationship between actors in which provide incentives to participate (Wondolleck & Yaffee,
2000). The different power to deliver voice among players influence their willingness to discuss
together in the table.
To examine how power strategies are played, literature from Torfing et, al. (2012) about how power
used in interactive governance will play an important role. They explain power in, power of, power
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over, and power as interactive governance. In recent research, Dewulf and Elbers (2018) also find
that power can be played by actors in the Cross-Sector Partnership (CSP). They empirically analyze
power sources including resources, discursive legitimacy as well as authority and power strategies
in terms of power in and power over the CSP.
Other values that will affect the willingness to participate are the expectations about the meaningful
collaborative results. This is comparable with the energy, time and cost that spend in the
collaboration process. If there is a concrete and tangible policy outcome, the actors will tend to
participate with a high level of incentive. Brown (2002) on his case study in Australia’s Regional
Forest Agreements (RFAs) (1995–2000) involved a national program of bioregional assessment
for native forest conservation and timber resource management argue that lead timber production,
key environmental NGOs and the state government wants to participate in the collaboration process
because there is a room for their interests.
Alternative venues to place and fulfill the interests can weaken the incentives to collaborate. When
stakeholders can achieve their goals by themselves or through other track, the incentives to
participate are low. Ansell and Gash (2008) called this venue shopping which can easily undercut
the collaborative process. In the West Java case, there were probably some alternative venues that
can be utilized by stakeholders such as province and national legislation. I utilize this notion to ask
in the in-depth interview if there are other venues perceived by the stakeholders.
The perception of actors to other stakeholders also influence the incentives to participate. If the
actors perceive that achievement of their interests to be dependent on other actors, the incentives
will increase (Ansell & Gash, 2008). This becomes my consideration to elaborate on how
interdependent actors participating in TOS.
2.3. Leadership Style in Collaborative Action
The next question which is attempted to be addressed is what kind of leadership form performed
in TOS working groups and with what effects. TOS team was led by a professional. The leaders of
the working group came from various backgrounds. According to Ansell and Gash (2008),
leadership provides essential mediation and facilitation for the collaborative process. I want to
compare the style of leading the working team from six different leaders in six different groups.
This leadership factor is still related to incentives to participate. Where incentives to participate are
low, the leadership becomes more crucial. It is due to the leaders should be able to facilitate the
unmotivated stakeholders in one table. The story will be different if the incentives to participate
are high enough, the leader’s job will be easier.
Ansell and Gash (2008, 555) explained, “If the incentives are weak or when there is an imbalance
in power/resource distribution, the leader must often intervene to help keep stakeholders at the table
or empower weaker actors.” Nevertheless, Warner (2006) sees that this action can create tensions
among actors. The perception of the leaders could be changed into the distrust that the leader is not
an honest broker. To answer this, Ansell and Gash (2008) discuss different styles of leadership
depends on the incentives in starting conditions.
Therefore, in this section, I explain leadership style from the main prominent which in the
beginning, I use for leadership style, Ansell and Gash (2012) and Sullivan et, al. (2012). Ansell &
Gash (2012) introduce three facilitative roles for collaborative leaders after they developed a
collaborative model in 2008 and Sullivan et, al. (2012) come with 5 configurations as their findings
of a research project undertaken in Wales using Q-Methodology.
Sullivan et, al. (2012, 56) describes 5 configurations of leadership based on their findings. They
see that collaborative governance emphasis on “contextual interdependency, diversity, distributed
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power.” They find that leadership for collaboration can relate with these 5 configurations: (1) as
co-governing through inclusive relationships; (2) as negotiating dynamic complexity; (3) as a
judicious influence by elites; (4) the achievements of key outcomes; and (5) as co-governing
through expert facilitation.
Meanwhile, Ansell and Gash (2008), based on a meta-analysis of collaborative governance
literature, explained that good collaborative leaders will recognize that they must build trust among
stakeholders. Through an extensive review of recent scholarship with interviews with ten
workforce development leaders conducted in August 2011, Ansell and Gash (2012) drilled down
into leadership variables to develop a more fine-grained outlook of the role of leadership.
Those three facilitative leadership roles are stewards, mediators, and catalysts. Stewards facilitate
collaboration by helping to conduct collaboration and keep strong integrity inside the process.
Mediators facilitate collaboration by managing conflict and arbitrating exchange between
stakeholders. Meanwhile, catalysts facilitate collaboration by assisting to identify the valuecreation opportunity and attempting to make it happen (Ansell & Gash, 2012).
What I need to remember is that their goal is to expand upon a “contingency approach” to
collaborative governance. It means there is no silver bullet or the single best way to exercise
collaborative leadership, yet different settings, contexts, and goals will create a place of distinctive
kinds of leaders demanded (Ansell & Gash, 2012). Therefore, I will use this theory as my
framework analysis, but it does not mean that I will close the opportunity to see the new findings
in terms of leadership during my research on TOS.
2.4. Ground Rules and Participatory Inclusiveness
Ground rules and inclusiveness are the different parts of the institutional design. However, I think
a set of rules also organizes who can be involved in a collaboration process. Basically, institutional
design means the basic protocols for collaboration. This is critical for the legitimacy of the
collaborative process. Ansell and Gash (2008) argue that access to the collaborative process is the
most fundamental design issue.
Therefore, to complement incentives to participate and leadership variables, my research also aims
to see how the set ground rules in TOS generally and specifically inside the working groups
influence the process of collaborative governance in this team, especially about who can be
included.
Many scholars emphasize the importance of openness and inclusion of the process (Gunton and
Day, 2003). This inclusiveness is related to the commitment to the collaborative process and
outcomes. “Only actors that feel that they have a legitimate opportunity to participate are likely to
develop a commitment to the process” (Ansell & Gash, 2008, 556). When actors feel that the forum
is not legitimate, the incentives to participate will also be low because they will think that this
venue is not giving concrete outcomes to them. Furthermore, they will also see that the
collaborative process hinders something because the included members are limited. It leads into
the member shopping by public agencies initiating collaborative governance because they are
inclined to choose the weaker actors and avoid troublesome stakeholders.
Nevertheless, participation in a broader scale is key to the success of collaborative governance.
Some cases show that successful collaboration pays attention to the inclusiveness and exclusion of
important stakeholders is a reason for failure. For instance, in his study of collaborative governance
in a restructured electric industry, Koch (2005, 601), found that “cooperative decision making
requires real influence for groups that were industry outsiders under the old vertically integrated
regime”. Involving them, small firms and public power organizations is a key to the triumph of the
process.
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The inclusion of the broad stakeholders is not only showing openness and simply about
transparency. It is also at the center of a legitimation process based on “(1) the opportunity for
stakeholders to deliberate with others about policy outcomes and (2) the claim that the policy
outcome represents a broad-based consensus.” (Ansell & Gash, 2008, 556). The low degree of
inclusiveness in representation will undermine the legitimacy of collaborative outcomes.
In the previous sub-section, we saw that stakeholders may not have an incentive to participate.
Therefore, inclusiveness is strongly correlated with the exclusiveness of the collaborative venue
(Tett, Crowther, & O’Hara, 2003). If the collaborative forum wants to open themselves in including
every related stakeholder, public agencies should form this venue as the only track in town. It will
motivate actors to participate and push them to demand not to be excluded.
2.5. Collaborative Outcomes
In defining the process of collaborative governance, some scholars have different ideas about it.
Instead of making this as a linear process, Ansell and Gash (2008) were struck at the way where
the collaborative process is a cyclical process. Nevertheless, does not matter the form of the process
defined by the scholars, the stage model itself is crucial for calling the attention that collaborative
governance needs several stages and not an instant success.
Furthermore, Ansell and Gash (2008, 558) found the difficulties to explain the collaborative
process because of the nonlinear character of interaction. “Our representation of the collaboration
process as a cycle is clearly itself a great simplification.” In their model, they start with face-toface dialogue since they think that communication plays a key role in collaboration. Then the
process continues to trust-building, commitment to the process, shared understanding and resulting
intermediate outcomes.
From their studies to several cases, what becomes evident is that trust-building is a time-consuming
process that requires a long-term commitment to achieving collaborative outcomes (Ansell & Gash,
2008). Thus, my research will focus on the commitment to the TOS outcomes which are the
program recommendations.
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3. Methodology
This research uses qualitative methods as the primary approach based on case study research.
Case study selection is crucial since there are 25 groups inside the TOS. Thus, each group has
different characteristics, process and outcomes after 6 weeks working. Moreover, through case
study selection, I, as the researcher, can focus to compare the different starting conditions,
leadership style, and outcomes. This way of analysis helps me to examine and compare the
different processes inside the TOS.
The main subject of my research is the collaborative actors in six working groups TOS from
different historical backgrounds and the West Java Officer that have relationships with TOS.
Besides the public authorities of West Java Government, non-state stakeholders inside TOS, I also
got the insight from other related actors like the facilitator, volunteers working in TOS, and other
actors that might be important for this research. The purposive snowball sampling is used in my
approach to this research, to get a high diversity of informants. The number of informants to get
an interview depended on the working groups that I chose in the field.
At the beginning of the research, I mapped the potential gatekeeper which could give me access
to get policy documents and to conduct stakeholder interviews on the fieldwork. I found two key
people who can lead me into the fieldwork. Both were executive board in TOS. One of them
continued to work in TAP and another one continued her study in the Netherlands. Thus, I found
it was easier to discuss with the second people (Atika Almira) because we could meet directly in
the same country. She was the coordinator of all TOS facilitators. From here, I got my first policy
document which is Panduan Kerja 2018 (TOS Guidelines, 2018). We have some common which
made her response to my research positively, for instance as LPDP awardee and actively involved
in the Indonesian Student Union. However, I realized that at the beginning she still be closed with
me because she didn’t want to give me some documents which I asked for.
Furthermore, I also got the contact of the second gatekeeper which was the head of the External
Affairs Department of TOS. I corresponded with him before I went to the field. My first formal
interview was also conducted with him. In that interview, he said that I could get all policy
documents from the first gatekeeper just by saying that he gave permission already. After getting
permission, I got all the members’ contact from TOS Members Database, the final output of TOS,
Minutes of Meetings, List of Attendees, and Qualitative Evaluation of TOS from TAP. Those all
documents I got from the first gatekeeper.
After getting the key to access the field, then the selection to 31 working groups in TOS was
conducted based on policy documents and the interview with gatekeepers. Eventually, 6 working
groups were selected according to the criteria made before. The next step was to select the
members from the working groups to be interviewed based on the criteria will be explained in
chapter 3.1. I then contacted all people on the long list to ask the availability of them to participate
in the interview. In contacting them, I introduced myself as a master student and informed them
that I got their contacts from the gatekeeper. I assumed that due to the name of the gatekeeper, I
easily got in touch with the interviewees. In my past research experience, it was not easy to get in
contact with important people such as professors, vice-rector, and commissioner of the best
telecommunication company in Indonesia. Even, I was invited to the commissioner’s home to join
and observed his meeting about his project.
3.1. Case Study Selection
The first step conducted in this research is selecting six working groups as case studies. For a
working group to be considered in this research, the working group must fulfill a set of criteria.
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All criteria are selected in relation to the research questions and sub research question as well as
the objectives of the research. The following criteria are selected:
1. The working group must be a part of 25 working groups thematic based not 6 working
groups regional based. These criteria are chosen because the working group with regional
based has specific aims based on their region.
2. The working group is in West Java as general.
3. At least two different stakeholders need to be involved in the working groups.
4. The programs resulted from the working groups should be implemented at least before
2020.
5. The members' criteria to be an interviewee:
a. Minimally present to 50% meetings
b. The interviewees from a working group should include minimal a leader and two
members
c. The interviewees from a working group should represent a minimal 2 background
categories.
6. There are 3 degrees of chosen working groups based on their outcomes:
a. Two groups with a high-quality outcomes based on qualitative evaluation from Tim
Akselerasi Pembangunan (TAP) West Java.
b. Two groups with a middle-quality outcomes based on qualitative evaluation from
Tim Akselerasi Pembangunan (TAP) West Java.
c. Two groups with a low-quality outcomes based on qualitative evaluation from Tim
Akselerasi Pembangunan (TAP) West Java.
Using those criteria, I selected six case studies in Tim Optimasi dan Sinkronisasi (TOS) out of 25
working groups theme-based and six regional-based working groups. Selected case studies were
‘Religion and Pesantren’ (WG 1), ‘Social’ (WG 2), ‘Rural Development’ (WG 3), ‘Environment
and Disaster Management’ (WG 4), ‘Communication and Information Technology (WG 5), and
‘Women Empowerment and Child Protection’ (WG 6) working group. Firstly, I discuss how the
criteria limited the number of possible working groups. Secondly, the characteristics of the selected
interviewees from six observed groups' cases and the consequence to this research results are
discussed.
There are six criteria explained above. These criteria made some working groups could not be
utilized as case studies in this research. Firstly, the 6 working groups based on regional did not
meet the requirements because these groups had specific goals only for cities or districts in its
region. Secondly, some groups which not having implemented programs before 2020 were not
considered as case studies in this research. Thirdly, in the beginning, there was a lack of information
about TOS on the internet. I only found general information. However, after the interview with the
second gatekeeper, I got very useful documents such as TOS Members Database, Minutes of
Meetings, and List of Attendees. Using these made me possible to clearly identify working group
members and which group had more than two stakeholders. Fourthly, the groups' activity should
be in West Java in general. Social Working Group (WG 2) had one activity in Jakarta but most of
its activities were in West Java. Moreover, groups were filtered also based on the qualitative
evaluation of TOS from TAP and expert. From this evaluation, their categories of collaborative
outcomes quality limited the case studies. Each category only has two working groups case inside.
Even though the set of criteria restricted the number of possible case studies, the criteria were
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important to get relevant working groups in order to answer the main research questions. These
requirements also ensured the apple to apple comparing analysis of the six selected working groups.
The members were also selected based on the criteria mentioned above. They who didn’t present
at the meeting more than 50% could not become the interviewee because they likely missing some
information during the process. The interviewees also represented two roles at least which are the
leader and the member. The consequence is I had two points of view on how the leadership style
was in the group. The interviewees were also from different backgrounds such as NGOs, the private
sector, the community, and the government. This was easy because all the six selected groups had
various active members. Furthermore, I obliged myself to interview all facilitators because they
are the ones who made the minutes, always present on the meetings, and acted as a passive
observer. However, there was a problem in Social Group (WG 2) since the facilitator was changed
in the middle of the process.
3.2. Data Collection
3.2.1. Policy Documents Analysis
At the beginning of my research, I did preliminary research by reading an important document of
TOS which is the Guidance Book of TOS. Doing policy documents analysis by studying the
documents and archives related to TOS is important in the collection of secondary data that can
support the research and in addition to conducting fieldwork. This method is useful to analyze the
background, results, and process of TOS.
There are three benefits of the policy document analysis method. Firstly, in order to identify
possible case studies from all 31 working groups, I examined policy documents related to TOS.
Policy documents used to select six working groups include TOS Output, TOS Guidelines, and
West Java Government Programs which were available on the West Java government official
website. Based on those policy documents, I could identify and selected six groups to be my
research object. To do this, another document from Tim Akselerasi Pembangunan (TAP) Jawa
Barat, Qualitative Evaluation of TOS, was utilized. After that, I identified and chose the possible
interviewees using TOS Members Database and Letter of Decree from West Java Governor. All
documents were only available in Bahasa Indonesia, none of them except the website news about
the West Java Government Programs could be accessed in English. Therefore, it was a benefit that
this method was conducted in Bahasa Indonesia.
3.2.2. Semi-structured Interviews
The biggest part of this research is the stakeholder interviews. In conducting this research, I choose
to use semi-structured interviews to collect the data from the stakeholders. Instead of a structured
interview that has a rigorous set of questions, a semi-structured interview that is open will allow
new ideas to be brought up during the interview as a result of what the respondent says. In this
research, I want to know about the resources owned by involved, the constraints and incentives felt
by the actors and the perception of stakeholders about their involvement in TOS as well as their
initial hopes, fears or resistances. All these questions were tried to be answered using a semistructured interview. To prepare the topic in advance, I used an interview guideline in which the
list of topics and my main questions in the interview. This approach is more useful due to the people
whom I interviewed are very diverse and sometimes what kind of answer they will deliver cannot
be predicted by me as a researcher. By using this method, the interview became more flexible in
terms of the question that I asked towards the stakeholders.
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The stakeholder interview has a higher influence on the results compared to the other methods.
Initially, I planned to conduct the interview directly. Doing it face-to-face with the interviewees
enabled me to analyze the gesture and eye contact. The interaction was also easier to be done in an
interview using this method. However, due to the fact that not all of them were in Indonesia or
close to the Bandung region, I used telephone interviews to some interlocutors. The conduction of
interviews might not be the best way to understand their body language. Being there in the field
with the interviewees might have encouraged them to be more open to me as an interviewer.
Another reflection from this method is the use of Bahasa Indonesia during the interview. This
benefited me in order to increase the positive response rate for a request to do an interview. Most
of the interviewees did not like to be interviewed in English. I got many requests to do an interview
in Bahasa Indonesia before I explained that the interview will not be in English. However, this also
took more time for me to translate then transcribed it. However, the recordings which I made based
on permission helped me to understand and translate the answers.
3.3. Data Analysis
Throughout my research, data on incentives to participate, leadership styles, rules in TOS and
commitment to participate in TOS case studies were collected. I gathered the data mainly through
stakeholder interviews and policy document analysis. Both of the methods complement each other,
and the portion depends on the kind of data which I want to collect. In this section, the dataset of
this research will be presented.
In order to understand the incentives to participate possessed by the stakeholders, I interview some
stakeholders. Since I have six observed working groups, I attempt to balance the number of
interviewees for each working group. However, I set a standard to achieve the representative of
member background and position in the working group. For every working group, the interviews
with the leader, facilitators, and member representations had to be done. In total 30 interviews were
conducted. I interviewed 27 people from 6 working groups and 3 people from Tim Akselerasi
Pembangunan (TAP), the continuation of TOS. In the attachment, you can find the list of
interviewees whom I interviewed. In every group, all interviewees represented all backgrounds
which were scholars, community or NGO, and private sectors. Unfortunately, not all groups had
active members from a political party. The only working group which had active political party
members was Village Development and Society Empowerment (WG 3). I also interviewed
facilitators from all working groups because they obligatory joined all the meetings and worked
the administrative stuff, thus they followed all the working groups' activities.
As explained before, all stakeholders were asked the same set of questions except for questions
about leadership styles. I differentiated those questions about leadership styles for members and
the leaders. All the interviews were recorded and during the interviews I took notes. I utilized the
recordings to transcribe and summarized the interviews. The summary of the interviews and
transcriptions were compared to and combined with the notes taken during the interviews. I contact
the interviewed stakeholders for clarification and if there were inconsistencies in my transcription
and notes. In cases where different points of view from stakeholders in the same working groups,
answers were compared to each other and combined.
Furthermore, I analyzed 6 policy documents regarding TOS. They were final products of TOS
2018, Guidelines of TOS 2018, Database of Members TOS 2018, List of Attendances of Meetings
of Working Groups, Minutes of Working Group Meetings (MoM), and Qualitative Evaluation of
TOS from TAP 2019. Those documents compliment my data from interviews. I utilized the
documents also to build my interviews for instance the list of interviewees was based on the
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database of members TOS. The summary of the interviews was complemented by data from those
6 policy documents.
For each working group, the list of incentives, leadership styles of the leaders, and rules was
analyzed using the analytical framework and compared with the evaluation from categories from
TAP. Based on the analytical framework, those three factors were associated with the quality of
the collaboration outcomes including an assessment of general satisfaction with the process based
on qualitative evaluation documents from TAP. The three factors of the researched working groups
were compared to each other and compared to the collaborative outcomes quality in the analytical
framework which was based on the literature on collaborative governance and public-private
partnership.
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4. Results
In this chapter, the results of the interviews and policy document analysis are provided. The
objectives of conducting interviews and document analysis were to identify the incentives
stakeholders possessed for engaging in TOS group, leadership styles of the leaders who facilitated
the meetings and discussions in the working group, and ground rules as well as informal rules
created in terms of group management. These factors become analysis factors of outcomes of six
selected working groups.
At the beginning of this section, the outcomes of the selected working groups are presented. This
analysis was based on the two policy documents which are a summary of working group
performance and evaluation of group performance conducted by an internal team from the West
Java government. Those documents were collected from Tim Akselerasi Pembangunan (TAP), the
continuation of TOS (Sri Pujianti, the executive board of TAP, 2019). These outcomes became my
starting point to categorized working groups into 3 categories and selected two groups in each
category.
4.1. The Outcomes of TOS in the Six Working Group
In the following part, the outcomes of six working groups are introduced. In general, there were 31
working groups in TOS, 25 groups were based on the theme and 6 groups were regional-based.
Analyzing all groups will be difficult to do because I have limitations in time working on this
research. Therefore, I only focus on the theme-based groups and narrowed down them based on
the evaluation by the executive board of TAP.
The outcomes presented here were a combination of the qualitative evaluation by TAP and other
several aspects that I chose to see the outcomes. Several aspects are program implementation
including quick wins 100 days, 1-year program, and 3-year program; coordination with the
government agencies, presence of members, and the number of meetings. In each category, I chose
two groups in order to compare more comprehensively and see whether the incentives, leadership
styles, and rules influence the quality of the collaboration outcomes. Here are the six groups which
I chose and as an indicator for the next explanations.
I chose six groups which are Religion Group, Social Group, Village Development and Community
Empowerment, Environmental and Disaster Management Group, Communication and Information
Technology Group, and Woman Empowerment and Child Protection Group. Actually, based on
the policy document analysis, each category has several working groups. However, I selected only
two groups in each category. Furthermore, because the names of the group are too long, here and
after, I name them with number 1 to 6 in order start from the low quality to high quality.
Religion Group (WG 1), Social Group (WG 2), Village Development and Community
Empowerment (WG 3), Environmental and Disaster Management Group (WG 4), Communication
and Information Technology Group (WG 5), Woman Empowerment and Child Protection Group
(WG 6).
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Table 1. Summary of Working Group Outcomes

Program Recommendations

Coordination with Government Agencies
(TAP Document Qualitative Evaluation,
2019)

Number of
Meetings

Category (Qualitative
Evaluation from TAP,
2019)

QW 100
Days

1
Year

3 Year

WG 1

6

20

36

Bad; The initial of the team was not right,
thus it was not sustainable. The programs
were not budgeted on APBD. There was no
key person in a government agency (Dinas)

6

Low quality

WG 2

3

5

13

Bad; change of the leaders in agency and
there is no budget allocation in Anggaran
Pendapatan dan Belanja Daerah (APBD)

3

Low quality

WG 3

8

8

9

Middle; the group was not sustainable. The
government agency was less cooperative. The
agency was changed in order to make the
programs run.

5

Middle Quality

WG 4

9

1

11

Middle; changing in organizational work
unit/Satuan Organisasi Tata Kerja (SOTK)
and change of authority in related agency.

9

Middle Quality

WG 5

8

5
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Good; budgeting is fit with agency budgeting.
There was follow up by a special team Jabar
Digital Service (JDS), though JDS was not the
continuation of the group.

12

Good Quality

WG 6

2

1

6

Good; The team was sustainable, budgeting
was neat, and cooperation with an agency run
well.

5

Good Quality

Religion and Pesantren Group (WG 1) produced 6 quick-win recommendations, 20 middle-term
programs, and 36 long-term programs as a recommendation. It held 6 meetings. This group didn’t
have any related government agency at the provincial level, thus the key person in Dinas doesn’t
exist. Social Group (WG 2) resulted in 3 quick-wins, 5 middle-term recommendations, and 13
long-term recommendations. There was a change of the leaders in the government agency.
Moreover, the bad communication with the agencies made there was no budget allocation in
provincial budgeting (APBD). WG 1 and WG 2 had low-quality of outcomes according to the TAP
Evaluation.
Village Development and Community Empowerment (WG 3) produced 25 program
recommendations and held 5 meetings. However, they had a problem with government agencies
due to the Dinas less cooperative. Furthermore, the West Java government changed the agencies to
make the programs run. Environment and Disaster Management (WG 4) created 21 program
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recommendations including 9 quick-wins, 1 middle program, and 11 long-term program
recommendations. This group made 9 meetings during the TOS period. There was a change in the
organizational work unit and in authority in the government agencies. Both of those groups were
classified as the middle quality of outcomes and collaborative outcomes.
Information and Communication Technology Group (WG 5) produced 24 long-term program
recommendations, 5 middle-term program recommendations, and 8 quick-wins. With 12 meetings,
this group made a match budgeting with APBD. West Java government created a follow-up
organization of this group which is Jabar Digital Service (JDS). Woman Empowerment and Child
Protection Group (WG 6) created 2 quick-wins, 1 middle-term, and 6 long-term program
recommendations. Although this group only had 5 meetings, the continuation of the groups was
good according to TAP. The members I interviewed explained that the collaboration with Dinas
was good and the budgeting was neat. WG 5 and WG 6 were in the good quality of outcomes
category according to the TAP evaluation.
There are 14 quick win programs that were launched by West Java Government within their 100
working days. They are Jabar Quick Response (WG 4), Lepas Kader Ulama Pendidikan ke Turkey
(WG 1), One Village One Hafidz (Satu Desa Satu Hafidz/Sadesha) (WG 1), Layad Rawat and
Public Safety Center (PSC), Ngabring ka Sakola (Ngabaso) (WG 6), BJB Credit Mesra, Jabar
Masagi, Jabar Saber Hoaks (WG 5), Desa Digital (WG 5 and WG 3), One Pesantren One Product
(WG 1), Maghrib Mengaji (WG 1), Street Library, Sekolah Perempuan Capai Impian dan Citacita (Sekoper Cinta) (WG 6), and Tourism Application Gurilaps.com (WG 5 collaborate with
tourism group).
4.2. Actors Involved in Six Working Group in TOS
The following will present my findings on actors who engage in TOS generally and in meetings of
the 6 observed working groups. These are actors who might own a certain amount of resources and
information and use or not use it in the collaborative outcomes. However, my constructions derive
not solely from policy documents of the database of TOS members, but also from interviews and
more important conversations with the ‘ordinary’ facilitator1. The resources presented are therefore
also what each member sees each other and what people attribute to these actors or what the actors
claim for them.
TOS in General
Tim Optimasi dan Sinkronisasi (TOS) is an initiative from West Java Governor to create programs,
(short, middle, or long-term programs) in his governing period based on engaging non-state
stakeholders with government agencies. In order to make decisions about what programs will be
run and how to translate political promises during the campaign into real and executable programs,
TOS was created before Rencana Pembangunan Jangka Menengah Daerah (RPJMD) or in English
is Regional (Provincial) Medium-Term Development Plan2.

1

By ‘ordinary facilitator’I do not mean that they have low responsibility in the groups but refer to the youths
who were involved in each group of TOS and did the administration stuffs. Therefore, they presented almost in
every meeting and knew the active and non-active members.
2
At provincial level, Indonesia’s development plan is documented in the Regional Middle-Term Development
Plan (RPJMD) which is made at the beginning of the new Governor period. Provincial governments must take
into consideration the National Medium-Term Development Plan (RPJMN) when formulating their RPJMD to
reach national development targets.
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Many actors were involved in each group. The actors possess a certain amount of resources and
own information. Generally, each group always had members who came from several sectors
which represented scholars, professionals, political parties, and NGOs/Communities.
The working groups were detached from governmental agencies. Structurally, West Java Governor
was helped by governmental agencies from many sectors such as Social Public Agency,
Environmental Public Agency, Women Empowerment and Child Protection Agency, and many
more. Although the agencies were not part of the working groups, all the working groups had to
discuss with related public agencies. All six observed working groups hold meetings with related
agencies except WG 1 and WG 2. Even at the end of the process, they presented the final products
in front of the Regional Development Agency which have the authority to manage West Java public
funds (Interview with all facilitators).
However, Women Development and Children Protection working group (WG 6) and Information
and Communication Technology working group (WG 5) had their own way to work with
government agencies. Visiting communication and information public agencies more than two
times and starting the discussion with women development and child protection public agencies at
the beginning of the process helped those two groups in communicating and synchronizing the
national development targets in RPJMD with their program recommendations (Interview 1 WG 6,
Interview 2 WG 5, 2019).
Above 6 working groups based on regional and 25 working groups based on thematic, there are 14
people known as Tim 14 including a Director of Team, a Daily Supervisor, 12 people as members
(6 from political parties and 6 from independent). They created a standard operational procedure
(SOP), a general schedule as well as the deadline, and what should be inside the final output. They
also had the power to choose and to select who will be inside the working group and who will lead
the working group (Policy Document, TOS Guidance).
Therefore, the Tim 14 had the power to choose who will be included and excluded in the
collaborative process. This mechanism led the members of TOS seems to be segmented to the
people who had prehistoric cooperation with West Java Governor, for instance, the ones who were
a former campaign team member during the West Java election. Another reason why they were
invited because they had worked with Ridwan Kamil when he was Bandung Major.
“I was invited by team 14 because I had pre-historic cooperation before during his role as a major in Bandung city. I
was also responsible for the same program Maghrib Mengaji and Shubuh Berjamaah.” (Interview 4 WG1, M. Iqbal,
Maghrib Mengaji Community, 2019)

That was my findings of who are the actors involved in TOS generally. The following will explain
specifically actors in each group of six selected groups. I will start with members mentioned in the
database and explain more based on the interview who are members who actively engage in the
discussion and who are not also why. This is based on the interviews and short questions and
answer with the inactive members.
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Environment and Disaster Management
(WG 4)

Village Development (WG 3)

Social Group (WG2)

Religion and Pesantren (WG 1)

WG

Actors

Resources

6 members from Pesantren Owners

The Islamic school system and all of the loyal students

5 Religious leaders represented religions other than Islam (Catholic,
Christian Protestant, Hindu, Buddha, and local religion Sunda Wiwitan)

Followers or pilgrims

2 lecturers from Islamic State University Bandung

Students, research facility, access to journal

2 Members from Communities (Maghrib Mengaji and Muhammadiyah)

Leader and Vice Leader (Muftiadi & Marina)

Connection with the Indonesian government and at the Asian
level

3 Members from the Political Parties

Were not active

2 People from kitabisa.com

The biggest crowdfunding company in Indonesia

1 Member from disable community

loyal members of this community

1 Lecturer from ITB

Students, research facility, access to journal

2 people from political parties (One was not active)

Followers and political motor in legislative

Asgar Muda

Well-known social-enterprise in terms of empowerment

3 owners of consultant agencies

CSR management and handling case from many companies

3 activists on community and village development

Limar Lights, vertical bridge rescue ideas, Pendeuy Village
Support

5 lecturers of Universitas Padjadjaran and ITB

Students, research facility, access to journal

4 people from a political party

Were not active

a person from Bioscience Development Foundation

Takakura Basket and Biopore technology

a person from Taman Buru Kareumbi community

Conservation Area

a woman from a company which manages trash in Bandung city

Company resources about trash collecting in Bandung
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Information and Communication Technology
(WG 5)

Woman Empowerment & Child
Protection (WG 6)

3 Lecturers from ITB, 1 Lecturer from Computer University

Students, research facility, access to journal

2 People PT Telkom Indonesia

Company Resource

1 person from Start-up Bandung Community

Member of Community

3 Start-up owners and worker

One of the biggest E-commerce in Indonesia and Qiwii

2 people from the government

The network of Presidential Staff Office

2 lecturers from Universitas Padjadjaran

Students, research facility, access to journal

2 people from NGO

1 journalist of Tempo

A well-known critical national magazine

4 people from women empowerment communities

Fatayat NU (Islamic Woman Organization), Wangsa Jelita,
Wanoja, PPSW Pasoendan, and Indonesian Woman Alliance
Branch of Garut.

Table 2. Summary of Actors involved in 6 selected groups

In the database, WG 1 has 19 members and led by the head of Pondok Pesantren3 Pagelaran, an
Islamic Education Board. Irfan Amalee, Founder of Peace Generation became the vice leader of
this group. From the interview, not all the listed members have actively participated in the
meetings. Two interviewees said that the reason was that the members from political parties were
busy (Chotimul Banin, 2019) and the meeting location which was in Bandung was far from
members of pesantren in Tasikmalaya and Garut (Adhy Satya, 2019). There were two people from
political parties, but they were not active in the group.
WG 2 had 10 members and led by a lecturer of Universitas Padjadjaran, Dr. Anang Muftiadi and
Marina Kusuma Wardhani as his vice leader (Database TOS Member, 2018). Anang is also a
founder of a consultant company in Bandung. He has long experience working with government
and he knew how the policymaking mechanism is (Muftiadi, 2019). The vice leader, Marina, was
a consultant for the Asian Development Bank and Indonesian Presidential Staff. She has a
connection with the Indonesian government and at the Asian level and most of her works were
outside Bandung. I had a chance to ask her only by text because currently, she is studying in the
USA.
WG 3 consisted of 15 people, 13 members, a leader, and a vice leader. The leader was Ir. Tubagus
Furqan Sofhani, MA., Ph.D., Head of the International Development Studies Department, ITB. The
vice leader of this group was Goris Mustaqim from an NGO, Asgar Muda (Database TOS
Members, 2018). Goris Mustaqim worked a lot with international and national stakeholders. When
I wanted to interview him, he was doing a project about community development in Bangladesh.
He finished a lot of projects related to community development, especially with his community,
3

Pesantren is the Islamic Boarding School system in Indonesia
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Asgar Muda. Meanwhile, the leader, Furqan Sofhani is a lecturer in ITB and now currently working
with the government in Citarum River (Sofhani, 2019).
WG 4 had 12 members with a leader and a vice-leader. The members include 5 lecturers of
Universitas Padjadjaran and ITB, 4 people from a political party, a person from Bioscience
Development Foundation who was very active in TOS; a person from Taman Buru Kareumbi
community who also became a vice leader in this group, a person from Forestry and Environment
Observer Council of the Sundanese; a woman from a company which manages trash in Bandung
city (Database TOS Member, 2018).
WG 5 is categorized as a group with many members. There were 19 people inside this group and
comes from a diverse background. Consequently, they owned diverse resources compare to each
other. There were 4 people with lecturing background, 3 people from ITB and 1 from Computer
University Bandung. In my opinion, this is normal because ITB is the best technology-center
institute in Indonesia and was located in Bandung (Database TOS Members, 2018).
There were 14 people in the Women Empowerment and Child Protection Group. This group was
led by a lecturer from Universitas Padjadjaran, Antik Bintari, S.IP., MT. However, this group had
only 2 people from the scholar background (Database TOS Members, 2018). As a leader, Antik
has experience in working together with the government (Bintari, 2019). According to my
interviewees from this group, she started communicating with a government agency that will run
the program at the beginning, thus this group knew what is possible and not to be implemented by
a government agency (Interview 1, 2, 3, WG 5, 2019).
4.3. Incentives to Participate in TOS
During my interviews with stakeholders from 6 working groups in TOS, I wanted to know what
factors strengthening their desire to participate in this collaborative forum. I gathered their answers
and group them into 5 categories of incentives. The starting condition of the TOS process became
my attention. Starting conditions set the basic level of trust, social capital, or expectation that
become strengths or weaknesses during collaboration (Ansel and Gash, 2008).
4.3.1. The Expectation to Get Information and Resources
In his article, Imperial (2005) explained that participation in a collaborative forum may require
sharing information or resources. When stakeholders perceived that information or resources will
be shared among actors, it will provide a complementary relationship leading to incentives to
collaborate (Wondolleck & Yaffe, 2000). This factor was blurred during my interview because
many interviewees thought that in their group there was sharing information but not sharing
resources. They perceived discussion in the group and sharing the idea with supporting information
as enough sharing information. However, it happened during the process, not in the starting
condition, therefore I ask the follow-up question.
In the Women Empowerment and Child Protection Group (WG 6), its leader shared her experience
before she joined TOS. Antik Bintari (2019) said that it was obvious that she expected to get new
information for herself and not mind sharing her expertise with others. Ria Ismaria (2019) from
WG 4, also explained that she believed Ridwan Kamil recruited competent people with broad
knowledge about waste management, thus she was optimistic to join the TOS.
This expectation was also what had existed in the communication and technology group (WG 5).
Its leader was an experienced person in the telecommunication sector in Indonesia but Cahyanna
(2019) was still hoped to get information about technology from his members. Before joined the
group, he also wanted to share his experience and networking in helping all the members during
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the discussion in TOS. In this group, he invited three senior managers of Telkom Bandung to
contribute to the meetings (List of attendees, WG 5, 2018).
On social group (WG 2), all interviewees said that on their group, expecting sharing resources was
not existed (Muftiadi, Haq, & Trenggono, 2019). However, they perceived that before joining TOS,
they would like to know new information from other members. Their leader who has experience
working in government and had a basic theory about planning would share at least to his members
(Muftiadi, 2019). Bambang Trenggono (2019) would like to share his experience in dealing with
social and poverty issues on the field also would like to get new information about social issues in
West Java.
From 5 respondents from Religion Group (WG 1), a respondent shared his experience in the group
explaining that he was expecting to get sharing knowledge especially from scholars and other
religious leaders (Banin, 2019). Iqbal (2019) from Maghrib Mengaji said that he hoped that the
volunteers of Maghrib Mengaji could be supplied by Pesantren and were endorsed during the
meeting by the owner of Pesantren.
On the working group of village development (WG 3), 4 respondents explained that there was no
expectation to get sharing resources. However, the leader of the group said that he expected to get
information and share his knowledge in order to synergize all members (Furqan, 2019). Other
respondents from this group also said that they wanted to get new information during the meetings
(Koswara & Adnan, 2019).
“Due to I knew that the members of TOS came from various backgrounds, indeed the hope of sharing is
undeniable”(I3, WG 3, Hasim Adnan, PKB Party, 2019).

From the interviews, we could see that almost all working groups did not have the expectation to
get other resources from other members. Only Iqbal from WG 1 expecting to get human resources
to support his community, Maghrib Mengaji. However, the expectation to get sharing information
existed in all working groups.
4.3.2. Power Asymmetries and Complementary Relationship
According to Gunton & Day (2003), power asymmetric will affect the incentives of people to join
in a collaborative process. In TOS, the power play was seen in how the leader could distribute
his/her attention to all issues and members. If power is widely distributed among members, the
complementary relationship will occur because they felt if the existence of other members
important for them (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Some groups had their strategy to manage their
members and it influenced power distribution and feeling of a complementary relationship.
Women empowerment and child protection group (WG 6) divided their members into two small
divisions. These divisions had their own focus based on their interests and expertise which were
women empowerment and child protection. Inside this small group, members will interact with
other members who had the same interest, thus they felt more interdependent with each other inside
the division (I 1, 2, 3, 5 WG 6, 2019).
Nevertheless, dividing the members must be supported with the same or at least similar interests
between one member and another. The biased interest from a member or leader to one aspect will
create neglect to other members. Comparing WG 6 with WG 1 which also divided its members
into small divisions, the attention of the two groups’ leaders was different. Although the religious
group (WG 1) also divided their members into three divisions the complementarity on the
discussion did not exist. It was because the leader focuses more on pesantren issues (I 2, 5 WG 1,
2019). It was different from what happened in WG 6. Although Antik Bintari had a focus on women
empowerment, as a leader, she also showed the same interest to another issue such as child
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protection. Gregor Hadi (2019) from Kinderdoff said, “I believed her (Antik) as a competent leader
and shared the best interest of the child with me as well as other members.”
In Information and Communication Technology Group (WG 5), the interviewees told their feeling
of interdependence as their motivation to join TOS. Telkom as the biggest telecommunication
company saw TOS as a platform to help West Java to accelerate the technology innovation
(Ahmadjayadi, 2019). They wanted to be an enabler for other people in many sectors, therefore
they need the best human resources from Universities and practitioners in Start-Ups and
communities. On the other side, people came from scholars background also needed Telkom and
government bodies to distribute their students to give them a chance to implement what they have
learned in university (Narimawati, 2019).
In the Social group (WG 2), domination from actors who were directly involved in social problems
such as a person from the disabled community created unbalance relations in the group (I 1, 3, WG
2, 2019). Domination from a leader was also an issue in the Environment and Disaster Management
Group (WG 4). David Sutasurya (2019) from Bandung Zero Waste Community said that the style
of Mr. Sjarmidi in leading the group dominated and too active. The facilitator also said that Mr.
Sjarmidi did not care with other members who were not willing to participate (Munjin, 2019). In
the interview, he mentioned by himself about this.
I: “Actually, I did not overthink about who is inside the team because I took the members for granted. Theoretically,
if I thought that something is needed to be added, I would invite other civil societies as invited informants.” (I 1, WG4,
Sjarmidi, 2019).

In Village Development and Society Empowerment (WG 3), the members whom I interviewed
shown that they needed each other in the group. Ujang Koswara (2019), said that he need other
members to get their knowledge and expertise about the village development, thus they can
diagnose problems correctly. Hasim Adnan (2019), a member of PKB Party, said that he opens to
all members to help and to give a hand. The facilitator, Aditya Purnomo Aji (2019) appreciated the
activeness of government agencies. This shows the agencies also need TOS in order to help them
create programs for West Java.
It is shown that the domination of actors to their interests could lead to a feeling of mutual
needlessness. How the leader of the group maintains the balance of interest in the group might be
also important. Both WG 1 and WG 6 had more than one interest focuses. However, WG 1 leader
showed his interest only in one issue.
4.3.3. The Difference Power Play to Deliver Voice
The difference power to deliver voice among players influence the stakeholders’ willingness to
discuss together in the table. It is still related to a power play in the forum. In my findings,
stakeholders’ willingness to collaborate increases when the leader gives voice to the voiceless in
the forum.
In the Religion group (WG 1), because of the feeling of inferiority from some of the members who
saw the leader as a person who needs to be respected, the communication in the group was not
smooth (I 3, 4, 5, WG 1, 2019). Muhammad Iqbal (2019) from Maghrib Mengaji expressed his
feelings, “Before joining TOS, I saw Mr. Chatimul Banin, as typical traditional religious leader,
just like other Kyai, that we should respect him. Even after join TOS, some of the members are
afraid to disagree with him.” In WG 1, representation from Pesantren in Tasikmalaya did not come
to the meeting anymore after feeling not having a chance in the meeting (Satya, 2019)
Iqbal as one of the young members also said that he and some young members were felt inferior in
front of Mr. Chotimul Banin and other Kyai before joining and also in the process. Thus, the power
to deliver voice among members was not that balanced. He furthermore said that then he was more
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comfortable discussing with his vice leader, Irfan Amalee because they were in nearly the same
age.
This also happened in Social Group (WG 2). Their leaders came from scholars background and
was a lecturer in a university. Hikmanul Haq and Bambang Trenggono (2019) said that he was
afraid that the forum will be framed in too academic way. On the other hand, Anang Muftiadi
(2019) felt that the member from disabled community would take many roles in the discussion and
create a lack of delivering a voice for some members.
However, in WG 4 the dominant role of Mr. Sjarmidi did not create a gap to deliver an opinion in
the meetings. According to Ria Ismaria (2019) and David Sutasurya (2019), although the leader
dominated in several previous discussions before TOS, they still felt comfortable to voice their
ideas in TOS because they knew how Mr. Sjarmidi work. This because, according to them, Sjarmidi
usually did the challenge to everyone in the table while raising their ideas. All the interviewees
from WG 3, WG 5, WG 6 said that there was no difference among the members.
Providing a feeling to the voiceless to comfortably deliver their ideas might be important in the
TOS outcomes including a general satisfaction with the process. Although the leader in WG 1, WG
2, and WG 4 dominated the process, only in WG 4 the members still felt the opportunity to raise
their ideas and it prevented them to walk out like what happened in WG 1.
4.3.4. Expectations about Meaningful Collaborative Result
Another incentive which influences the desire to involve in a collaborative forum is expectations
about the meaningful collaborative results (Ansell & Gash, 2008). These expectations will be
compared with the energy, time and cost that spend in the collaboration process, especially joining
TOS did not give them financial benefits except for the facilitators (Yusuf, 2019).
In WG 1, two respondents explained that their expectation was that they could help the West Java
Governor realize his political campaign about Pesantren (Banin & Anwar, 2019). The other two
respondents said that they expect that they could deliver their ideas directly to the West Java
executive (Amalee and Iqbal, 2019).
In WG 2, the expectations were different between the three respondents. Anang Muftiadi (2019)
said that he expected to make program planning based on society needs with all people who were
also concerned with social issues inside TOS. Hikmanul Haq (2019) who had experience working
in Jakarta hoped that TOS can be similar to TGUPP4 in DKI Jakarta. Bambang Trenggono (2019)
expected that through TOS, West Java province government can give a faster response in dealing
with social issues. We can see how if the expectation was low can withdraw a member from
actively participating in the group. In the Social group, one of the most influential members who
was the CEO of the biggest crowdfunding company in Indonesia, kitabisa.com, said that he chose
not to participate in the TOS meeting. When I asked the reason, he explained that his presence was
not necessary because inside the group there were enough people and he worked mostly in Jakarta.
In WG 3, Hasim Adnan (2019), a political party member explained that he expected through
participating in TOS, he could prevent people with their own interest infiltrated the governance
process. Furthermore, he also wanted to be directly involved in the policy and program making
process in West Java. Ujang Koswara and Tubagus Luqman (2019) had shared their pride in being
sons of the Sunda Tribe. They mentioned that they hoped that TOS could be a platform to diagnose
the problem correctly because it has been done together with people who experienced the problems
all this time.
4

stand for Tim Gubernur untuk Percepatan Pembangunan. It is a collaborative platform made by Governor of
DKI Jakarta also involving non-state stakeholders in Jakarta Development Program by governor.
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In WG 4, all my respondents value this collaborative process with their expectations. They had
high expectations of collaborative results in this group.
R: “What is/are your expectation(s) at the beginning of the collaboration in TOS?
I: “I did previous studies about West Java and I found an anomaly in this province. West Java is a very rich province.
We have rain, plantation, fertile soil. However, West Java people have a low education level. Why there was a disparity
in West Java. I want to change this anomaly with TOS because I believe that these program recommendations will be
governor programs in the future.” (I 1, WG 4, Achmad Sjarmidi, 2019).
I: “Usually the concept was already good enough but cannot be implemented. Thus, I expect TOS will provide a place
for me to make the concept into real implementation.” (I 2, WG 4, Ria Ismaria, 2019).

In WG 5, its leader, Ahmadjayadi (2019), did not have high expectations of TOS. He just expected
that this collaboration would create concrete recommendations. The other two respondents valued
this collaboration through the vision of Jabar Juara. Both agreed that TOS will enable them to
help West Java receiving their goals. Specifically, Ajie Santika (2019) said, “I hope that I can
contribute to West Java, the land where I was born, in information and communication technology
and TOS gives me faster access to do that.”
In WG 6, except the leader, the other three respondents had high expectations in TOS collaborative
results. Eni Saeni (2019), a journalist, expected that the recommendations made by the group would
be a real and sustainable program. She was very disturbed with the habits of the government which
very showed off in the launching but forgot the continuation of their programs. Kandi Sekarwulan
(2019) said that TOS was a very strategic venue where she could collaborate with other people to
help West Java government to execute the children protection program and expand this spirit to the
whole West Java. Gregor Hadi (2019) also saw TOS as a venue for him to raise the awareness of
child protection issues in West Java.
I: “I’ve been working for more than 8 provinces. I saw that the government has not seen children issue as something
important. Through TOS, I hope I can communicate directly to the government.” (I 3, WG 6, Gregor Hadi, 2019).

Meaningful results can be varied from anything inside the members. It could be the perception of
being a part of the policy-making process, political interest, and implementing knowledge that they
had. In this case, I found a special expectation related to the value as a native Sundanese. The pride
of being native of Sunda people as their identity called some respondents to sacrifice their time and
cost for contributing to TOS.
4.3.5. Alternative Venues
The existence of other venues to fulfill and place the interests can weaken the incentives of the
stakeholders to collaborate in TOS. Ansell and Gash's (2008) concept about venue shopping
explains that achieving their goals by themselves or through other tracks will undercut the desire
to collaborate.
Almost all my interviewees said that there absolutely another alternatives way to fulfill their
interest and expectation in collaboration. Even some of them said that there were a lot of
alternatives. I think it was because they had experience working in government projects and had
other networking in order to realize their ideas.
However, In WG 1, three interviewees said that they did not have any other venue and TOS was
the only place to satisfy their expectations (I 2, 3, 4, WG 1, 2019). Chatimul Banin (2019) was the
only respondent who said that he had other alternatives, but he also saw TOS as a legitimate forum
to complete his mission creating a legal basis of Pesantren funding from the government. However,
the facilitator, Adhy Satya (2019) explained that the representatives of Pesantren from the vicegovernor side chose another venue after getting the alternative to get funding of their pesantren.
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In WG 2, from three respondents, only Hikmanul Haq (2019) who did not see any other venue to
cater to his expectations. In WG 3, all respondents said that TOS was not the only venue to satisfy
their interests. Hasim Adnan (2019) explained that he had other political channels to deliver his
idea about village development. He was also part of the Regional House of Representatives of West
Java. Ujang Koswara (2019) said that he had a lot of venues to help him distribute lighting through
his company, Limar, for instance by collaborating with CSR programs.
In WG 4, the respondents knew some venues which had the potential to replace TOS but they had
weaknesses. Sjarmidi (2019) explained his experience with Musrembang and Ria Ismaria (2019)
told her stories working with a private company in Bandung, PD Kebersihan.
I: “Actually I had ever joined Musrembang, however, it was too sectoral. Inside the Musrembang there were
government agencies from all sectors and they also get input from below (village level). Unfortunately, Musrembang
is too rigid and does not provide space for a dynamic situation in society.” (I 1, WG 4, Sjarmidi, 2019)

In WG 5, all my respondents said that there were other venues other than TOS to achieve their
interests (I 1, 2, 3, WG 5, 2019). This is also the case in WG 6. Out of 4 interviewees, all said that
they had other alternatives to fulfill their interests (I 1, 2, 3, 4, WG 6, 2019). However, some of
them also had expectations in a normative way which was to contribute to Sunda land, West Java,
their land of birth. Some of them said that involving in TOS was the opportunity to make something
for West Java with a direct way to government.
Seeing another forum as other venues might lower the incentives and tend to decrease the
commitment of the process since they could use other venues to satisfy their expectations. If in a
group more members see other venues catering to their hopes, the process might be not smooth.
However, if the alternative venues had weaknesses, the current process in the collaborative
platform might not be influenced.
4.4. Style of Leadership in Managing Working Group
In the collaborative governance framework from Ansell and Gash (2008), the style of leading and
facilitating a forum serves important mediation for all stakeholders. This factor has a relation with
incentives to participate. When the incentives are low, leadership becomes more essential.
Each group had its own leader and those leaders performed leadership style in order to manage the
group. In the following, the findings of how the leaders from six observed working groups in
leading the collaborative outcomes including general satisfaction of the process will be described.
This subchapter has a different style of explanation which is by discussing leadership style in every
group start from WG 1 to WG 6. This structure was easier than discussing the leadership style
formed by other scholars because, in my findings, I found it difficult to classify the results with the
existing classification from the literature.
a. Religion and Pesantren Group (WG 1)
This group was led by Chotimul Banin who also a leader of Pondok Pesantren Pagelaran, an Islamic
Boarding School owned by Ridwan Kamil’s (West Java) Governor (Database TOS Members,
2018). He was also a leader of the religion division of the RINDU 5 campaign team in the West
Java regional election in 2018 (Banin, 2019). According to interviews with Irfan Amalee and Iqbal
(2019), Banin was a typical traditional religious leader. He was a charismatic leader and all
members respected him. However, Irfan said that Banin’s skill in facilitating discussion was
lacking, thus he helped him as his vice leader. Nevertheless, Mr. Irfan only had a 60% percentage
in presence of meeting (List of attendees, WG 1, 2018).
5

Rindu is an acronym of Ridwan Kamil-UU Rihzanul Ulum who are one of the candidates in West Java Election
2018. At the end of the day, they were elected as Governor and Vice Governor of West Java.
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During my interview with Banin (2019), he, furthermore, explained that his knowledge about other
issues in the group such as religious harmony and the worshipping place was not broad enough.
He concerned more about Pesantren. Therefore, the presence of Irfan Amalee as his vice leader
helped him in managing other divisions.
Furthermore, the facilitators who always presented in the meetings confirmed that Banin was a
typical religious leader, all members especially from the pesantren environment will respect him
and tends to be shy to him. He was able to delegate some tasks to people including his vice leader
Mr. Irfan Amalee. In terms of moderating discussion, Irfan took more role and was helped by
design thinking from the facilitator (Satya, 2019).
b. Social Group (WG 2)
Dr. Anang Muftiadi was a leader of the Social Group in TOS. He is a lecturer in Universitas
Padjadjaran and runs his own consultant agency in Bandung (Muftiadi, 2019). According to my
interviews with the facilitator, as a leader, Anang was very active and dominant person in the group.
He even took the facilitator’s role in writing notes and making presentations (Samuel, 2019).
In terms of facilitating the discussion, all the interviewees agreed that he accommodated all
members' ideas (Trenggono, Haq, & Samuel 2019). He used brainstorming styles to avoid conflict
in the meetings (Samuel 2019). Nevertheless, according to Hikmanul Haq (2019), he tended to
frame the discussion in an academic way. He also spent most of his time in Jakarta. This condition
was the same as his vice leader who stayed in Jakarta. Therefore, the first meeting was established
in Jakarta (Muftiadi, 2019). He also didn’t give attention to the inactive members and left them to
the facilitator (Samuel, 2019).
c. Village Development and Community Empowerment Group (WG 3)
Ir. Tubagus Furqan Sofhani MA., Ph.D. is a leader of this group (Database TOS Members, 2018).
He is a lecturer from ITB and the Head of Department International Development Studies, ITB.
During the interview with him, he told me his prioritized. He said that he prioritized to distribute
the ideas of a member to the group then discussed it in the group (Shofani, 2019).
There is a different perception between the two interviewees. The first interviewee said that Mr.
Furqan was capable as a leader. He could maintain harmony in the group, and he accommodated
everyone's ideas (Koswara, 2019). However other members who felt that another member was
dominating, said that Mr. Furqan was not assertive and easily steered by his member (Mashudi,
2019). A member from PKB, a political party, Hasim Adnan (2019) explained that in the meetings
there was ego sectoral during open brainstorming. Nevertheless, according to Adnan also, Mr.
Furqon could bring back the members' attention to the main goals of the group and find the same
understanding between the members.
The facilitator of the group, Aditya Purnomo (2019) said that as a leader Mr. Furqon was able to
manage conflict between Yudia Mashudi and Hasim Adnan. However, Mr. Furqon was lacked
initiative in order to activate the members.
d.

Environmental and Disaster Group (WG 4)

Dr. A. Sjarmidi led environmental and disaster group in TOS (Database TOS Members, 2018). He
is a senior lecturer in Bandung Institute of Technology (ITB). He worked a lot with the government
from the local to national levels (Sjarmidi, 2019). I interviewed him while he was attending a
discussion forum about Citarum River held by the Ministry of Development. In the interview, he
explained to me that he focused on synergizing all members’ ideas.
R: “What were you doing with all the ideas in the group?”
I: “I focus on formulating and synergizing all ideas, thus all members could feel the recommendations came from
them. It was a heavy task for me.” (I 1, WG 4, Achmad Sjarmidi, 2019)
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In leading the group, he focused on formulating and synergizing all ideas, thus all members could
feel the recommendations came from them. It was a heavy task for him according to him.
According to an interview with Ria Ismaria (2019), a member from a private company, Sjarmidi
did not kill other members’ ideas. Furthermore, she also thought that Sjarmidi knew what the wants
of Ridwan Kamil (West Java Governor) are.
On the other hand, David Sutasurya (2019) said that he faced difficulty during the discussion in the
group. He thought that the elaboration of members’ ideas was locked by Sjarmidi’s idea framing.
The facilitator, Achmad Munjin (2019) said that Sjarmidi always gave antithesis to challenge all
ideas on the floor. In my opinion, this style was not suitable for Sutasurya. Therefore, he found
difficulty in the discussion.
e.

Information and Communication Technology (WG 5)

This group was led by Dr. Ir. Cahyana Ahmadjayadi who works in PT Telkom Indonesia Tbk. He
was a representative of the private sector (Database TOS members, 2018). He is the commissioner
of the biggest telecommunication company owned by the government in Indonesia. He was assisted
by a young person who is the leader of the Start-up community in Bandung and owns his own
business. In managing the group, he viewed the ideas from the members were valuable assets in
order to achieve better West Java (Ahmadjayadi, 2019). Thus, he discussed all ideas and then
formulated them into concrete programs. Furthermore, in the technology and communication
sector, Mr. Ahmadjayadi had broad understandings (Santika, 2019).
Mr. Ahmadjayadi was helped by Mr. Ajie Santika who took a big role in replacing him in some
meetings when he was absent (MoM WG 5, 2018). Mr. Ahmadjayadi was more into a conceptual
approach for his group. He implemented Planning, Organizing, Actuating, and Controlling (POAC)
in the group (Narimawati, 2019). This was complemented by Ahmadjayadi skills. In dealing with
small conflict, Mr. Ahmadjayadi used an interpersonal approach to solve them (Santika, 2019).
f.

Women Empowerment and Child Protection Group (WG 6)

This group was led by Antik Bintari, S.IP., MT. She is one of very limited working group leaders
who were a woman in TOS (Database TOS members, 2018). Currently, she works as a lecturer in
Universitas Padjadjaran (Bintari, 2019). During the interviews, all 4 interviewees agreed that she
was smart and led the forum democratically (Sekarwulan, Hadi, Saeni, & Ulfah, 2019).
R: “What do you see in your leader’s leadership style?”
I: “She was really good at leading the forum. She is very procedural, and her background as political and government
scientist make her understood about budgeting and how government works.” (I 4, WG 6, Ulfah, 2019)

In my interview with Antik Bintari, I understood why she valued the ideas from all members.
According to her, members’ ideas were assets for the West Java government, therefore she
appreciated all members who came all the way long to Bandung without any financial benefits for
them (Bintari, 2019).
All the interviewees agreed that in the group there was only a small conflict. Sekarwulan (2019), a
member from Sahabat Kota, an NGO focused on child protection gave an explanation.
I: “The conflict is around idealism conflict between members. For instance, I and Hadi from Kinderdoff really focus
on children's rights, however, some campaign team members cannot accommodate it because they have promised to
the citizen other things. Antik can manage it by dialogue and discussion.” (I 2, WG 6, Kandi Sekarwulan, 2019)

In seeing the dissent, Antik Bintari (2019) saw it as an opportunity to gain many perspectives, thus
they could enrich the point of view of some issues. She works a lot with government agencies
before, thus her communication and teamwork with them were already established. Since the
beginning of the TOS period, she had synchronized all activities of her working group with
government agencies and Bappeda.
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4.5. Ground Rules and Participation Inclusiveness in Working Group
Ground rules and participation inclusiveness are the parts of the institutional design which is a part
of 3 factors influencing the collaborative process eventually impacting the outcomes based on
Ansell and Gash model (2008). Institutional design refers here to the basic protocols and ground
rules for collaboration, which are critical for the procedural legitimacy of the collaborative process
(Ansell & Gash, 2008).
This following subchapter presents my findings on ground rules in TOS which I obtained from
policy document analysis and interviews with stakeholders. The main document which I used to
understand the institutional design and ground rules is Panduan Pekerjaan Tim Optimasi dan
Sinkronisasi Jawa Barat Juara Lahir Batin (TOS Guidance, 2018). The informal rules established
in the working groups were not written, therefore I got this information from interviews on how
they see the day to day rule can influence the inclusiveness and legitimation feelings to this
platform.
Formal Ground Rules
The members and the leaders of the working groups were appointed by the team of 14 people and
the West Java Governor team. During the interview with Ridwansyah Yusuf (2019), a member of
Tim Akselerasi Pembangunan (TAP) explained that the members of TOS were chosen by Tim 14
and governor team. I explained in the subchapter of stakeholder analysis that this rule led the
mechanism of choosing the TOS members seems to be segmented to the people who had prehistoric
cooperation with Tim 14 and governor team. Nevertheless, the leaders of the groups could invite
more people for discussion as informants during the meetings (Yusuf, 2019).
In composing the members' composition of the groups, Tim 14 and the governor team had to think
about the representation of civil society elements. The composition should contain people with
scholar background, expertise in the related field, communities and NGOs, political parties which
supported Ridwan Kamil and UU Ulum in the election, and if any people from a private company
(Almira, TOS Facilitator Coordinator, 2019). In each group, a young person was assigned in order
to help them deal with the administration stuff (Yusuf, 2019).
In terms of the working period, All the groups had to finish all the program recommendations
within 6 weeks and had to present it in front of the Badan Pembangunan Daerah (Bappeda)/
Regional Development Agency Jawa Barat. All groups should create quick wins 100 days, quick
wins 1 year, 3-year program, and 5-year program (TOS Guidance, 2019). All groups were also
encouraged to invite government agency(ies) which relate to the field of the working groups
(Almira, 2019).
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TOS Workflow
Kick Off TOS
Determining T-14

Agreeing to the TOS workflow

The first Plenary Meeting
Instruction from Elected Governor and Vice
Governor

Synchronizing Working Group per-mission

First Working Group Meeting
Finding Problems and identifying basic data

Identifying solution and priority program

Meeting open for Public
Mapping and getting ideas from public

Accomodate public wants and public ideas
about allocation of budget

Online Participation
Proposing ideas (program name and
location)

1 million ideas for West Java

Second Working Group Meeting
Identifying strategic issues, goals, success
indicator, and target

Identifying program each year and budget
source

Thrid Working Group Meeting
Detailing program (Description, location, target beneficeries, and budget estimation)

Plenary Meeting
Synchronizing all working groups
(programs and problems)

Evaluation, Revision, and
maturing the final document

Developing Plan Maps

Final Whistle TOS
Final Product of TOS

Figure 2. The TOS Workflow translated from TOS Guidance, 2018

The picture above is the workflow set by Tim 14 and Governor team for all working groups. This
is the general picture of how the groups should work in TOS. At the minimum, the working groups
should have 3 group meetings and 2 plenary meetings. The first plenary meeting, all members had
directives from West Java governor and the vice governor and synchronized with related groups
per-mission. After the first plenary meeting, the first group meeting was held with agenda
brainstorming to collect data and finding a core problem. In the first group meeting, they were also
expected to determine the flagship program(s). In the second group meeting, the agenda is to
determine the target, strategic issues, and key indicators. Also, in this meeting, the mid-term
program and budgeting were intended to be done. The third group meeting had an agenda to
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detailing every program in terms of location, description, also budget estimation. The last plenary
meetings synchronized of all recommendations from 25 thematic working groups with 6 regional
working groups. In this meeting, evaluation and revision to final product were conducted and they
expected to have West Java Map of Development (TOS Guidance, 2018).
Prohibition for Members
In order to keep the conducive situation in the group, in TOS Guidance (2018), some prohibitions
were stated and had to be followed by all members. Those prohibitions were:
1. Requesting a formal or informal position in West Java governmental structure as well as in
the management of a company owned by the government (Badan Usaha Milik
Daerah/BUMD).
2. Requesting projects to be placed in West Java Regional Budget/ Anggaran Pendapatan
Belanja Daerah (APBD).
3. Using the name of the elected Governor and Vice Governor or TOS in communicating with
various parties for personal or group interests.
4. Leaking the discussion results that would be the TOS final product.
5. Inviting informants or aspirations from the external party without permission from the TOS
board management (Tim 14).
6. Promising anything to anyone in the context of West Java governance.
Informal Ground Rules
Although the working groups had the workflow from TOS guidance 2018, several groups also
created some innovation of informal rules in their meetings. First, from 6 observed groups, 5 groups
held group meetings more than the minimum requirement which was three times. WG 1 held 6
group meetings. WG 3 and WG 6 held 5 group meetings. WG 4 held 9 group meetings. WG 5 held
the greatest number of meetings in the observed groups with 12 meetings. Meanwhile, WG 2 only
held 3 meetings (summary of TOS facilitators report, 2018).
Secondly, during the interviews, I found that WG 4 held more meetings with different styles.
According to Sjarmidi, Munjin, and Sutasurya (I 1, 4, 3, WG 4, 2019), WG 4 held a lot of meetings.
WG 4 created a meeting outside the official meetings as extra work. The facilitator of WG 4 became
sick because of it (Sjarmidi, 2019).
R: “What were the activities of the Environment and Disaster Management Working Group during the TOS period?”
I: “We conducted 26 meetings including 3 times whole groups meeting, small meetings which were attended by Mr.
Sjarmidi, Mr. Taufan and me, and extended meetings outside the official schedule.” (I 4, WG 4, Munjin, 2019).

From the minutes of meetings and list of attendees (2018), WG 5 was a group with the most
frequently held meetings with other working groups. They held 3 meetings with WG 4, WG 3, and
Trade Working Group. WG 4 only held meetings with WG 5 and transportation working group
(Sjarmidi, 2019). Moreover, some groups also had different styles of meetings. WG 4 usually had
meetings with an informal situation with coffee in the cafe (Munjin, 2019). WG 5 had meetings by
visiting the stakeholders instead of utilizing the facility from the West Java government (MoM WG
5, 2018).
In order to make the discussion efficient, some groups divided their members into some divisions
based on the issue. WG 6 divided the members into 2 divisions (Antik Bintari, 2019) and WG 1
divided the members into 3 divisions (Adhy Satya, 2019).
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All working groups in TOS had opportunities to invite external informants as long as it was
approved by the TOS board (TOS Guidance, 2018). From 6 observed working groups, only WG 3
didn’t invite any informant. WG 1 invited 4 informants, WG 2 invited 1 informant, WG 4 invited
4 informants, and WG 6 invited 5 informants. WG 5 invited and visited the most external
informants, 24 informants (Database TOS Members, 2018).
How to build communication with government agencies (dinas) was also modified by some
working groups. WG 6 had started the communication with dinas since the first meeting. They
invited dinas in their first group meeting (Bintari, 2019). WG 5 chose to visit dinas twice instead
of inviting them to the meetings (Santika, 2019). Nonetheless, WG 2 didn’t have a chance to talk
with dinas because there was a change in the board structure in Dinas Sosial Jawa Barat (Samuel
& Hikmanul, 2019). WG 1 didn’t talk with dinas due to related government agencies that don’t
exist at the provincial level (Adhy Satya, 2019).
Inclusiveness of Forum
The importance of forum openness and inclusivity during the collaborative process was
emphasized by many scholars (Gunton and Day, 2003). Therefore, during my interviews, I also
asked about how the respondents see the inclusiveness and openness of TOS. Furthermore, how
they felt that they had a legitimate opportunity in TOS was also a main question in the interviews.
Although the members of TOS were selected by the board and governor team, many respondents
felt the inclusiveness due to the representation of various categories in civil societies. In WG 1,
three interviewees said that the TOS forum was inclusive enough due to there were also
representations from other religions than Islam (Banin, Anwar, & Amalee, 2019). However, Iqbal
(2019) from Maghrib Mengaji explained that the forum was not inclusive and should be more open
for some people from all sectors related to religious affairs. Meanwhile, in WG 2, only one
interviewee agreed that TOS was inclusive (Trenggono, 2019). Three others said that TOS should
be more open in recruitment (Muftiadi, Hikmanul, & Samuel, 2019).
In WG 3, two interviewees felt that TOS was inclusive enough (Adnan & Koswara, 2019). Tubagus
Furqon (2019) as a leader of the group realized that the group members were targeted and selected
by the main board of TOS. The facilitator, Aditya Purnomo Aji (2019) explained his opinion: “In
my opinion, not all the important people in rural development were invited. For instance, the
fisherman village didn’t have their representative.”
In WG 4, three respondents explained that the forum members were inclusive (Ismaria, Sutasurya,
& Munjin, 2019). Ria Ismaria (2019) from a private company, PD Kebersihan, said: “I think the
background of the members which are diverse make this group comprehensive enough.” However,
Sjarmidi (2019), a leader of WG 4, does not care about who is inside the group.
In WG 5, the leaders and vice leader believed that the TOS members were inclusive (Ahmadjayadi
& Santika, 2019). Santika (2019), furthermore, explained that he understood that the governor team
could not involve everyone due to time limitations. However, Umi Narimawati (2019) told her
story that she didn’t know why she was invited to the group and TOS could be more open. I found
an interesting opinion from the facilitator of WG 5.
R: “What do you think about inclusiveness and openness during the process of TOS? Do you feel included in the
policy-making process?
I: “In my opinion, it depends on how we define inclusiveness. In terms of issue, I believe TOS is inclusive but in terms
of people, there was still lacking because of the limited time we had.” (Ridhan Thirafi Abadi, 2019)

In WG 6, three respondents agreed that membership in TOS covered various background
categories, thus it was inclusive enough. However, two respondents said that the TOS membership
was not inclusive (Sekarwulan & Saeini, 2019). Eni Saeini (2019), a senior Tempo journalist,
explained an interesting opinion about this.
43

I: “I think it was not inclusiveness. We should have women and children activist who also comes from government
opposition. What I saw is, all the people there were on the government side. Thus, in my view, they lacked
independence.” (Eni Saeni, 2019).

Nevertheless, participation in a broader scale is key to the success of collaborative governance.
Some cases show that successful collaboration pays attention to the inclusiveness and exclusion of
important stakeholders is a reason for failure. TOS had two programs to solve this problem. On the
workflow, there were two programs named Rapat Terbuka Publik and Online Participation (TOS
Workflow, 2019). Between the TOS period, Ridwan Kamil and UU created a program named
Ngajabarkeun in Bandung to give an opportunity to anyone in West Java province to give their
aspiration for TOS (Achmad & Almira, 2019).
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4.6. Analysis
The tables below show an overview of the above-explained incentives, leadership styles, and
membership inclusiveness and informal rules compared with the qualitative evaluation from TAP
to TOS. This table presents the three factors associated with the quality of the collaboration
outcomes. For each factor, keywords are included in the tables in order to provide a quick
overview for each working group. After the tables is a short comparison between the three factors
within the 6 observed groups.
Table 3. Overview of incentives to participate, leadership styles, design rules of six selected working groups

Quality of
Collaboration
Outcomes

Leadership Style

INCENTIVES

Working Groups

Low Quality

Middle Quality

High Quality

WG 1

WG 2

WG 3

WG 4

WG 5

WG 6

a. The expectation
to get sharing
information

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

b. Power Balances

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

c. Equal Power
Play to Deliver
Voice

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Existed in all
members

Existed in all
members

Existed in all
members

Existed in all
members

Existed in
almost all
members

Existed in all
members

e. Alternative
Venue

Yes, and resulting
walk-out

Most of the
members had
other strong
venues

Most of the
members had other
strong venues

Yes, but had a
weakness

Yes, but had
a weakness

Yes, but TOS
promised more formal
track to the
government

Type of
Leadership

Charismatic Leader

Dominant Leader

Was not assertive and
easily steered

Challenged all ideas

Conceptual
leader

Conceptual Leader

Weakness

Lack of facilitating
skills and Only focus
on Pesantren Issue

Framing the
discussion in an
academic way

Lacked initiative

-

-

-

Advantage

Was respected by all
members

Avoid conflict

Can manage the
conflict in ego-sectoral
meeting

Know how to work
with the government

Expert in the
sector

Understand how to work
with the government

-

-

Backed-up by
the vice leader

-

d. Expectations
about meaningful
collaboration

Other

Backed-up by the
vice leader

-

Good knowledge of
the issue
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Quality of
Collaboration
Outcomes

Working
Group

Low Quality

WG 1

Instituional Designs

Didn’t talk Dinas;
Ground
Rules
in the
groups

Divided Members.

Middle Quality

WG 2

Had 1st Meetings in
Jakarta;

WG 3

Didn’t invite any
informants

Didn’t talk with
Dinas.

WG 4

WG 5

Had extended
meetings only
for the leader,
vice leader, and
facilitator;

Had meetings
with 3 other
groups;

Had some
meetings in
informal
situations.

Inclusiv
eness
Feeling

3 out of 4
Interviewees

1 out of 4
Interviewees

3 out of 4
Interviewees

Good Quality

3 out of 4
Interviewees

Visiting Dinas
instead of
inviting them;

WG 6

Divided
members;
Started the
communication
with Dinas since
the 1st meeting.

Had the most
external
informants (24
informants)

3 out of 4
Interviewees

3 out of 5
Interviewees

Row 2 shows that there are a lot of similarities between the incentives of the different project
partners from the six working groups. It is interesting that among five incentives only two
incentives which has clear influence to the collaborative outcomes. Those two incentives also
related with power asymetries.
The table shows that members in every group had expectation to get information and resources
from other members, thus this factor was not important in TOS. Expectations to get meaningful
results also existed in all members in every group, only in WG 5 not all members had this
expectation. Therefore, this factor did not influence the collaborative outcomes.
A further explanation for this could be the common quality of the collaborative outcomes
evaluated by TAP and experts. For the groups which had low quality of the outcomes, the
incentives to participate were also minimum. Based on the summary of interviews, WG 1 and WG
2 only had two incentives to participate in this forum. In all groups, the expectations to get sharing
information became the incentives. It seems not to be special incentives in TOS. The groups with
power asymmetric tend to have a low and middle quality of the outcomes and the ones with good
quality seem to have power balance in the groups.
For the group with middle quality of collaboration, they had average numbers of incentives. WG
3 had 4 incentives and WG 4 had 3 incentives. Most of the interviewees from both groups also
had high expectations of TOS results, even though almost from all groups, all members showed
that they had expectations for the meaningful results.
In WG 3, the members perceived that they had a complementarity relationship and no domination
in the group. Meanwhile, in WG 4, although some members saw that the leader dominated the
group by challenging all members’ ideas, most of them didn’t see other alternative venues.
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In the group with a high-quality outcomes, the members had many incentives. WG 5 and WG 6
had 4 incentives. Both groups members’ felt no domination from leaders and other members. They
complemented each other and had high expectations of collaborative results in TOS. In starting
the collaboration, they also had expectations to share information during the process.
The minimum incentives condition in WG 1 and WG 2 was made worse by the leadership styles
dominating the forum by leaders’ idea, interest, and framing (see column 3). In WG 1, the leader
only focused on the Pesantren issue and it created distrust from some members especially from
other religions. His role was backed up by his vice leader, however, the vice leader did not always
present in the meetings. The leader who was backed up by his vice leader also a case in WG 5,
but the vice leader always presented at every meeting. Thus, although the leader was absent in
several meetings, the group still can be managed.
Furthermore, in WG 3, the leader can manage ego-sectoral conflict although according to two
respondents (NGO and facilitator) he was easily steered and lacked initiative. In WG 4, the leader
to dominate like WG 1 and 2, but because he had good knowledge in the issue the interviewed
members still respected him. In WG 5 and WG 6, their leaders were perceived as a person who
concerns and has expertise in the focused sector. Moreover, the leader in WG 6 had a good
understanding and prehistoric cooperation with government agencies (Dinas) which helped to
smooth the collaborative process in TOS.
The quality of the collaborative outcomes in WG 1 and WG 2 was not improved due to the leader
didn’t intervene at the table and focus more on his interests. Ansell and Gash (2008, 555)
explained, “If the incentives are weak or when there is an imbalance in power/resource
distribution, the leader must often intervene to help keep stakeholders at the table or empower
weaker actors.”
In columns 4 and 5, we can compare the informal rules implemented on the groups and how
inclusive the groups were according to the members. WG 1 and WG 2 didn’t hold a meeting with
government agencies (Dinas). In WG 1 case, it was because there were no government agencies
related to religious issues at the provincial level (Satya, 2019). However, in WG 2 it was because
there was a change in the director board of West Java Social Affairs Government Agencies (Haq,
Samuel, & Muftiadi, 2019). This made only 1 member out of 4 members felt inclusivity in the
WG 2 because they felt that dinas, the important actor, were excluded. The inclusion is at the
center of a legitimation process based on “(1) the opportunity for stakeholders to deliberate with
others about policy outcomes and (2) the claim that the policy outcome represents a broad-based
consensus.” (Ansell & Gash, 2008, 556).
In WG 3, WG 4, and WG 5, three out of four interviewees in each group felt the inclusion in the
group. WG 5 and WG 4 held many meetings. Even, WG 5 invited and visited the most external
informants which were 24 informants. Meanwhile, WG 4 held the most meetings which were 26
meetings including extended meetings (Sjarmidi & Munjin, 2019). WG 3, WG 4, WG 5, and WG
6 also collaborated with public agencies. This made actors feel that the forum is legitimate. In WG
6, the leader had already started the communication and works with public agencies since the
beginning of the meetings (Bintari, Sekarwulan, & Ulfah, 2019). In my research, I found that how
the actors felt inclusive will influence the collaboration outcomes in TOS. From six research
working groups, only WG 2 which had a low level of inclusiveness feeling of their members. Only
1 out of 4 members felt that the group was inclusive (Muftiadi, Haq, Samuel, and Trenggono,
2019). They felt that Dinas was not involved in the process, thus the translation of program
recommendation into the real program was difficult to be done (Haq, 2019). The inclusiveness
also seems to be important in many literatures of collaborative governance (Gunton and Day,
2003; Johnston et, al., 2010; Nissen 2014).
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5. Discussion
This chapter discusses the results of the research. The results are then compared with the theory in
the literature. Furthermore, the implication of the use of an analytical framework and methods in
this research has conversed. At the end of this discussion chapter, I will discuss the limitations of
this research.
5.1. Discussion of Results
In order to validate the results, the comparison between the results with incentives to participate,
leadership styles, and ground rules as well as forum inclusiveness from literature was used. In the
following subchapter, I will compare the results start from the incentives, leadership style, and
informal rules as well as inclusivity feelings in TOS with other literature written by other scholars.
Reflection on Results about Incentives to Participate and Power Asymmetries
Firstly, according to the interviews, we could see that all interviewees possessed expectations to
have information sharing in TOS. This is one of the incentives to participate in TOS. Nevertheless,
from all interlocutors only Iqbal (2019) from WG 1 who hoped to get help from other stakeholders
in the form of human resources to support Maghrib Mengaji, his community. It is in line with
Imperial (2005) in his article defined that participation in a collaborative platform may necessitate
sharing information or even resources. On the other paper, Wondolleck and Yaffe (2000) also
explained that the stakeholders’ perception to obtain information or resources from other members
will provide a complementary relationship towards incentives to join the forum.
Secondly, according to the interviews in WG 1 (I 2, 3, 4, 5 WG 1, 2019) and WG 2 (I 2, 3, 4, WG
2, 2019), the leaders dominantly steered the forum to their interest. This, in accordance with
Wondolleck and Yaffe (2000) will not create a complementary relationship. Moreover, WG 6
leader created strategy dividing the members into divisions to create a feeling of complementarity.
Providing an opportunity to the voiceless was found to be an essential incentive in TOS. Although
the leader in WG 4 also dominated the process, the members still perceived the chance to raise
their ideas, then it prevented walk out like what happened in WG 1. This is comparable to the
article written by Gunton & Day (2003). They found that another factor influencing the incentives
in the starting period of collaboration is power asymmetric. It related to a power play in TOS which
was seen in how the leaders distributed their considerations to all members and issues. The leader
who did not balance in considering an issue created ignorance among members.
Thirdly, in my findings, stakeholders’ willingness to collaborate in TOS increase when the leader
gives voice to the voiceless in the forum. Equivalent to the recent research, Dewulf and Elbers
(2018) found that power can be played by actors in the Cross-Sector Partnership (CSP). They
empirically analyze power sources including resources, discursive legitimacy as well as authority
and power strategies in terms of power in and power over the CSP. Furthermore, based on the
results, the leader in WG 1 seems to be understood how to use his charisma as a religious leader
and in WG 2 Cucu utilized her expertise as a disabled community activist to create discursive
legitimacy to dominate the forum. This is in line with what Torfing et, al (2012) examined how
power was utilized in a different way to deliver voice among players that can influence the
stakeholders’ willingness to discuss together in the table. It has a correlation with a power play in
TOS.
Fourthly, in my research, I assumed that meaningful results for collaborative also influence the
willingness to collaborate and it can be anything from inside the members. It could be the
perception of being a part of the policymaking process (Santika, 2019), political interest (Adnan,
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2019), or implementing the knowledge they possess (Sjarmidi, Ismaria, Shofani, & Muftiadi,
2019). From TOS, I found a special expectation related to the value as a native Sundanese. The
pride of being Sundanese and an expectation that TOS will provide them a space to contribute to
their birth land were a combination to form high expectations (Koswara, Santika, Ahmadjayadi, &
Sjarmidi, 2019). This is comparable with the explanation from Ansell and Gash that expectations
to obtain meaningful results in a collaborative forum affects the desire to involve in that forum.
They, moreover, said that the participants will compare these expectations with the energy, time
and cost that they spend in the collaboration process. The results show joining TOS did not give
them financial benefits except for the facilitators (Yusuf, 2019).
The last incentive found during the fieldwork is the absence of other venues. This venue might
satisfy the stakeholders’ expectations, thus will weaken the incentives to collaborate. In WG 1, WG
2, and WG 3, the interviewees had other strong alternative venues. Even in WG 1, it caused walkout from representatives of Pesantren from UU Ruhzanul Ulum side. Ansell and Gash's (2008)
concept of venue shopping can explain these findings. The stakeholders may take their claims to
an alternative venue if they become disgruntled with the process (Khademian and Web, 1997).
However, my findings show that if the alternative had weaknesses, the current collaborative
platform might not be influenced.
Reflection on Results about Leadership Styles
The next finding in my research is about how the leader manage the forum may help or not help,
which may strengthen or weaken the collaboration process and resulted good collaborative
outcomes. The groups with dominant leaders such as WG 1, WG 2, and WG 4 tends to have a low
and middle quality of the collaboration outcomes. Moreover, the skill of facilitating is important in
a collaborative forum like TOS. Lack of facilitating skills in WG 3 and WG 1 made the leaders
became easily steered by other members. Many scholars agree that leadership is widely seen as a
critical ingredient for steering them through rough patches of the collaborative process (Burger et
al., 2001; Gunton and Day, 2004; and Imperial 2005).
Furthermore, In WG 5 and WG 6, their leaders were perceived as smart and neat in managing the
groups (Sekarwulan, Narimawati, Hadi, & Saeni, 2019). This might impact the collaborative
outcomes of these groups good. Nevertheless, in WG 1 and WG 2, there were only two incentives
detected, thus a leader who can embrace other members is needed. In line with Ansell and Gash
(2008) framework, it is explained that the style of facilitating a forum has a relation with incentives
to participate. They explained that if the incentives are low, the leadership becomes more essential.
In the results, I found that the presence of the leader is important. In WG 1 due to the leader focus
only on the Pesantren issues, two other divisions lacked his consideration. His vice-leader took his
role and assisting the discussion on those two divisions (Iqbal & Satya, 2019). However, the viceleader only had a 60% presence at the meetings, and it was not optimal. Although unfacilitated
forum, are sometimes possible, some literature discover that facilitative leadership can engage each
other in collaborative spirit (Vangen & Huxam, 2003; Forester et, al., 2011; Bulqis & Prasojo,
2018)
Reflection on Results about Ground Rules and Forum Inclusiveness
The next factor which influenced the collaboration outcomes in TOS is the institutional design.
TOS ground rules were designed by the West Java Governor Team and approved by the governor
(TOS Guidance, 2018). I assumed that this also increases the legitimacy of TOS itself because the
governor directly involved in designing TOS. Ground rules and inclusiveness are the parts of the
institutional design which is part of 3 factors affecting the outcomes of collaboration based on
Ansell and Gash model (2008). It refers to the basic protocols for collaboration. It is critical for
procedural legitimacy in TOS.
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In my research, I found that how the actors felt inclusive will influence the collaboration outcomes
in TOS. From six research working groups, only WG 2 which had a low level of inclusiveness
feeling of their members. Only 1 out of 4 members felt that the group was inclusive (Muftiadi, Haq,
Samuel, and Trenggono, 2019). They felt that Dinas was not involved in the process, thus the
translation of program recommendation into the real program was difficult to be done (Haq, 2019).
The inclusiveness seems to be important in many literatures of collaborative governance (Gunton
and Day, 2003; Johnston et, al., 2010; Nissen 2014). Furthermore, on a broader scale, the TOS
management team understood that participation is key to the success of collaborative governance.
They provided a way to involve as many as possible West Java society. Two programs, Rapat
Terbuka Publik and Online Participation, became the strategies to make TOS as open as possible
to West Java society (TOS Guidance, 2018). The governor created Ngajabarkeun program in
Bandung to provide one full day to all societies to come and visit TOS to give them their aspiration
(Achmad & Almira, 2019)
The next finding of institutional design is how informal rules may influence the collaborative
results. Even though the workflow was designed for all working groups, the six working groups
also created the day to day rules in their meetings. Communication with government agencies
(dinas) was modified by WG 6, WG 5, WG 2, and WG 1. WG 6 actively communicated with dinas
since the first meeting and invited them to the first meeting (Bintari, 2019). This attempt, according
to Sekarwulan and Hadi (2019) was effective to give them an understanding of how the government
works. WG 5 took the initiative to visit dinas in several times (Seantika, 2019). These two groups’
attempts may become the factors of good collaboration outcomes. On the other hand, WG 2 and
WG 1which had a bad quality of outcomes according to TAP evaluation (2019) chose not to talk
with dinas although it was mandated in the workflow.
However, the day to day or informal rules do not have a spotlight in some literature of institutional
design and collaborative governance. In my findings, having extended meetings in informal
settings helped WG 4 to arrange all ideas during the formal meetings into neat recommendations
(Sjarmidi, 2019).
There are a lot of compatibilities between my findings during the fieldwork with the literature about
how the incentives, leadership styles, and institutional design affects the collaborative process.
According to the results, the more factors strengthen the process according to the literature, the
better the quality of collaboration outcomes resulted from TOS working groups in my research.
There is a difference between the relation among the factors mentioned in the literature which I
used as my analytical framework and what I found in the fieldwork. This difference will be
discussed in the following sub-chapter.
5.2. Reflection on Theories and Analytical Framework
Theoretical concepts used as an analytical framework in this research is a collaborative framework
model from Ansell and Gash (2008). This model was developed on an analysis of 137 cases from
a literature review about collaborative governance in many sectors and areas. Although this model
is dominated by the case in America and in the natural resource management sector, this analytical
framework is useful in my research. However, in some cases, this framework also had a limitation
in explaining the TOS case.
Using Ansell and Gash model made it possible to visualize three variables that can influence the
collaborative partnership. It helps me to build upon a set of questions for interviewing stakeholders.
Moreover, this model helps me to classify the answers of interviews and analysis of policy
documents into three broad variables including starting conditions, leadership styles, and
institutional design.
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I examine the obtained data from interviews and policy document analysis using the more finegrained of these 3 variables. Ansell and Gash not only came with the general model, but they also
disaggregate it into a specific explanation in each part. At the beginning of my research, to avoid
too broad focus, I selected some parts in these variables to help me gain my research focus
including incentives to participate in starting conditions; ground rules and inclusiveness in
institutional design; and general information for leadership styles.
Nevertheless, in the center of the model which is the collaborative process, I found it difficult to
use the model. Ansell and Gash believe that the collaborative process is highly iterative and nonlinear. Inside the whole process, there are other five processes with a description of the activity in
each process. Initially, I wanted to focus only on how the three variables influenced the
commitment to the process. In the next stage, I realized that it seems difficult to only ask a question
about a specific phase in the whole process especially if the forum was over. Thus, I connected all
the variables with the general collaborative process not only into a commitment to the process and
focus more into outcomes. Beyond that, some stakeholders from six working groups in TOS
explained that the process happened in a short time due to the deadline. Consequently, the boundary
between each phase was blurred.
The three components in the analytical framework also worked well in some parts of my research.
However, since Ansell and Gash study in 2008 American cases and natural resources management
cases were over-represented, this research may enrich each element with what I found in the field
of collaborative governance in West Java, generally in Indonesia.
Firstly, in starting conditions variable, the narrowed down version including incentives to
participate is mainly used in this research. The incentives are impacted by power, resources, and
knowledge imbalances within stakeholders and cooperation also conflict happened in the past time
between stakeholders. This framework helped me analyze how power plays in working groups
influencing the feel of complementing each other inside the group. At the beginning of the research,
I was not limiting my research only to the incentives explained by Ansell and Gash (2008). Based
on the results, I also found that the stakeholders in working groups wanted to collaborate because
of the pride being Sundanese native-born. I assumed that this incentive is strong due to the
collaborative aims is to make West Java (Sunda Tribes) achieve development goals. Another
adjustment to the framework is the alternative venue. In the framework, only interdependence that
can make collaborative governance still works if there is an alternative venue. During the
interviews, in WG 4 although RPJMD was perceived as other venues to fulfill interests, people still
participated in TOS because they perceive weakness in RPJMD (the alternatives).
Secondly, the framework guided me to emphasize the importance of the leadership styles of the
leaders in working groups. The structure of TOS was interesting for me. It has a general leader of
TOS and leaders for each working group. Explanation about three components of “effective”
collaborative leadership (Ryan, 2001: 241 in Ansell & Gash, 2008) or four required skills for
leaders in collaborative settings by Lasker and Weiss (2001) in Ansell and Gash (2008) did not
help me in understanding how leadership played its role in TOS. Meanwhile, emphasis on multiple
leaders (Lasker and Weiss, 2003 in Ansell & Gash, 2008) helped me to understand how in WG 1
and WG 5 the vice-leader could back up the lack of facilitative skills in WG 1 and lack of presence
in WG 5.
Moreover, the additional point to the leadership style in the framework also was not suited to the
results in WG 1. The framework said that where the incentives to participate are weak, then
51

collaborative governance is more likely to succeed if there is a strong “organic” leader who
commands the respect and trust of the various stakeholder (Ansell & Gash, 2008: 555). WG 1 had
low incentives but possessed typical religious leaders who own respect organically from the
community. However, due to his lack of skills of facilitating and focus more on the pesantren issue,
the collaboration was not moving forward without the assistance of his vice-leader.
The last variable affecting the collaborative process in the institutional design. Ansell & Gash
(2008) suggested taking into consideration information with respect to the forum inclusiveness,
day to day rules, rules in the meeting, and basic ground rules for collaboration. Highlighting the
inclusiveness helped me to understand how WG 2 had low quality in the collaboration process of
TOS. It influences the stakeholders not to feel that they have had a legitimate opportunity to
participate due to many important stakeholders were not in the table. However, in WG 6, WG 5,
and WG 4, the stakeholders who also not feeling inclusivity accept this condition with the reason
of time limitation and representative of various stakeholder categories are there.
The emphasis of day to day rule and meeting rules brings me to the analysis of informal rules in
all working groups. In my research, the situation and settings of the meeting may influence the
willingness of stakeholders to stay in the forum. In WG 3 and WG 4, the informal setting with
some jokes and “smoking or coffee time” make a politician, consultants, people from NGOs, and
scholars can hold a meeting until midnight (Adnan, Mashudi, & Munjin, 2019). Suitability of
meeting settings with the stakeholders’ character and preference is also important. In terms of the
structural design of TOS, I found that the existence of facilitator who only focuses in helping the
administration stuff and inviting and reminding all stakeholders to the meeting made the
collaboration process smoother (WG 1, WG 3, WG 4, WG 5, & WG 6). In WG 2, the changing of
facilitator in the middle of the process constrained the collaboration process because the leading
task was divided into dealing with administration.
Table 4 Comparison of the initially proposed analytical framework and the adjusted analytical framework based on the results
(based on Ansell and Gash (2008) framework)

Starting Conditions
Initial
Adjustment

Leadership Styles
Initial
Adjustment

Not Included

The traditional value held
by each stakeholder
(related to regional
identity and the tribe’s
identity)

A respected organic
leader who emerges
from a community
can strengthen the
collaborative process
in a forum with low
incentives.

If alternative venue is
existing, collaborative
governance will only
work if stakeholders
perceive themselves
to be highly
interdependent

If an alternative venue is
existing, the collaboration
will also work when the
alternative has
weaknesses compared to
the current collaborative
platform

Only has a little
spotlight

An organic leader who
owns respect
organically from the
community also should
have good facilitating
skills and equal interest
to the issues on the
table.
The role vice-leader to
back-up the leader
should be more
emphasized

Institutional Design
Initial
Adjustment
Not open and not
inclusive
membership creates
a feeling in the
stakeholders that the
forum is not
legitimate.

The not inclusive
forum can be accepted
with the reason of
time limitation and
comprehensive
stakeholder
representatives

Not included

Suitability of meeting
settings with the
stakeholders’
preference

Not included

The existence of a
person or an
administration helper
in a collaborative
forum
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These adjustments may become enrichment for anyone who wants to use the analytical framework
from Ansell & Gash (2008). The original analytical framework was proved to be a very good
starting point in researching collaborative governance phenomena. The developed adjustment gives
more highlight to something was not seen or less seen in the initial framework.
5.3.Reflection on Methods
This following part explains the pros and cons of the methods which were used in this research in
order to obtain data. The methods applied in this research include case study selection, stakeholder
interviews, and policy document analysis.
5.3.1. Reflection on Field Relations
I realize that I am an outsider in TOS and West Java governing process. Although I have experience
4 years as a student in one of the well-known universities in West Java and 1.5 years working in a
National NGO in Bandung area, I didn’t connect to them easily by mentioning my background.
Two interviewees are from my university where I obtained my bachelor's degree, even in the same
faculty, but mentioning it to them didn’t change the way we interact during the interview.
Even though I just interacted with the field in a very short time, I still felt that I had a big shift from
the very outsider minded into a person who understands and somehow care about West Java
governing process. There are also several factors regarding field relations which I reflect and think
influence my data collection. The first factor is the fear and hope for us by others. I think that my
presence as a student from Wageningen University and Research makes some people fear to answer
naturally or hope too much thus leads the unnatural answers. I do not know exactly if their answer
really shows the collaboration condition in TOS, the style of leadership, and how they perceive the
inclusiveness of the forum or if it was just a desirable answer. To minimize this, I attempted to dig
the answer by raising the follow-up and clarify questions after the answers. I also said to the
interviewees who are a member not to be afraid that I will spill over their answers about the
leadership style to the leader when I interview the leader. The second factor is emotional stability.
Some of my interlocutors raised their critics to West Java governor and TOS generally. This also
influenced a little of my emotions as I felt sometimes agree on their answers for instance when
some interlocutors criticized that the members were selected only from the governor's side, not
from the opposition side. I attempted not to show my agreement during the interviews and
confirmed to other respondents and sources such as minutes of meetings.
5.3.2. Reflection on Positionality
Speaking about bias, it relates to my positionality in the field. Positionality is the notion that
personal values, views, and location in time and space influence how we understand the world. In
terms of understanding what happened in TOS and in specific working groups with the
collaborative process, I attempted to position myself as a neutral observer who tries to be a fly on
the wall. During the fieldwork, I tried not to give any gaze which dominated my interpretation of
what people answered in my interview. An interpretation was done after all interviews were
conducted. However, for me, it was difficult not to give any gaze at all to the topic because I am
also concerned with the governing process in West Java.
Positions also act on the knowledge a person has about things, both material and abstract. I have
my own knowledge about collaborative governance which I learned in Wageningen and knowledge
about West Java which I got from my experience living in Bandung for 6 years. I share prior
knowledge about the collaborative governance concept during my fieldwork to the interviewees
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who asked me about this concept, but I did it after the interview finished. Hence, my findings and
analysis created a knowledge which is the product of my specific position.
5.4. Limitations
There are several limitations to this research. Firstly, the results in the research verily depend on
the information that the interlocutors want to talk openly during the interviews. When I talked about
the leadership of the leaders, the members of some groups look like do not want to talk about this
and try to make the desired answer. I attempted to encourage them to be more open and not afraid
if I will spill the answers up to the leader when I interview him or her. It can make the result of
leadership style analysis biased.
Secondly, the interviews had limitations in terms of the number of interviewees. From six selected
case studies, I did not interview all members. I selected only the representative of the members due
to the time limitation and to avoid bias from inactive members. In order to get representative
respondents, I created a set of criteria for the interlocutors including the minimum presence of the
meetings, background representative, and position representative. However, considering that I did
not interview all members, therefore, the results might be different if I interview all members in
six selected working groups.
Thirdly, the analytical framework was developed before the fieldwork and collecting data,
therefore I only focus on three factors influencing the collaborative governance. It might have other
factor affects the outcomes. I discussed this in the reflection of the analytical framework. I used
the developed analytical framework from Ansell and Gash (2008) to set up interview questions.
However, in the field, I found answers which cannot be categories in the analytical framework such
as spirit to contribute to Sunda land and expectations to shared information and resources in terms
of incentives and informal rules in terms of institutional design. This resulted in the inclusion of
other factors in the proposed analytical framework.
Fourthly, the results verily depended on the information that the interlocutors want to talk openly
during the interviews. When I talked about the leadership of the leaders, the members of some
groups look like don’t want to talk about this and try to make the desired answer. I attempted to
encourage them to be more open and not afraid if I will spill the answers up to the leader when I
interview him/her. It can make the result of leadership style analysis biased.
All the six selected working groups are from TOS and focused on creating program
recommendations for the West Java government. All of them had a time limit to conduct a
collaborative forum. This influenced the incentives to collaborate in the case studies. Limitation of
time might encourage people to participate due to less time sacrificing. However, not involving in
the implementation might decrease the perception of forum legitimacy. The West Java government
creates TAP and TAJJ as a continuation of the implementation but not everyone can join TAP and
TAJJ. Furthermore, to validate the results of the comparison between the results with incentives to
participate, leadership styles, and ground rules of inclusivity from the literature were used. To
assure the comparability of the results between six research groups within three quality categories,
all working group cases were chosen according to the same set of criteria.
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6. Conclusion
The objective of this research is to identify the implications of incentives to participate in starting
conditions, leadership style, and inclusiveness of the forum to the outcomes of collaboration in
TOS West Java. In order to reach the objective, the following main research question has been
formulated “How did the incentives to participate, ground rules, participation inclusiveness, and
facilitative leadership style influence the collaborative outcomes in six observed working groups
inside TOS West Java?” To answer this question, six working groups were selected from 31
working groups in TOS as case studies. These groups were classified into three categories (low,
middle, high quality) according to the qualitative evaluation from TAP. Stakeholders who
participated in the six working groups were interviewed about three main concerns mentioned
above the analyzed with the qualitative evaluation from TAP. The collaborative governance
framework from Ansell and Gash (2008) was utilized to be a starting point in understanding the
influence of these three factors on the collaboration outcomes. The results show that incentives to
participate, leadership styles, and feelings of inclusiveness influence the collaborative outcomes in
TOS and influence each other.
The analysis of incentives to participate associated with the starting conditions and power play
within stakeholders. It is related to how a leader in the working group can maintain an equal voice
in every member. Moreover, stakeholders in working groups tend to collaborate because of the
pride being native of Sundanese. I assumed that this incentive is strong since the goal of TOS is to
strengthen West Java province, the mainland of Sunda people. Another existing venue to satisfy
stakeholders’ interests can weaken the collaborative process and then outcomes if the alternate
venue does not have a weakness.
The analysis of leadership styles cannot classify the type of leadership in the six groups. It
emphasizes the structure of TOS which had multiple leaders. The existence of vice leader in TOS
makes it is possible for the back-up procedure when the legal leader appointed by the government
did not present or lacking facilitating skills. Furthermore, the groups with low incentives are more
likely to succeed if there is a strong leader who earned respect and trust from the stakeholders and
shows equal interest to all stakeholders.
The analysis of TOS institutional design considers information with respect to the forum
inclusiveness and informal day to day rule in the meeting. Not having inclusiveness feel weaken
the collaborative process in WG 2. It impacted the members not to perceive that they have had a
legitimate opportunity to participate since many important stakeholders were excluded. However,
if the categories of stakeholders’ backgrounds were represented, it will minimize the risk of
weakening the process like what happened in WG 6, WG 5, and WG 4.
Based on the results above, it can be concluded that the collaborative outcomes in TOS was
influenced by incentives possessed by the members, leadership styles of the leaders and informal
leaders, and forum inclusiveness as well as informal rules in the meeting. However, it cannot be
concluded that one factor is more influential than the other in impacting the working groups'
collaboration process. Each category of working group quality contains two groups. Each group in
the same category had the same condition in one side, but different relations in every factor
mentioned above. Thus, it should be a consideration to promote a new potential collaboration
arrangement in West Java governance.
Furthermore, according to the results provided on this research, I make the following
recommendations for approaching Indonesian stakeholders to join the process of collaborative
governance. These recommendations can be utilized by the government authorities when
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promoting the public-private partnership or collaborative platform and related governance
arrangement involving non-governmental stakeholders in Indonesia.
Recommendations for promoting the collaboration process:
1. For approaching stakeholders to join the platform of collaboration, the traditional value and
pride as natives can become a strong incentive to approach the stakeholders in local settings.
2. If in the collaborative platform there is a power asymmetry, it is important to provide a
comfortable environment to the members in delivering their voices.
3. In order to minimize the risk of incapable leaders, appointing a vice leader can support the
collaborative process. However, it should be followed with general and clear task description
to avoid misleading in who should do what and when.
4. Involving the important stakeholders in implementing the program have to be done in order to
have smooth implementation.
5. To make the leader focus on his or her task, providing the facilitator can help the administrative
task such as writing minutes, making presentations, and scheduling. The facilitator also can
help to follow-up on the members who did not come to the meeting.
6. Understanding the context of the stakeholders can help to arrange the informal day to day rule
in the meetings. For instance, if the group was dominated by youth with high creativity, having
a rigid formal meeting will weaken their spirit to collaborate.
This research provided insights about factors that influence the collaborative process quality in
TOS West Java. However, the opportunities for future research in regards to collaborative
governance with local context are still abundant, moreover, the top-down approach became wellknown in governance arrangements in Indonesia nowadays. Firstly, this research focused on a
collaborative platform with a strict deadline from the public authorities. For future research, it will
be valuable to conduct research in a collaborative platform with no time limitation. A comparison
between time-limited and unlimited collaboration will provide a broader understanding of how the
factors can influence the collaboration process. Secondly, the selected cases in this research were
only working groups based on the theme they were working for. The future research could focus
on the TOS working groups based on a region which are six in total to get an overview of how the
topic of collaboration influences the incentives, leadership styles, or institutional design in
impacting the process. Thirdly, this research conducting in one of the two well-known government
initiatives to involve non-stakeholders in the policy-making process. Another initiative is TUGPP
in DKI Jakarta. Future research could conduct the same theme in TUGPP, thus comparison could
be possible to know how the different local settings influence the factors influencing the
collaboration process.

56

References
Abadi, Ridhan Thirafi. (2019, August 29). Interview about participation in Communication and
Information Technology Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Adnan, Hasim. (2019, August 15). Interview about participation in Rural Development and
Community Development Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Ahmadjayadi, Cahyana. (2019, August 27). Interview about participation in Communication and
Information Technology Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Aji, Aditya Purnomo. (2019, August 16). Interview about participation in Rural Development and
Community Development Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Amalee, Irfan. (2019, August 20). Interview about participation in Religous and Pesantren Group
in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative governance in theory and practice. Journal of public
administration research and theory, 18(4), 543-571.
Anwar, Nurul. (2019, August 12). Interview about participation in Religous and Pesantren Group
in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Banin, Chotimul. (2019, August 19). Interview about participation in Religous and Pesantren
Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Bernard, H. R. (2017). Research methods in anthropology: Qualitative and quantitative
approaches. Rowman & Littlefield.
Bevir, M. (2012). Governance: A very short introduction. OUP Oxford.
Bintari, Antik. (2019, August 21). Interview about participation in Women Empowerment and
Child Protection Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Brown, A. J. (2002). Collaborative governance versus constitutional politics: decision rules for
sustainability from Australia’s South East Queensland forest agreement. Environmental
Science & Policy, 5(1), 19-32.
Bulqis, N., & Prasojo, E. (2018). Factors Affected Collaborative Governance in Planet Kakao
Program. In Book Chapters of The 1st Jakarta International Conference on Social
Sciences and Humanities (JICoSSH) (Vol. 1, pp. 65-89).
Burger, J., Gochfeld, M., Powers, C. W., Waishwell, L., Warren, C., & Goldstein, B. D. (2001).
Science, policy, stakeholders, and fish consumption advisories: developing a fish fact
sheet for the Savannah River. Environmental Management, 27(4), 501-514.
Eilenberg, M. (2016). A State of Fragmentation: Enacting Sovereignty and Citizenship at the
Edge of the Indonesian State. Development and Change, 47(6), 1338-1360.
Emerson, K., Nabatchi, T., & Balogh, S. (2011). An Integrative Framework for Collaborative
Governance. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory Advance Access
published May 2, 2011.
57

Gray, B., & Purdy, J. (2018). Collaborating for our future. Multi-stakeholder partnerships for
solving complex problems. Oxford University Press.
Gunton, Thomas I., and J. C. Day. 2003. The theory and practice of collaborative planning in
resource and environmental management. Environments 31 (2): 5–19.
Hadi, Gregor. (2019, September 04). Interview about participation in Women Empowerment and
Child Protection Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Haq, Hikmanul. (2019, September 08). Interview about participation in Social Group in TOS. (R.
Alfajri, Interviewer)
Imperial, Mark. 2005. Using collaboration as a governance strategy: Lessons from six watershed
management programs. Administration & Society 37:281–320.
Iqbal, Muhammad. (2019, August 19). Interview about participation in Religous and Pesantren
Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Ismaria, Ria. (2019, August 15). Interview about participation in Environmental and Disaster
Management Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Johnston, E. W., Hicks, D., Nan, N., & Auer, J. C. (2010). Managing the inclusion process in
collaborative governance. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 21(4),
699-721.
Koch, Charles H., Jr. 2005. Collaborative governance in the restructured electric industry. Wake
Forest Law Review 40:589.
Koswara, Ujang. (2019, August 15). Interview about participation in Rural Development and
Community Development Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Mashudi, Yudia. (2019, August 16). Interview about participation in Rural Development and
Community Development Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Muftiadi, Anang. (2019, August 16). Interview about participation in Social Group in TOS. (R.
Alfajri, Interviewer)
Munjin, Ahmad. (2019, August 16). Interview about participation in Environmental and Disaster
Management Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Narimawati, Umi. (2019, August 23). Interview about participation in Communication and
Information Technology Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Nissen, S. (2014). Who's in and who's out? Inclusion and exclusion in C anterbury's freshwater
governance. New Zealand Geographer, 70(1), 33-46.
Reilly, Thom. 1998. Communities in conflict: Resolving differences through collaborative efforts
in environmental planning and human service delivery. Journal of Sociology and Welfare
25: 115–42.
Saeni, Eni. (2019, August 15). Interview about participation in Women Empowerment and Child
Protection Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
58

Samuel. (2019, August 28). Interview about participation in Social Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri,
Interviewer)
Sandra, Amalia Ulfah. (2019, September 06). Interview about participation in Women
Empowerment and Child Protection Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Santika, Muhammad Ajie. (2019, August 17). Interview about participation in Communication
and Information Technology Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Satya, Adhi. (2019, August 16). Interview about participation in Religous and Pesantren Group in
TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Sekarwulan, Kandi. (2019, August 28). Interview about participation in Women Empowerment
and Child Protection Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Sjarmidi, Achmad. (2019, August 15). Interview about participation in Environmental and
Disaster Management Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Sofhani, Tubagus Furqan. (2019, August 16). Interview about participation in Rural Development
and Community Development Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Sutasurya, David. (2019, September 05). Interview about participation in Environmental and
Disaster Management Group in TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Tett, Lynn, Jim Crowther, and Paul O’Hara. 2003. Collaborative partnerships in community
education. Journal of Education Policy 18:37–51.
Tjiptoherijanto, P. (2010). Trust in government: The Indonesian experience. International Public
Management Review, 11(2), 132-138.
Torfing, J., Peters, B. G., Pierre, J., & Sørensen, E. (2012). Interactive Governance: Advancing
the paradigm. Oxford University Press on Demand
Trenggono, Bambang. (2019, September 05). Interview about participation in Social Group in
TOS. (R. Alfajri, Interviewer)
Vangen, S., & Huxham, C. (2003). Enacting leadership for collaborative advantage: Dilemmas of
ideology and pragmatism in the activities of partnership managers. British Journal of
Management, 14, S61-S76.
Warner, Jeroen F. 2006. More sustainable participation? Multi-stakeholder platforms for
integrated catchment management. Water Resources Development 22 (1): 15–35.
Weber, E. P., & Khademian, A. M. (1997). From agitation to collaboration: Clearing the air
through negotiation. Public Administration Review, 396-410.
Wondolleck, J. M., & Yaffee, S. L. (2000). Making collaboration work: Lessons from innovation
in natural resource management. Island Press.
Yusuf, Ridwansyah Achmad. (2019, August 04). Interview about general case in TOS and TAP.
(R. Alfajri, Interviewer)

59

Appendix A: Interview Guide
Due to the interviewees, all are Indonesian, the interview guide was translated into Bahasa
Indonesia. Below the English version of the interview guide is presented.
Introduction of the interview
Background information about the interview:
● Introduction of myself: Rio Alfajri, Master Student of International Development Studies
from Wageningen University, conducting this interview is part of my thesis research.
● The research is funded by the LPDP Scholarship from the Ministry of Finance Republic
of Indonesia
● The purpose of the interview is to understand the incentives, leadership styles, and
informal rules in the collaborative process of TOS, West Java.
● You as the interviewee were selected for this interview because you participated in TOS
in this (the name of working groups) working group, also I will interview other members
from 6 selected working groups in TOS.
● I acquire your contact details from the database of TOS which I obtained from the
executive board of Tim Akselerasi Pembangunan (TAP), West Java.
Rewards for the interviewee:
● The interview results will be utilized by me in my master thesis
● These interview results are important to be used as an input for my research and the
analysis of incentives, leadership styles, and ground rules of inclusiveness in the
collaborative process.
● I thank you and as a Reward, I can share my results if you are interested.
Costs for the interviewee:
● The type of information you (the interviewee) are expected to provide is about your
participation in the working groups (name). The interviewee is not obliged to answer the
questions, in case he does not want to answer a question we can skip the question
● The interview is expected to take around 30-45 minutes, only costs the interviewee has is
the time for the interview
● Asking permission to record the interview
● The recording is only used as an addition to my notes and to make the collection of
information easier, the recording will not be published
The task of the interviewee and the interviewer:
● The questions are divided into different topics, first, we will start with some more general
questions
● Interviewer: me, will ask the questions and you (the interviewee) can ask clarifying
questions if you do not understand a question or if you want me to explain a concept that I
refer to at any time
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Opening question
What are your current activities and what was your position in working group?
Questions about Actors Involved
1. What are the activities of the (name of working groups) Working Group during TOS
period?
2. What is the focus of the working group?
3. What is the result of your working group?
4. Who invites you and other members of your working group?
Questions about Incentives and Constraints
1. How is the power/authority distribution amongst member in your working group?
2. What are the benefits for you to join TOS?
3. How is the distribution/sharing of resources and information between member of working
groups run during TOS period?
4. What are your expectations in the beginning of collaboration in TOS? What is your initial
hope to TOS?
5. Do you see alternative venue to fulfil your expectations other than TOS?
6. What is your perception to other stakeholders in TOS?
Questions about Leadership Style
Question for Member:
1.
2.
3.
4.

What do you see in your leader’s leadership style?
During the meeting how your leader accommodate idea?
How the conflict in your working group solved by the leader?
How the leader motivates the unmotivated member?

Question for Leader:
1. What do you think about your member’s role and idea for TOS?
2. What were you doing with all idea in the group?
3. What did you do to manage conflict in the group?
Questions about Ground and Informal Rules, Inclusiveness, and Openness
1. What do you think about the inclusiveness and openness during the process of TOS? Do
you feel included in the policy-making process?
2. Do you see TOS as a legitimate forum to result concrete outcomes?
3. Do you think there should be another stakeholder involved but is not involved in your
working group? (Exclusion)
Questions about Commitment to Participate
1.
2.
3.
4.

Do you trust other members?
How many times do you attend the meeting out of how many meetings are there?
How is your commitment to the result of TOS?
What is your genuine motivation to join TOS?
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How to end the interview
● Give the short summary of the interview
● Do you want to clarify or add something?
● Do you know other people that were also involved in the working group that I could
contact?
● Do you mind if I contact you again for additional questions?
● Is there something you would like to know from me, e.g. about the research etc.
● Thank you for your time and effort
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Appendix B: List of Interviewees
Working
Groups
Tim Akselerasi
Pembangunan
(TAP)/ TOS
Executive

WG 1

WG 2

WG 3

Nr.

Name

I1

Ridwansyah Yusuf
Achmad

I2

Sri Pujiyanti

I3

Atika Almira

I1

Chotimul Banin

I2

Position

Institution

Category

External Affairs TOS

Governonr Team/TAP

TOS Executive

Media and Publication
TOS

Governor Team/TAP

TOS Executive

Facilitator Coordinator

-

TOS Executive

Leader

Pesantren Pagelaran

Private Sector, Expert

Nurul Anwar

Member

Trend-RK and
Pesantren Pagelaran

Private Sector, Expert

I3

Irfan Amalee

Vice Leader

Peace Generation

NGOs

I4

M. Iqbal

Member

Maghrib Mengaji

Community

I5

Adhy Satya

Facilitator

ITB

Youth

I1

Dr. Anang Muftiadi

Leader

Universitas
Padjadjaran

Scholar

I2

Bambang Trenggono

Member

Verificator of Social
Government
Agencies/ Jabar Quick
Response

Government, Expert

I3

Hikmanul Haq

Member

Family for Family and
Kitabisa.com

NGO, Private Sector

I4

Samuel

Facilitator

PT Pindad

Youth

I1

Ir. Tubagus Furqan
Sofhani MA., Ph.D

Leader

ITB

Scholar

I2

Ujang Koswara

Member

Lampu Limar

Private Sector, Expert

I3

Hasim Adnan

Member

PKB Party

Political Party

I4

Aditya Purnomo Aji

Member

ITB

Youth
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WG 4

WG 5

WG 6

I5

M. Yudia Mashudi,
S.Ds, M,SM

Member

Indonesia Centre for
Sustainable
Development/Lecturer
Sociopreneur SBM
ITB

NGOs, Scholar

I1

Dr. Achmad Sjarmidi

Leader

ITB

Scholar

I2

Ria Ismaria

Member

PD Kebersihan

Private Sector

I3

David Sutasurya

Member

Yayasan
Pengembangan
Biosains dan
Bioteknologi
(YPBB/Bandung Zero
Waste Community)
and

NGOs, Expert

I4

Ahmad Munjin

Facilitator

ITB

Youth

I1

Cahyana
Ahmadjayadi

Leader

PT Telkom

Private Sector

I2

Muhammad Ajie
Santika

Vice Leader

Start-Up Bandung
Community

Community, Expert

I3

Umi Narimawati

Member

Vice-Rector of
Computer University
Bandung

Scholar

I4

Ridhan Thirafi Abadi

Facilitator

Sirkel

Youth

I1

Antik Bintari

Leader

Universitas
Padjadjaran

Scholar

I2

Kandi Sekarwulan

Member

Komunitas Sahabat
Kota

Community, NGO

I3

Gregor Hadi

Member

Kinderdoff

NGO, Expert

I4

Eni Saeni, M. I.
Kom.

Member

Journalist Tempo

Expert, Private Sector

I5

Amalia Ulfah Sandra

Facilitator

Universitas
Pertahanan

Youth
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Appendix C: Overview of Conducted Interviews
Working
Group
Tim Akselerasi
Pembangunan
(TAP)/ TOS
Executive

WG 1

WG 2

WG 3

Institution

Name

Date of Interview

Type of Interview

Governor Team/TAP

Ridwansyah Yusuf Achmad

04.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Governor Team/TAP

Sri Pujiyanti

10-20.10.2019

Message Conversation

Governor Team

Atika Almira

14-26.08.2019

Message Conversation

Pesantren Pagelaran

Chotimul Banin

19.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Trend-RK and Pesantren
Pagelaran

Nurul Anwar

12.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Peace Generation

Irfan Amalee

20.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Maghrib Mengaji

M. Iqbal

19.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

ITB

Adhy Satya

16.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Universitas Padjadjaran

Dr. Anang Muftiadi

16.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Verificator of Social
Government Agencies/
Jabar Quick Response

Bambang Trenggono

05.09.2019, JakartaSukabumi

Telephone interview

Family for Family and
Kitabisa.com

Hikmanul Haq

08.09.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

PT Pindad

Samuel

28.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

ITB

Ir. Tubagus Furqan Sofhani
MA., Ph.D

16.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Lampu Limar

Ujang Koswara

15.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

PKB Party

Hasim Adnan

15.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

ITB

Aditya Purnomo Aji

16.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview
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WG 4

WG 5

WG 6

Indonesia Centre for
Sustainable
Development/Lecturer
Sociopreneur SBM ITB

M. Yudia Mashudi, S.Ds,
M,SM

16.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

ITB

Dr. Achmad Sjarmidi

15.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

PD Kebersihan

Ria Ismaria

15.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Yayasan Pengembangan
Biosains dan Bioteknologi
(YPBB/Bandung Zero
Waste Community) and

David Sutasurya

05.09.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

ITB

Ahmad Munjin

16.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

PT Telkom

Cahyana Ahmadjayadi

27.08.2019, Bandung

Telephone interview

Start-Up Bandung
Community

Muhammad Ajie Santika

17.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Vice-Rector of Computer
University Bandung

Umi Narimawati

23.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Sirkel

Ridhan Thirafi Abadi

29.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Universitas Padjadjaran

Antik Bintari

21.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Komunitas Sahabat Kota

Kandi Sekarwulan

28.08.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview

Kinderdoff

Gregor Hadi

04.09.2019, JakartaBangladesh

Telephone interview

Journalist Tempo

Eni Saeni, M. I. Kom.

15.08.2019, Bandung

Telephone interview

Universitas Pertahanan

Amalia Ulfah Sandra

06.09.2019, Bandung

Face-to-face interview
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Appendix D: Organization Structure of Tim Optimasi dan Sinkronisasi/TOS (Team of
Optimization and Synchronization)

Chair (1)

Daily Supervisor (1)

Advisory Board (14)

Working Group Structure
Chair

Member (12)
Vice Chair

Kelompok Kerja / Working Group

Member

(25 thematic-based ; 6 regional based)

Informant
Supporting Team
(Secretariat, Facilitator, Data Collection and Campaign
Promise Team, Media Team)

Facilitator
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