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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 

Open Government gained grounds in the earlier 21st century as one of the potential 

contender to the emerging post-NPM reform paradigms in public administration (Ingrams, 

Piotrowski, & Berliner, 2020). The open government movement has been propagated with the 

establishment of Open Government Partnership (OGP) in 2011 as an intergovernmental 

organization focused on promoting open government within its member states. The 

organization has grown from 11 founding members' partnership to 79 member states and 20 

local government members in 2019 with 3.855 commitments in 116 biennial national action 

plans (OGP, 2020a). The open government model of the organization focuses on four main 

values: (1) access to information; (2) civic participation; (3) public accountability; and (4) 

technology and innovation for openness and accountability (OGP, 2015). However, the OGP 

mechanism merely provides a broad set of guidelines that member states can rely on upon 

composing their open government national action plan (NAP), an imperative instrument 

prescribed by OGP for their member states in carrying out the open government agenda. 

Consequently, each country achieved different types and level of the implementation of the 

Open Government agenda.  

Table 1.1: Potential impact and actual impact of Open Government commitments in OGP 

countries from 2011-2019 

Potential Impact % Count Count % Did it Open Government? 

Worsens 0% 1 11 0% Worsens 

None 4% 80 837 37% Did not change 

Minor 42% 947 957 42% Marginal 

Moderate 44% 999 423 19% Major 

Transformative 11% 243 42 2% Outstanding 

Total 100% 2270 2270 100%  

The result of the Independent Reporting Mechanism (OGP, 2022a) as the main evaluation 

apparatus assigned to each of the members shows the potential impact report which was 

reviewed before commitments implementation. It demonstrates that 8% of all commitments 

submitted between 2011-2019 would result in no impact. In contrast to this number, the ‘Did 

it Open Government?’ metric, which shows us its actual implementation, demonstrates that 37% 

of all the commitments reviewed did not change the condition of open government. Most of 

the commitments falls into the ‘Marginal’ category, while only 2% of the commitments 
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implemented result in outstanding impact. This is despite the 11% of them were projected to 

have transformative impact, as shown in Table 1.1. The disparity between the potential and the 

actual impact of commitments submitted to OGP indicates that there are gaps worth exploring 

between the stage of policy formulation and the implementation stage of many open 

government commitments.   

At the heart of the policy making process of the Open Government Partnership is the co-

creation process which allows civil society organizations (CSOs) to get involved and work 

directly with governmental bodies and agencies in fulfilling each stage of the policy cycle to 

create, indeed, a more open government. However, the existing gap between the 'potential 

impact', which can be equalized in policy formulation within the policy cycle, and 'Did it open 

government?' percentage which is at the implementation level, shows that the current 

mechanism has not grasped its full potential, rendering the process of open government to be 

at best creating a marginal impact. This threatens the advantage of open government that a 

country could reap. As the open government paradigm encompasses multiple sectors, its 

benefits can overarch from one sector to another. For example, improving open government 

data can improve transparency, which in turn improving trust in state and participation can be 

increased. It also fuels collaboration between actors in terms of strong involvement, driving a 

better governance (Geiger & Von Lucke, 2012). Furthermore, improving aspects as outlined 

by open government principles is theorized to improve the quality of public service in the 

intermediate term and, in the long run, could improve the quality of democracy, inclusive 

growth, trust in government, and the rule of law (OECD, 2016). 

Past researches that study the join interaction between CSOs and governmental bodies in 

the policy making process have emphasized some form of collaborative approach in their 

analysis. Among those prominent studies are Ansell & Gash, (2007), Brandsen & Pestoff 

(2006), Emerson, Nabatchi, & Balogh (2012), Nabatchi, Sancino, & Sicilia (2017), and Provan 

& Kenis (2008). Its main benefit for the field of public policy is largely based on the concept 

of collaborative advantage introduced first by Huxham (1993) which happen “…when 

something unusually creative is produced … that no organization could have produced on its 

own and when each organization, through the collaboration, is able to achieve its own 

objectives better than its could alone.” (p. 22). Utilizing this theory, Doberstein's (2016) study 

has shown that collaborative governance indeed could result in collaborative advantage, with 

a significant decision would not be made “… in the alternative scenario of unilateral 

bureaucratic control” (p. 1), and the civil society and bureaucratic actors bring in diverse 
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knowledge. Although without mentioning the theory of collaborative advantage, a large-N 

study of Scott (2015) provides a proof that collaborative governance leads to a desirable 

improvement in ecological outcome in the case of watershed quality. Other studies such as 

Zwickle, Feltman, Brady, Kendall, & Hyndman (2021) and Rummery (2006) show that 

collaboration triumphs to achieve a desirable goal in contrast to a top-down policy design. 

Therefore, the benefits of collaborative governance in improving public service quality and 

helping to achieve policy goals are visible and have been practiced.  

The collaborative governance concept is especially reflected for the OGP member states 

during their NAP-making cycle. By examining the mechanism of NAP, this study examines 

the policy formulation and implementation on cross-sectors collaborative governance, 

including government data transparency, election data, tax, law and justice, empowerment of 

disadvantaged communities, as well as opening the budgeting process at the subnational levels. 

Several researches on open government focused on open data and the technological innovation 

that allows citizens to participate in the government’s policy making process (Janssen, 

Charalabidis, & Zuiderwijk, 2012; Yu & Robinson, 2012); Agbabiaka & Ojo (2014) suggested 

a framework to assess institutional readiness of government organizations to deliver open, 

collaborative and participatory services, while Hansson, Belkacem, & Ekenberg (2015) 

discussed the relation of open government under the context of e-government with the 

democratic ideology. However, despite appearing to be a solid materialization of collaborative 

governance, there has been a lack of research on how stakeholders, governments and third 

sectors alike, should collaborate and maintain their interaction under the OGP co-creation 

mechanism. Using the Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance by Emerson, 

Nabatchi, & Balogh (2012), this study aims to identify the problem preventing policy to be 

materialized into its intended impact—i.e. the gap between policy formulation and 

implementation—within Open Government Indonesia co-creation collaborative governance 

regime.   

This study will focus on Indonesia’s co-creation process as one of the member states of OGP 

and one of its founding members. The working mechanism of Open Government National 

Action Plan (NAP) is largely administered by the National Secretariat of Open Government 

Indonesia (The Secretariat) that acts as the network administrative organization (NAO) (cf. 

Provan & Kenis, 2008). Since 2011 and the inception of OGP, Indonesia has delivered six open 

government national action plan documents. According to the National Secretariat of Open 

Government Indonesia, there are 29 civil society organizations and 32 government ministries, 
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agencies, and subnational governments involved in the co-creation process of the 2020-2022 

national action plan document. The 2020-2022 national action plan document contains 18 

commitments. As a founder and an active member of OGP with an established network of 

stakeholders, this dynamic relationship between multiple government agencies with their civil 

society organizations counterpart makes Indonesia worth to be examined (Sekretariat Nasional 

Open Government Indonesia, 2020). 

First, the varying definitions of collaborative governance along with its scope within the 

literature of public administration was explored. This is especially imperative considering the 

varying species and the naming of the concept. How collaborative governance in other case 

studies has been studied should also be described. Following that, we are going to describe the 

dimensions and indicators of Emerson et al.'s (2012) Integrative Framework for Collaborative 

Governance as the main indicators of the study. Next, the research methods will be described. 

The 15-dimensional framework based on Emerson et al. (2012) Integrative Framework for 

Collaborative Governance allows an in-depth examination of collaborative governance. In this 

case, the researcher decided to employ semi-structural interviews with question based on the 

said framework along with documentary research. Representatives from CSOs and government 

agencies was interviewed. 

1.2. Research Questions 

In light of the problem stated in the background section, this research will answer two 

questions. 

• RQ1: What are the strongest and weakest dimensions of the collaborative governance of the 

Open Government Indonesia Co-Creation process? 

• RQ2: Why does such a gap between policy formulation and policy implementation exist 

within the collaborative governance of the Open Government Indonesia Co-Creation 

process? 

1.3. Research Purpose and Ambition 

This paper is interested in determining the strongest and the weakest dimensions of 

collaborative governance within the Open Government Indonesia co-creation process. In 

extension, it wishes to determine what causes the gap between policy formulation and the 

policy implementation by interviewing both CSOs officials and government officials who are 

involved in the co-creation process. In general, with the surmounting studies of collaborative 

governance that promise better performance throughout the policy making process (cf. Gerlak, 
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Heikkila & Lubell, 2012), this research was intended to contribute to the body of literature by 

presenting evidence of the weakness and strength of collaborative governance in an isolated 

case study of co-creation of OGI.  
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2. Literature Review 

2.1. Collaborative Governance 

As Ansell & Gash (2007) have explained by reviewing a great deal of collaborative 

governance studies in their work, literatures concerning collaborative governance are largely 

concerned with the species rather than the genus. Most of the studies are focused on a single 

case and one sector only. This is not to say that the study of collaborative governance has been 

narrow. The cases studied are diverse. If anything, it proves the practicality of the subject 

without removing its essential theoretical concept from the body of literature on public 

administration. Yet, when we encounter that species without an established classification, it 

might be difficult to identify further studies if those interactions between stakeholders during 

the public policy making process belong to the scope of collaborative governance or not. Some 

studies in collaborative work within the realm of public policy offer a further categorization of 

these interactions. Before delving further into the varieties and nomenclature of collaborative 

works in public policy, we ought to zoom out and take a wider look into the conceptual part, 

firstly the usage of the term governance.  

2.1.1. Government and Governance 

We shall begin by exploring the term 'government' that has recently been re-examined and 

contrasted with the term 'governance'. The lexical definition of government according to the 

Oxford English Dictionary (Simpson & Weiner, 1989) is “1. The action of governing; The 

action of ruling; continuous exercise of authority over the action of subjects or inferiors; 

authoritative direction or regulation; control, rule.; … 3. The office or function of governing or 

ruling; authority to govern…; 6. The system according to which a nation or community is 

governed; form or kind of polity…” (p. 711-712) while governance is defined as “1. The action 

or manner of governing; the fact that (a person, etc.) governs.; 2. The office, function, or power 

of governing.; 3. The manner in which something is governed or regulated.” (p. 710). This 

lexical definition of governance, while useful to provide a basic understanding of both words, 

left out their important features that set them apart and its development over time, especially 

in the realm of public policy and management science.  

When examining the difference between government and governance, scholars can be 

grouped into two main streams of understanding based on the role of the state. Firstly, it is an 

understanding characterized by the phrase 'government without government'. Based on this 

phrase alone, it could be understood that governance refers to the shrinking role of the state 
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into its minimal form or even transformed into a “hollow state” (Peters & Pierre, 1998), 

empirically measured with spending cuts (Stoker, 1998). Government, based on the 

understanding of “governance without government” can be defined as follow (Finner, 1970 in 

Rhodes, 1996, p. 652). 

• The activity or process or governing or governance. 

• A condition of ordered rule. 

• Those people charged with the duty of governing or governors, and; 

• The manner, method or system by which a particular society is governed. 

Under the same line, the role of government was defined “…as the central source of the 

‘authoritative allocation of values’ for the society” (Peters & Pierre, 1998, p. 224). Indeed, in 

this stream of understanding government, it is defined as a hierarchical (“ordered”, “central 

source”) and rather top-down (“authoritative”). As the government weakened with the 

influence of non-state actors within policy and administration grew stronger, “…the traditional 

concept of government as a controlling and regulating organization for society is argued to be 

outmoded” (Peters & Pierre, 1998, p. 224). 

Rhodes (1996) provided the use of the term governance: 1) as minimal state; 2) as corporate 

governance; 3) as new public management; 4) as ‘good governance’; 5) as a socio-cybernetic 

system; 6) as self-organizing networks. Under this use of of the term governance, the state 

played almost a marginal role by facilitating the work of non-state actors. For example, within 

the corporate governance, it is important for the state to provide certain degree of openness or 

the disclosure of information and improving accountability and holding individuals responsible 

for their actions. It equalized the private and public sectors, which in turn creating a competitive 

climate for the private sectors. Governance as a self-organizing network also undertakes a 

similar tone of the role of the state: The network of businesses, third sectors, and local 

governments work together and exchange resources to achieve their goal but are ultimately 

directed to provide service delivery.  

While Rhodes provided a list of alternatives of how governance can be perceived, Peters & 

Pierre (1998) provided a list of characteristics of governance within the context of governance 

without government. There are similarities worth noting between Rhodes (1996) and Peters & 

Pierre (1998). Both highlighted the importance of network as the mode of collaboration 

between the state and the non-state actors as they go about in delivering service. Within the 

network, the state, especially the national government, is merely one of the actors that has as 

much stake as the business sector and the third sector. This leads to the second similarity of 
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seeing the government as another stakeholder, which requires it to develop a new mode of 

accountability. Rhodes suggested that governance can be seen as corporate governance with 

its characteristic of openness and seeing governance as new public management (NPM) 

characterized by the adoption of management style from the private sector into the public sector. 

Peters & Pierre outright suggested developing new instruments and accountability as one of 

the characteristics, highlighting “stakeholderism” and the theory of consumer choice. The 

diminishing power of the state over the private sector is also highlighted along with the debate 

on the downplaying of the public-private dichotomy, similar to that of governance as corporate 

governance. 

Table 2.1: Peters & Pierre's (1998) governance debate and Rhodes' (1996) use of governance 

Peters & Pierre (1998) Rhodes (1996) 

1. The importance of network 

2. From control to influence 

3. Blending public and private resources 

4. Use of multiple instruments 

5. Developing new instruments and 

accountability  

6. Downplaying the public-private 

dichotomy 

7. Increasing emphasis on competition 

8. Increasing emphasis on output control 

rather than input control 

9. Devising new instruments and techniques 

for steering 

1. As the minimal state 

2. As corporate governance 

3. As the new public management 

4. As ‘good governance’ 

5. As a socio-cybernetic system 

6. As self-organizing networks 

Despite the jargon ‘governance without government’, the ‘government’ – part of the 

equation is not actually disappearing completely from the picture of governance. The old ways 

of governing by command and control' with a certain degree of hierarchy remain to play an 

imperative role on any of the items presented in Table 2.1. Administrative task within the 

executive body remains to be carried out hierarchically, while the government sometimes acts 

as the main network administrative organization (NAO) (Provan & Kenis, 2008) in a network 

governance arrangement. 
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The second understanding of governance seems to acknowledge and emphasize this role of 

government, thus presenting governance without the pretense of pushing the government out. 

It is characterized by the phrase ‘governance with government’. This is in line with the finding 

of Hysing (2009). Part of Hysing’s study is a comparison of government and governance 

according to three dimensions: the governing styles and instruments used, the relationship 

between public and private actors in the governing society, and, finally, the policy levels. The 

main characteristics within each dimension can be seen in Figure 2.1. 

Figure 2.1: Modes of Governing on the Continuum of Government and Governance (Hysing, 

2009) 

 

The conclusion of the study, however, stated that the process of transformation from 

government and governance does not always go unidirectionally at all dimensions. Rather, the 

form of governance varies for each dimension. As the study put it, “While the state seems to 

be losing ground when studying one dimension, it retains or even increases its role when 

studying other dimensions.” (Hysing, 2009, p. 667). Thus, the government is not disappearing 

altogether despite emerging collaborative governance. 

In summation of the two debates contrasting government with governance, this study will 

take the latter stance of defining governance as the notion of governance with government, as 

it provides a larger ground in defining the problem at hand within the policy-making process. 

Without being trapped in the lexicality, this is also in line with the usage of the term governance 

within the context of the study by Ansell & Gash (2008) that settled with the term collaborative 

governance which provides “...broader and encompasses various aspects of the governance 

process, including planning, policy making, and management.” (p. 548) For the same reason, 

this research, therefore, is interested in examining the gap that exist within policy formulation 

and implementation regardless its varying synonym in the body of literature because it provides 

a greater room for theoretical interpretation, thus reducing the chance of going into what 
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collaborative governance is not. Further theoretical elaboration shall be provided in the next 

chapter. 

2.1.2. Definitions and Theories of Collaborative Governance 

Defining collaborative governance has proven to be difficult. Different scholars have come 

up with differing accounts on the annals of collaborative governance, with many providing the 

level of actors and the policy-cycle stage in which collaborative governance takes place, thus 

giving it a varying stipulative definition that fits into their model of collaborative governance. 

It results in many authors producing the variations closely resembling collaborative governance, 

as we cannot escape the from the lexicality of the term: the collaborative half means “to co-

labour, to co-operate to achieve common goals, working across boundaries in multi-sector 

relationships” (Eppel, 2013, p. 9). 

This research begin by comparing two definitions among the many influential literatures in 

the field of collaborative governance. Ansell & Gash (2007) define collaborative governance 

as “A governing 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 aims to make or implement public policy or manage public programs or 

assets” (p. 544), while Emerson et al. (2012) define it as “the processes and structures of public 

policy decision making and management that engage people constructively across the 

boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or the public, private and civic 

spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not otherwise be accomplished” (p. 2). 

Between the two definitions, both consider the arrangement of collaborative governance to 

engage multiple actors, namely public agencies and non-state actors, as largely in line with the 

concept of governance that have been discussed in the prior section. The involvement of sub-

national government was also mentioned by multiple studies of governance such as Hysing 

(2009) and Rhodes (1996), as well as multilevel government such as Piattoni (2010). Hence, 

what sets apart the concept of collaborative governance? 

To answer that question, a deeper look into the defining characteristics of collaborative 

governance is needed. Ansell & Gash (2007) draw six important criteria related to their 

definition that have been discussed prior: 1) the forum is initiated by public agencies or 

institutions, 2) participants in the forum include nonstate 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 (even if 

consensus is not achieved in practice), and 6) the focus of collaboration is on public policy or 
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public management. They reasoned that strict and defining criteria are needed in their study for 

the sake of theory building, especially in a case study. Others, such as Donahue (2004) have 

proposed a set of dimensions of collaborative governance along which it can be analyzed. 

While it might serve as a good tool for analysis, it hardly defines what is considered 

collaborative governance and what is not. Compared to Emerson et al. (2012), Ansell & Gash’s 

definition takes a position on the importance of formality and state initiation within 

collaborative governance, while Emerson et al.'s definition is not limited by formality and state-

initiated arrangement because its definition also includes other varieties of governance such as 

multi-partner governance, joined government, public-private partnerships, and co-management 

regimes. Thus, their definition cannot be exclusively applied to the concept of collaborative 

governance.  

This study took Ansell & Gash's (2007) strict definition and criteria on collaborative 

governance with the same justification they offered: to provide a solid theoretical foundation, 

thus allowing it to be more precise in defining and understanding the problem at hand. The 

distinguishing feature of collaborative governance are the formal arrangement between the 

state and non-state actors in their interaction, as well as the importance of consensus in decision 

making process, hence these criteria require the state to work with non-state actors on every 

stage of the policy-cycle, and not merely in the consultation stage.  

In addition to the two definitions mentioned, other studies have also mentioned a similar 

mechanism to collaborative governance: Nabatchi, Sancino, & Sicilia (2017) specify the level 

of actors in the policy co-production, namely the individual, group, and collective. On a similar 

note, Brandsen & Pestoff (2006) presented different types of co-operation, such as co-

governance, co-management, and co-production that can be distinguished based on the level 

of actors and the phases in the policy cycle. Although remotely resembles the prior to studies 

to certain degree, Provan & Kenis (2008) provided several models of network governance 

according to multiple variables that can be applied to maintain an effective network. However, 

their varieties fit only to a certain extent in this study. For example, in Nabatchi et al.'s (2017) 

varieties of co-production, CSOs play a key role at the group and collective level, and according 

to the definition, it is collaborative governance if civil society are involved in every stage of 

the policy cycle.  

2.2. Policy Formulation and Policy Implementation of Collaborative Governance  

Policy formulation and policy implementation are two stages within the policy cycle that is 

widely used within the public administration study. Policy formulation has been defined as 
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“the process of generating options on what to do about a publicly recognized problem” 

(Howlett, Ramesh, & Perl, 2009, p. 132). According to Howlett & Giest (2013), “in policy 

formulation, the relevant policy actors are restricted to those who not only have an opinion on 

a subject, but also have some minimal level of knowledge of the subject area, allowing them 

to comment, at least hypothetically, on the feasibility of options put forward to resolve policy 

problems” (p. 19). Based on this, we know that the number of actor in policy formulation is 

naturally limited, and thus, among the cardinal question in collaborative governance is how to 

encourage stakeholders to participate in collaborative governance (Ansell & Gash, 2007). The 

formulation process is then followed by the decision-making stage. Howlett et al. (2009) 

defined decision-making in public sector as “when one or more, or none, of the multiple 

definitions of policy problems and solution options that have been identified, debated, and 

examined during the previous two stages of the policy cycle are approved and become an 

official course of action” (p. 176). Decision-making stage is a defining stage within the 

collaborative governance. By ensuring the involvement of non-state actors in the decision-

making process, it extends the involvement of non-state actors from merely being consulted 

during the policy formulation stage as theorized by Ansell & Gash (2007). 

Within the collaborative governance, authors have generally typified policy formulation and 

policy implementation into several terms and differed understanding of collaborative 

governance with what this research has constituted. For example, Nabatchi et al. (2017) 

mentioned that the collaboration between public agencies and civil society organizations will 

happen at the group and collective level, and they are using the term co-designing to describe 

collaboration in policy formulation: “‘the experience of users and their communities’ into the 

creation, planning, or arrangements of public services” (p. 772), while co-delivery is described 

as “joint activities between state and lay actors that are used to directly provide public service 

and/or to improve the provision of public services.” (p. 772), resembling policy implementation. 

On the other hand, Kekez, Howlett, & Ramesh (2019) suggested multiple terms just to describe 

collaboration in policy implementation depending on the actors and the type of implementation. 

For instance, commissioning is described as “Public services are designed and delivered by 

business, civil society or public actors competing in an open market while government agencies 

ensure strategic alignment of commissioned actions with clients’ expectations and desired 

policy outcomes” (p. 5) while co-management is when “Civil society organizations are 

responsible for production of public services which they produce in partnership with 

governmental and business organizations” (p. 5). When working with these various terms, this 



 

 

13 

research decided to stick with the term policy implementation and policy formulation to make 

clear of the key concepts of the research without delving into the complication of the taxonomy. 

However, many of these verities remain to offer a useful theoretical insight to build upon. 

There have been multiple articles suggesting factors that influence the collaborative 

governance process in policy formulation and implementation, notably Ansell & Gash (2007); 

Bryson, Crosby, & Stone (2006); and Emerson et al. (2012), with all of them offering a certain 

framework to analyze the process. Jansen, Baur, de Wit, Wilbrink, & Abma (2015) developed 

the partnership framework by “stimulating exchange and thought on what is necessary to 

strengthen and develop collaboration” (p. 77). The collaboration, however, is limited to 

collaboration with individual citizens, and the final decision remains to be made by public 

agencies. It also barely contained the idea of what is the ideal model for collaboration in policy 

formulation. With a wider application area compared to the model by Bryson et al. (2006) or 

Ansell & Gash (2007), Emerson et al. (2012) suggested the integrative framework for 

collaborative governance that can be applied to analyze collaborative governance in a wide-

ranging sector. Within this framework, policy formulation and decision-making are nested 

within the collaborative dynamics, an iterative process between the interactive components of 

principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for join action. The principled 

engagement consists of discovery, definition, deliberation, and determination. The quality of 

these interactive processes determines the effectiveness of principled engagement and, when 

conducted properly, will help to foster the quality of other elements as well. Shared motivation 

including mutual trust, mutual understanding, internal legitimacy, and shared commitment and 

the Capacity of joint action including procedural/institutional arrangement, knowledge, and 

resources. The required levels of the capacity of join action are depending on the collaborative 

governance regime’s purpose, shared theory of action, and targeted outcomes. During the 

collaborative governance decision-making process, Choi & Robertson (2014) have found that 

deliberation is a more important factor than the use of decision rules (i.e. unanimity, 

supermajority, and dominant coalition) in determining successful consensus building and 

decision quality. Therefore, in examining the policy formulation of collaborative governance, 

attention must be paid especially to the deliberation process.  

Finally, after decisions are made, the policy cycle proceeds to the next stage of policy 

implementation. Within Emerson et al.'s (2012) framework, the implementation of 

collaborative governance is largely nested in the collaborative actions. They mentioned that 

collaborative action depends on the context, charge, and goals of the collaboration, thus its 
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dimensions change on case-to-case basis. Yet, one may take a look at Emerson & Nabatchi 

(2015) who built a performance matrix as a tool to evaluate the downstream process of 

collaborative governance. Their matrix is grouped into three units of analysis: participant, CGR, 

and target goal. In turn, there are three levels of analysis namely actions/output, outcomes, and 

adaptation. This arrangement created a matrix of 9 dimensions that is shown in Table 2.2. 

Furthermore, the elements of shared motivation and capacity for join action are also applicable 

within the stage of policy implementation, since they contain dimensions that can be identified 

almost at all stages of collaborative governance, such as mutual trust, shared commitment, 

knowledge, or resources.  

Table 2.2: Performance Dimensions of Collaborative Governance Regimes (Emerson & 

Nabatchi, 2015) 

 

Sørensen & Torfing (2021) suggested that some problem could arise. First, collaborative 

implementation, in which all actors during the designing process are working together often 

has loosely coupled collaborative structure such as division of labor, rules, and procedure that 

are normally found in traditional bureaucracy as elaborated in the law. Second, collaborative 

implementation might encounter problems when there is a need to switch from problem solving 

mode into dull instrumental creation of routines. Lastly, there is a distributional conflict about 

who should bear the cost and reap the benefit from the implementation.  

2.3. Policy Implementation Gap 

The policy implementation gap is generally defined as “the failure to turn public policies 

into practice and deliver the intended outputs” (Ansell, Sørensen, & Torfing, 2017, p. 1). Some 

authors also use the term 'implementation failure' as a synonym of implementation gap (Hill & 

Hupe, 2002). In analyzing the implementation gap, we may take a look at the approaches that 

have been widely studied in policy implementation as elaborated by Ansell et al. (2017). The 

top-down approach focuses on how public policy made by the policy maker is communicated 

to lower-level public administrators. As the policy is communicated through the 

implementation chain with numerous veto points, the odds of implementation failure increase. 

At each of these veto points, policy might be influenced by factors such as imprecise goals, 
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political conflicts, or competing obligations. The second approach, bottom-up, signify the role 

street-level bureaucrats (SLB) in the implementation chain. As they are under pressure from 

both professional norms and limited resources, SLB developed administrative coping strategies. 

The example could be rationing of service or automation of services. Depending on how 

successful SLB implements this coping method at their discretion, it will determine the success 

of policy implementation. Third, the outside-in explanation argues that the policy 

implementation gap may be caused by unintended and unforeseen behavior of target groups 

and private stakeholders. Target users might put up certain resistance to policy implementation, 

rendering it to be a failure. After the three main approaches, Ansell et al. argued that in the 

traditional hierarchical policy-making model, most of the reason for implementation gap is the 

flawed policy design, as they explain: “substantive and political flaws in policy designs often 

prevent their implementation and the delivery of expected results” (p. 473) This is largely due 

to politically driven design rather than technocratic driven definition and alignment of problem, 

goals, tools, strategies, and organizational platform.  

In solving the implementation gap, they suggested a throughout implementation of 

collaborative governance by applying an alternative model to the traditional analysis of policy 

implementation, each with its own collaborative advantage. 

1. Co-designed public policy: Improving knowledge base, enhancing innovation, and build a 

join ownership 

2. Adaptive Implementation: Allowing new policy designs and the plans for their 

implementation to be adapted to the unfolding decisions and event 

3. Co-produced output: Feed back into the subsequent refinement and redesign of policy 

This theory is strengthened by the claim of Hudson, Hunter, & Peckham (2019), which 

mentions that among the reasons for the implementation gap in the policy-making process is 

the inadequate collaborative governance. Policy design “…requires continuous collaboration 

with a range of stakeholders at multiple political, policy-making, managerial, and 

administrative levels as well as the engagement of local ‘downstream’ implementation actors” 

(p. 4). As the solution to the policy implementation gap in the traditional model, the evaluation 

of the collaborative governance mechanism becomes the main focus of this study. In doing so, 

this study will adopt a set of wide-ranging elements, each with its own component to examine 

the success of collaborative governance in closing the implementation gap, which will be 

explained in the following section.  

2.4. Indicators 
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In the previous sections, various literature on policy formulation and policy implementation 

within collaborative governance has been reviewed and compared, as well as the literature on 

policy implementation gap of collaborative governance. In this section, this research will 

integrate the insights from past researches into a framework that we can use to analyze the gap 

between policy formulation and policy implementation by evaluating the dimensions that 

influence the effectiveness of collaborative governance. At the base of the framework is the 

Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance from Emerson et al. (2012) (Figure 2.2) 

which provides a wider room for analysis with dimensions ranging from the system context of 

collaborative governance, drivers, to its impact that influence effective collaborative 

governance.  

Figure 2.2: The Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance Emerson et al. (2012) 

 

 

As have been explained previously, collaborative dynamics bears three components, namely 

principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action. All of them possess a 

number of dimensions. On the other hand, the components of each of its dimensions are not 

always suitable to be used as indicators. Thus, this research integrated the results of previous 

studies that can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of collaborative governance as indicators 

within the dimensions. For example, as there are no indicators of successful deliberation, the 
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framework is adopting the result of Choi & Robertson's (2014) study, which signify the amount 

of deliberation within collaborative governance influence the quality, acceptability, and 

consensus of the decision.  

The element of collaborative actions does not specify the dimension, unlike the other parts, 

since the dimensions involved will depend on the context of the collaborative governance. Thus, 

it will be adjusted on a case-to-case basis as suggested by Emerson et al. (2012). Still, in 

bridging the theory and the context, Emerson & Nabatchi's (2015) matrix can be useful guide 

to be used as dimensions and indicators of downstream process of collaborative governance. 

Although the full matrix provided three levels of analysis, as mentioned earlier in the text, this 

research will only utilize two: performance at the participant organization unit of analysis and 

performance at the collaborative governance regime (CGR) unit of analysis. This is because 

this study will focus on the mechanism of collaborative governance and not its outcome. In 

accordance with the problems identified by Sørensen & Torfing (2021) in the downstream 

process of collaborative governance, the framework included the dimensions of the 

implementation structure. In total, this framework measures 15 dimensions that can cause the 

implementation gap within collaborative governance with 37 indicators, which is demonstrated 

in Table 2.3. 

To indicate the strength of each dimension, this research assigned three levels of strength, 

namely weak, moderate, and strong. Weak dimensions are characterized by no fulfillment of 

its indicators. Moderate dimensions are characterized by partial fulfillment of their indicators. 

Finally, strong dimensions are characterized by the fulfillment of its entire indicators.  

Table 2.3: Framework to examine collaborative governance policy formulation and policy 

implementation 

No. Dimensions Indicators 

Collaborative Dynamics [component] 

Principled Engagement [element] 

1. Discovery 

a. Identification of shared interest (Bryson et al., 2006; Emerson 

et al., 2012) 

b. Joint fact finding and analytical investigation (Emerson et al., 

2012) 
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2. Definitions 

a. Continuous effort to build shared meaning by articulating 

common purpose and objectives (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Bryson 

et al., 2006; Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Agreement on the concept and terminology (Emerson et al., 

2012) 

c. Clarifying and adjusting tasks and expectations (Emerson et 

al., 2012) 

3. Deliberations 

a. Achieving consensus (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Choi & 

Robertson, 2014) 

b. Adequate length or amount of deliberation (Choi & Robertson, 

2014) 

c. Addressing power imbalance (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Bryson et 

al., 2006; Purdy, 2012) 

4. Determinations 
a. Determining procedural decisions (Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Substantive determination (Emerson et al., 2012) 

Shared motivation [element] 

5.. Mutual trust 
a. Building trust (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Bryson et al., 2006) 

b. Mutual trust among stakeholders (Emerson et al., 2012) 

6. 
Mutual 

understanding 

a. Mutual understanding among stakeholders (Ansell & Gash, 

2007; Bryson et al., 2006; Emerson et al., 2012) 

7. 
Internal 

legitimacy 

a. Stakeholders acknowledge each other being trustworthy and 

credible (Emerson et al., 2012) 

8. 
Shared 

commitment 

a. Stakeholders are willing to abide the result of deliberation, 

even if they should go in the direction they do not fully support 

(Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

Capacity for join action [element] 

9. 

Procedural/Instit

utional 

arrangement 

a. Sufficient formal intraorganizational and interorganizational 

procedural arrangement (Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Sufficient formal standard operational procedure (Bryson et 

al., 2006)  
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c. Appropriate governance type according to the network 

governance (Provan & Kenis, 2008) 

d. Face to face dialogue (Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

10. Leadership 

a. Ensuring broad-based influence and control (Ansell & Gash, 

2007) 

b. Facilitative leadership (Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

c. Extending the scope of the process (Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

11. Knowledge 
a. Existence of knowledge sharing procedure among stakeholders 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

12. Resources 

a. Adequate budget support (Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Addressing resource imbalance (Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

c. Empowerment of disadvantaged stakeholders (Ansell & Gash, 

2007) 

Collaborative actions [component] 

13. 
Implementation 

structure 

a. Clear division of labor (Sørensen & Torfing, 2021) 

b. Clear distributional conflict management rules (Sørensen & 

Torfing, 2021) 

14. 

Performance at 

participant 

organization 

unit of analysis 

Efficiency of actions/outputs (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

a. Extent to which members perceive and/or measure 

organizational benefits attributable to the CGR. 

Effectiveness of outcomes (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

b. Participant perceptions of increased organizational capacity 

and performance attributable to CGR. 

c. Evidence of specific internal organizational improvement or 

benefits attributable to CGR. 

Equilibrium of adaptation (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

d. Perceived stability of participants’ ongoing mission and 

accomplishments. 

e. Evidence from records of ongoing contributions by CGRs to 

participants. 
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15. 

Performance at 

the CGR unit of 

analysis 

 

Efficacy of actions/output (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

a. Extent to which implemented actions are consistent with 

recorded intentions of CGR participants and their shared theory 

of action. 

External legitimacy (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

b. Evidence of observation by relevant leaders or public that the 

CGR is worthwhile. 

Viability of adaptation (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

c. Evidence of system capacity in use that contributed to the 

achievement of target goals. 

d. Evidence of system capacity available to continue to contribute 

to the achievement of targeted goals.  

2.5. Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework of this research is consisting of four panels interconnected to each 

other. The first panel, weakness of collaborative governance, is measured according to the 

dimensions and indicators. Policy formulation has three components, including principled 

engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action. Policy implementation’s 

components consists of shared motivation, capacity for join action, and collaborative actions. 

The second panel represents the implementation gap, with the arrow leading into the it 

representing the that the weakness identified can be used to identify implementation gap. The 

third panel consists of the cause of the implementation gap, with the arrow pointing to it 

representing the relation between the identification of the gap and its cause.  
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Implementation gap 

in collaborative 

governance 

Cause of 

implementation gap 

Weakness and Strength of Collaborative Governance 

Policy formulation 

• Principled engagement 

• Shared motivation 

• Capacity for join action 

Policy implementation 

• Shared motivation 

• Capacity for join action 

• Collaborative action 

Figure 2.3: Conceptual framework 
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3. Research Methods 

3.1. Case Study as a Research Design 

To examine the implementation gap, this study employed case study, with the case 

examined being the Open Government Indonesia co-creation process. Case study as defined 

by Yin (2018): 

“A case study is an empirical method that: investigates a contemporary phenomenon (the 

‘case’) in depth and within its real-world context, especially when the boundaries between 

phenomenon and context may not be clearly evident. … A case study copes with the 

technically distinctive situation in which there will be many more variables of interest than 

data points, and as one result benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions 

to guide design, data collection, and analysis, and as another result relies on multiple sources 

of evidence, with data needing to converge in a triangulating fashion.” (p. 47)  

The reason why the case study research design is suitable to answer the two research 

questions in this study is twofold. First, the case study allowed the phenomenon and the context 

to be not separated, thus preserving the integrity of the real-world situation, which is imperative 

in our study considering the bounded scale of our case (Open Government Indonesia co-

creation process). Second, case study allowed in depth investigation of the stated case with 

multiple variables than data points, demonstrated with the 15 dimensions used in this study 

building on the past theoretical propositions in the literature review, generating necessary 

details.  

Lune & Berg (2017) suggested two necessary elements to design a case study. The first 

element being a case study requires multiple methods and/or sources of data through which we 

create a full and deep examination of the case. By conducting documentary research and 

interviews to multiple subjects from multiple organizations, this study was able to conduct 

triangulation to maintain the depth of the data gathered as Bryman (2012) suggested that 

triangulation entails using more than one methods or source of data in social phenomena. 

Likewise, Yin (2018) also suggested one of the principles of case study design by using 

multiple sources of evidence and using triangulation. A case study also indicates that there is a 

larger category in which the case being studied belongs. OGI is a part of the larger universe of 

collaborative governance mechanisms that take place across the globe. The population of the 

study is other open government mechanism in the Open Government Partnership member 

states. 

A qualitative study is employed to explore the dimensions. Although this has not always 

been the case, Yin (2018) suggests that the case study is associated with qualitative studies, if 
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not a part of it. Lune & Berg (2017) stated the following about the qualitative study: “We adopt 

more qualitative methods when we need a deeper understanding of the exceptions and special 

cases, or when we want to understand the meanings and preferences that underlie those larger 

patterns.” (p. 12). This is congruent with the previous explanation of a case study that has been 

explained about exploring the depth on an isolated scale.  

3.2. Data Gathering Methods 

In conducting this study, members of government organizations and CSOs who are involved 

in the collaborative process within the OGI were interviewed using the semi-structured 

interview. Lune & Berg (2017) stated the following regarding a semi-structured interview: 

“This type of interview involves the implementation of a number of predetermined questions 

and special topics. These questions are typically asked of each interviewee in a systematic and 

consistent order, but the interviewers are allowed freedom to digress; that is, the interviewers 

are permitted (in fact, expected) to probe far beyond the answers to their prepared standardized 

questions.” (p. 69). The semistructured interview has the advantage of allowing questions to 

reflect awareness that people understand the world in varying ways, which in turn allows the 

researcher to approach the world from the perspective of the subject (Lune & Berg, 2017). 

Thus, a set of predetermined questions were developed based on Emerson et al. (2012) 

Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance that provides a greater degree of freedom 

for the interviewee to answer according to their experience and knowledge. Furthermore, it is 

combined with multiple other indicators from many other studies relevant to the basic 

dimensions.  

To determine informants, this research employed the method of key informants from 

ethnographic study, as suggested by Marshall (1996). “… as a result of their personal skills, or 

position within a society, are able to provide more information and a deeper insight into what 

is going on around them.” (p. 92) Key informants were determined according to the five 

characteristics of ideal key informants as identified by Tremblay (1957) in Marshall (1996): 1) 

Role in community: their formal role should expose them to the kind of information being 

sought by the researcher, (2) Knowledge: In addition to having access to information desired, 

the informant should have absorbed the information meaningfully, (3) Willingness: the 

informant should be willing to communicate their knowledge to the interviewer and to co-

operate as fully as possible, (4) Communicability: they should be able to communicate their 

knowledge in a manner that is intelligible to the interviewer, (5) Impartiality: key informants 

should be objective and unbiased. Any relevant biases should be known to the interviewer.  
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The interviews were conducted in April 2022 with three representatives from government 

agencies and three representatives of CSOs. These interviews were conducted online using 

video conference software. A list of possible interviewees was gathered from The Secretariat, 

and with a recommendation from The Secretariat, the researcher was provided access to the 

interview. Details of the interviewee, including initials, profile, and time of the interview, are 

provided in Table 3.1. Due to the long list of questions to be asked based on the indicators, the 

researcher split the questions into three parts asked to different key informants, which still 

allows for a degree of triangulation by making sure they were asked to more than one 

organization, but also allowed the interview to save time during the interview process. The 

distribution of the interview questions among stakeholders can be seen in Appendix 2.  

Complimentary to the interview, the researcher also drew data from documents related to 

the co-creation process according to the indicators of the dimensions provided in the literature 

review and subsequently confirmed its implementation within the mode of the collaboration of 

the OGI during the semi-structured interview session with relevant key informants. Bryman 

(2012) suggested four requirements that can be used as a source of data, which are 1) can be 

read; 2) have not been produced specifically for the purpose of social research; 3) are preserved 

so that they become available for analysis; and 4) are relevant to the concerns of the social 

researcher. The documents included in the following list met the criteria and were included as 

data sources.  

• OGP National Handbook Rules and Guidance for Participants (OGP, 2022c) 

• Standard Operational Procedure of Open Government Indonesia National Action Plan 

(Sekretariat Nasional Open Government Indonesia, 2019) 

• Indonesia Open Government Partnership National Action Plan 2020-2022 (Sekretariat 

Nasional Open Government Indonesia, 2020) 

• Monitoring and Evaluation Report of the 6th Open Government Indonesia National Action 

Plan (Sekretariat Nasional Open Government Indonesia, 2021) 

Table 3.1: Initials of key informants of the unstructured interview 

No. Initial Interviewee Profile Time of Interview 

1. SJ Researcher at the Indonesia Corruption 

Watch  

18 April 2022 

2. MW Point of Contact of Open Government 

Indonesia/ 

19 April 2022 
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Deputy Director at the Directorate of State 

Apparatus of The Ministry of National 

Development (Bappenas) 

3. TH Public Policy Specialist at the National 

Secretariat of Open Government 

Indonesia (OGI) 

19 April 2022 

4 YH Public Policy Specialist at the National 

Secretariat of Open Government 

Indonesia (OGI) 

19 April 2022 

5 PA General Coordinator at the National 

Institute of Public Administration (LAN) 

21 April 2022 

6. MD Public Policy Analyst at the National 

Institute of Public Administration (LAN) 

21 April 2022 

7. RL Planner at the Planning and Finance 

Bureau of the National Public 

Procurement Agency (LKPP) 

28 April 2022 

 

3.3. Data Analysis Method 

Data were analyzed in this study using open coding from grounded theory by categorizing 

the interview result according to the indicators, as explained by Corbin & Strauss (1990) in 

Bryman (2012): “the process of breaking down, examining, comparing, conceptualizing, and 

categorizing data” (p. 569).  
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4. Case overview 

4.1. Open Government Indonesia  

Indonesia became a part of the Open Government Partnership in 2011 as one of the founding 

members (OECD, 2016). In 2022, Indonesia through the mechanism of OGP has produced six 

Open Government National Action Plan (NAP) which is submitted by every member state 

either every two years or four years (OGP, 2022b; Sekretariat Nasional Open Government 

Indonesia, 2020). The plan consists of 18 commitments—the planned open government 

policies that are made jointly with CSOs—from multiple policy areas: anti-corruption, civic 

space, digital governance, fiscal openness, gender, justice, marginalized communities, natural 

resources, public service delivery, and right to information (Sekretariat Nasional Open 

Government Indonesia, 2020). 

The National Secretariat of Open Government Indonesia is a government agency under the 

Ministry of National Development Planning (BAPPENAS) of Indonesia that is responsible for 

facilitating the achievement of NAP by coordinating stakeholders consisting of CSOs and 

government agencies in their respective policy fields. Within the national action plan that runs 

from 2020-2022, there are 29 CSOs and 32 government agencies involved. Although it consists 

of CSOs and government that worked together in the formulation and implementation of their 

commitments, there is a steering committee consisting of 8 government officials and 1 CSO 

official.  

The mechanism in building and implementing these policies is called the co-creation 

process, and the result is called a commitment. Although OGP provided a general guideline 

and rules in the formulation and the implementation of NAP as laid out in the OGP National 

Handbook (OGP, 2022c), countries have a certain degree of freedom of building their own 

cycle and interpret the rule. The secretariat of OGI has designed Indonesia’s cycle of the 

creation of NAP consisting of four stages. It begins with the collection of proposals of ideas 

from the CSOs, followed by the discussion of the proposal with the relevant directorate within 

the Ministry of National Development Planning. The third stage is the discussion between the 

January-June 

Collecting proposals of 

ideas from the CSOs 

June-September 

Initial proposal discussion 

with relevant directorates 

of BAPPENAS 

Augustus-November 

Proposal enhancement 

discussion between 

Government agencies and 

CSOs 

December 

Finalization Workshop  

Submission of NAP to 

OGP 

Figure 4.1: OGI's NAP creation cycle 
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CSOs and the relevant government agencies. Finally, a workshop was held for the finalization 

of the NAP along with its submission to the OGP.  

4.2. OGI’s Collaborative Governance Implementation Performance 

Taking a closer look at the end-of-term reports available from IRM for Indonesia allowed 

us to draw a more complete picture with the availability of potential impact and actual impact 

data, as shown in Table 4.1, which provides the number of commitments reviewed by IRM as 

grouped by its potential and actual impact and according to the year of its NAP implementation. 

There are two end-of-term reports available, namely the 2013-2015 end-of-term report 

(Al’Afghani, Widiyatmoko, & Crow, 2015) and the 2016-2017 end-of-term report (Patra, 

2017). The number inside the bracket is the total if the 2018-2020 report is included since only 

some partial outcome data were available. Table 4.2 allowed a more comparable view by 

displaying the percentage of commitments on its respective performance group, but left out the 

year 2018-2020 since it has not been fully reviewed. The report showed that 26 out of 41 

commitments would have a moderate impact and 13 would have a minor impact. Nonetheless, 

at the end of the implementation, 19 commitments are deemed to have no impact despite only 

2 commitments were predicted to have no impact. There are 17 commitments with marginal 

impact, a closer prediction with 13 commitments that were labeled to have minor impact. 

Despite these shortcomings, there are five commitments with major impact. 

Table 4.1: Number of Indonesia's Open Government commitment according to its potential impact 

and actual impact from 2013 - 2020 

Report 

period 

 Potential Impact Did it Open Government? 

No. of 

Commit

ments 

None Minor Moderate Transformative Worsens None Marginal Major Outstanding 

2013-

2015 
19 2 2 15 0 0 8 9 2 0 

2016-

2017 
22 0 11 11 0 0 11 8 3 0 

2018-

2020 
14 0 6 6 2 - - - 2 - 

Total 41 (55) 2 13 (19) 26 (32) 0 (2) 0 19 17 5 (7) 0 
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Table 4.2: Aggregated number of Indonesia's Open Government commitment according to its 

potential impact and actual impact from 2013 - 2017 

Potential Impact % Count Count % Did it open government? 

 — 0 0 Worsens 

None  4,8 2 19 46,3 Did not change 

Minor 31,7 13 17 41,4 Marginal 

Moderate  63,4 26 5 12,2 Major 

Transformative  0 0 0 0 Outstanding 

Total 100 41 41 100  

Although the end-of-term report has not been released, IRM has produced the Indonesia 

Transitional Result Report 2018-2020 (Jacobs & OGP IRM, 2020). It highlighted the 

completion level of the commitments along with its performance at the end of its action plan 

cycle. Among the 19 commitments, there are 12 commitments that were considered substantial 

or complete implementation, making up the 63% completion rate. The report indicated that this 

is a setback compared to the previous NAP (2016-2018) that saw a completion rate of 80%. In 

regards to the performance of commitments, there are two notable commitments that were 

implemented, namely commitment 1 regarding beneficial ownership registry, which was 

deemed to have a major outcome, and commitment 10 about public service complaint platform, 

which has marginal outcome. 

In summary, there is a gap between the potential impact and the actual impact of the 

implementation of open government commitments in Indonesia, as is the case with the overall 

implementation of commitments, as shown in Table 1.1.
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5. Results 

The result of the study, as mentioned in the previous chapter, was broken down according 

to the 15 dimensions of the framework laid in Table 2.3.  

5.1. Principled Engagement 

5.1.1. Discovery 

5.1.1.1. Documentary Research 

The collaborative process of the policy formulation within the Open Government 

Partnership is governed under the co-creation process as detailed in the OGP National 

Handbook Rules and Guidance for Participants (OGP, 2022c). In essence, the entire OGP co-

creation process contains an iterative and continuous process of fact-finding and investigative 

activities. This is done through the mechanism of Multistakeholder Forum/Platform (MSF/P) 

as “…an established space for ongoing dialogue and collaboration between government and 

civil society and leads the open government processes within a country” (p. 6). The planning 

part of the co-creation includes information gathering procedure during theme identification 

stage and problem-solution identification that might result in a certain degree of fact-finding 

and investigative activities. Similarly, information gathering can also occur after the outreach 

program that is intended to raise awareness. During the action-plan development process, 

information from all stakeholders, not only CSOs and government, but also target groups, are 

considered throughout the process. Finally, during the feedback stage, the MSF should inform 

the public about the decision they made at the creation of the action plan.  

Figure 5.1: Key moments of co-creation process (OGP, 2022c) 
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Regardless of this mechanism, countries are given a certain degree of freedom to design 

their own or interpret the co-creation process, as OGP stated: “However, no two forums are 

identical – the character of each nation’s government and civil society participants will 

influence the model they design and the practices they adopt for their open government work.” 

(p. 6) Thus, it is necessary for this study to examine documents from both OGP and OGI. 

According to its standard operational procedure (SOP) (Sekretariat Nasional Open 

Government Indonesia, 2019), in developing its national action plan, OGI conducted multiple 

MSF/P in the form of a meeting between government agencies and CSOs. At these stages, fact-

finding and investigative approaches are visible, notably at the following points in which 

multiple experts and other stakeholders are invited beyond CSOs and government agencies that 

are formally enrolled in a specific commitment.  

1. Collecting input for the major theme: The mechanism allows CSOs and the general public 

to file a suggestion for the theme through online platforms and MSF. 

2. Discussion and selection of program design: Multiple measures are included to select 

program designs, including feasibility study, consultation with government agencies, CSOs, 

substantive expert and inclusivity expert, sustainable development goals (SDG) national 

secretariat, and donor agencies.  

3. Workshop to finalize program design: In this stage, government agencies, CSOs, and the 

Ministry of National Development Planning, together with the IRM researcher and the OGP 

support unit, are adding main objective, goal indicators, and achievement indicators.  

5.1.1.2. Interview  

Although fact-finding investigations are visible, documents referring to a procedure of 

finding or building shared interest were not revealed. In spite of that, an adjustment of shared 

interest within a commitment might occur during these stages considering the intensity and the 

quality of the discussion to align their interest together. In the experience of Indonesia 

Corruption Watch (ICW), they mentioned that although at the earlier stage of the discussion 

LKPP cannot produce a binding regulation, further discussions with another government 

agency, the Central Information Commission (KIP) revealed that the three parties actually have 

a common interest in opening the procurement information after ICW study the past KIP 

verdicts that showed they are actually in favor of opening the information. 

We conducted a study on the verdicts of the Central Information Commission on open 

procurement information, and the verdicts in general are in favor of opening procurement 

information. This leads to our meeting with The Secretariat, LKPP, and KIP to formulate 
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‘what could be the action plan?’ Then 'what are the indicators?’ During these discussions, 

it was gradually visible that, really, KIP has the same concern as us, LKPP as well, and 

they both want transparency. Therefore, we can create a clear action plan. (SJ, interviewed 

on 18 April 2022) 

 In addition, they also acknowledge that LKPP as their government partner realized that the 

government needs the role of civil society in monitoring the procurement process. Within the 

scope of open procurement, SJ mentioned that the interest of opening data is not only in the 

interest of civil society, but also from the business sectors to participate in public procurement, 

ensuring the interest of the government to open procurement data. Therefore, ICW knows that 

their interest aligned with the interest of the government to open procurement data. This is 

confirmed by RL at LKPP that worked together with ICW under the commitment: “LKPP as a 

policy institution has the core business—If we are to relate it with one of government’s public 

procurement principle—embedded with transparency. With transparency, it will improve 

fairness, and accountability can be secured.” (PA, interviewed on 28 April 2022) 

The intensive discussion within and without the co-creation process also ensures the fact-

finding mechanism between the CSOs and government agencies. CSOs provides research 

regarding the standard of open procurement, which results in formalization of regulation in line 

with their expected outcome: 

This is added with the ICW conducting research on open information in the field of open 

procurement and how it should be. We analyzed legal precedents, we took a look at the 

pattern, and the supporting legal basis and finally the articles that we advocated were 

adopted. (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 

Under the same line, RL from LKPP also confirmed the common effort of sharing knowledge 

and information for both formulation process and implementation process.  

5.1.2. Definitions 

5.1.2.1. Documentary Research 

Within the SOP of OGI, there is no explicit mention of defining the problem during the 

development of the national action plan. However, definition of problems are well articulated 

on each and every commitment formulated jointly by all stakeholders. At the beginning of each 

commitment, there are descriptions of the problem which the commitment aims to solve. For 

example, commitment number 1 of the National Action Plan 2020-2022 (Sekretariat Nasional 

Open Government Indonesia, 2020) which is titled 'Encouraging Open Contract in Government 

Procurement Activities', has the following description of the problem.  
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Indonesia already issued the Public Information Disclosure Law (Undang-Undang 

Keterbukaan Informasi Publik - UU KIP) Number 14 of 2008, which gives the public the 

right to access government-managed information. The UU KIP also requires the 

government to disclose information from various government entities. However, after 

almost ten years of UU KIP implementation, only a few government agencies have the same 

perspective regarding public information disclosure, including government procurement of 

goods and services (Pengadaan Barang dan Jasa Pemerintah - PBJP). Many government 

agencies consider this information, especially contract documents should be excluded or 

cannot be accessed by the public. (p. 5) 

And commitment 5 titled 'Developing public service innovation model for marginalized 

groups' has the following problem definition: 

Among the Indonesians, a few groups cannot be reached by public services due to vertical 

conflicts (with the government) and horizontal conflicts (with other groups). These 

community groups are hidden populations who do not get their rights as Indonesian 

citizens—the unreachable group results in a social gap between these excluded groups and 

other groups. For example, some groups have religious identity problems and get a negative 

stigma in society, such as transgender groups, traditional groups, and political victims in 

1965. As a result, they are not accepted socially and politically. These groups do not have 

access to social interventions such as direct cash assistance because they do not have 

National Identity Cards leading to the government not registering them as direct cash 

assistance recipients. This program has become more significant during the pandemic and 

post-pandemic COVID-19. This is because social inequality contributes to the pandemic’s 

spread (Turchin, 2020). In the United States, the most prominent victims affected by 

COVID-19 are African Americans, who have limited social mobility compared to other 

groups. Their accessibility to health services is incredibly low. (p. 22) 

5.1.2.2. Interview 

The experience of SJ showed the research that the collaboration process itself functions as a 

medium to build agreement on the concept and terminology. 

Indonesia already has Law No. 14/2008 on Public Information Disclosure, and the Central 

Information Commission also issued its regulation on the Public Information Standard. 

However, based on our experience in the field in facing the government, these laws are not 

strong enough to be the legal basis for information disclosure of the data of goods and 

service procurement. They have a different interpretation of public information disclosure. 

In the end, they did what they would by stating that these data are confidential, etc. These 

are the problem that we would like to push: a more detailed regulation that clearly regulates 

that ‘the available procurement information are a, b, c, d, etc.’ So, if we are going to a 

government institution, we could say that the ‘information a, b, c, d is open', so they could 

no longer look for an excuse. (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 
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Therefore, the process of policy formulation might carry an implicit mechanism that allows 

a common agreement on the definition of the problem. The written problem definition also 

helps to ensure the usage of common terminology, hence the continuation of problem definition 

throughout the collaborative process.  On the other hand, the experience of other stakeholders 

is not always as similar as that of SJ. The experience of LAN working under the co-creation 

process was under the impression that the program given to them as part of an assignment 

without a process of aligning the shared definition. MD from LAN stated the following: 

As for the benefit, to be perfectly honest, I do not understand it. We were given this task, 

which requires us to partner with OGI, and OGI had already set our partner, so we could not 

choose, and there was no room for us. So, actually, in implementing this program, we were 

already partnered up. But if we were asked about the philosophy and or surrounding that, 

we really do not understand because we were given this task. With this given task, what else 

could we work on together? (MD, interviewed on 21 April 2022) 

5.1.3. Deliberations 

5.1.3.1. Documentary Research 

In the OGP (2022c) co-creation mechanism, CSOs and government agencies are prescribed 

to engage regularly through the Multi Stakeholder Forum (MSF), which carries a minimum 

criteria of “A space for ongoing dialogue with participation from members of government and 

civil society, and other non-governmental representatives as appropriate that meets regularly 

(at least every six months) is established. Its basic rules on participation are public” (p. 8). 

Although this criterion does not necessarily embody a form of deliberation, its implementation 

in OGI resembled a form of deliberation in which CSOs and government agencies are involved, 

as the Secretariat stated: “MSF is a multi-stakeholder forum with consultative purpose and is 

facilitated by the National Secretariat of Open Government Indonesia which is held every three 

months.” (Sekretariat Nasional Open Government Indonesia, 2019, p. 9). In the policy 

formulation process, the Multi Stakeholder Forum (MSF) occurs during the selection period of 

the national action plan theme and program design. CSOs and government agencies made a 

joint decision in the theme selection process. During the monitoring and evaluation, MSF 

functions as a space for discussing the monitoring result and evaluating the barriers that occur 

during the implementation stage.  

The second form of deliberation within the co-creation process is the Trilateral Meeting 

(TM) between government agencies, CSOs, and The Secretariat. The purpose of this meeting 

is to discuss in detail the result of monitoring and evaluation with the hope that CSOs and 
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government agencies involved in each commitment will be able to give appropriate follow-up 

according to the result.   

In addition to MSF that occur in the policy formulation and monitoring and evaluation stage, 

there are other mechanisms that resemble some form of deliberation.  

1. Workshop to finalize program design that eventually will become a commitment: During 

this workshop, program achievement indicators are added with the input of CSOs, 

government agencies, the Ministry of National Development Planning, along with the IRM 

researcher and OGP support unit.  

2. Kick-off Meeting that begins the policy implementation: During this meeting, government 

agencies and CSOs will agree on the forms of communication and coordination that will be 

carried out during implementation. 

5.1.3.2. Interview 

MW of the secretariat stated that in total, 106 meetings were held in total to formulate 

commitments. She mentions multiple types of meetings that were in line with the SOP as has 

been provided in the previous section. 

We have kick-off meetings for multiple occasions. A kick-off meeting for national action 

plan formulation and also kick-off meetings for the implementation of national action plan. 

Thus, kick-off meetings are always conducted in the beginning of the year, so it is regular. 

But apart from the kick-off meeting, we also have a coordination meeting that is held 

multiple times for each commitment. These meetings are for the purpose of deepening, such 

as the barrier or challenges faced, or, for instance, there is acceleration effort to know what 

should be done, so it was for the purpose of coordination between the government agency 

and the CSO. For the coordination meetings, there is no regular timeline or schedule, solely 

depending on the request. (MW, interviewed on 19 April 2022) 

Despite the numerous deliberations embodied in the mechanism, SJ states that these are not 

enough to produce an efficient policy. ICW and LKPP often meet outside the mechanism to 

formulate the details of the policies in question:  

Actually, if we are to follow the events provided by OGI, the time available is limited. The 

number of occasions is also limited. There is a kick-off meeting a number of times that are 

enough to discuss general matters. But outside of that, meetings with KIP and LKPP also 

have to be held. They always remember that ‘there are things on which we are working on 

together.' So, we meet quite often. (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022)  

SJ also mentioned that the shortage of deliberation leads to agreements and consensus reached 

outside of the deliberation process provided by OGI. RL from LKPP disagrees with the lack of 

deliberation process provided by OGI co-creation process. From his perspective, the meetings 
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and deliberation process had served the organization's needs. Regardless, he noted that it is 

acceptable for ICW if they feel the need for additional process outside of the co-creation 

mechanism (RL, interviewed on 28 April 2022).  

According to the MW in The Secretariat, there is no power imbalance between stakeholders 

during the deliberation process.  

In my opinion, there is no power imbalance since during the beginning when the CSOs 

joined the platform, we explained to them that everybody has an equal footing, so there is 

no imbalance. And if there is an imbalance, we put an effort to mitigate it. (MW, interviewed 

on 19 April 2022) 

However, MW further elaborated that even if there is a form of power imbalance, the 

Secretariat will attempt to mitigate the power imbalance by facilitating meetings to support the 

collaboration process. 

So, if the communication is not well established, we try to reach out ‘where is the problem?' 

Is it the CSO or the government agency?’ If they do not discuss or do not meet each other 

because of reluctance or other things, we try to facilitate meeting. So Bappenas as the 

Secretariat always attempts to support and mitigate those situations. (MW, interviewed on 

19 April 2022) 

This is confirmed by SJ who stated that there is no dominant stakeholder within their scope of 

collaboration, elaborating that LKPP as their government partner has been closely in contact 

with them in coordinating their program to the extent of coordination beyond the OGI 

mechanism. 

Even with LKPP, before the MSF, they invited ICW and showed that ‘LKPP have met these 

targets, but what about this? Can we say that this is complete?’ and they provided their 

documentation. So, from my point of view, within the current national action plan, there is 

no dominant party. However, I believe that CSOs must take their role to make their 

government partner willing to engage in meetings, discussions, without relying only on 

MSF. (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 

However, this situation occurs under the condition that both partners have been building their 

relationship even before the establishment of the OGI mechanism, as SJ further states:  

At that time, we had a communication regarding ideas on how we should push openness in 

procurement, and it did not start when we joined OGP or the national action plan. These 

discussions on pushing the openness of procurement have been built by ICW and LKPP, 

and sometimes with KIP, way before that. That is because one tool that ICW has called 

opentender.net, it is actually the result of collaboration with LKPP. Generally, we could say 

that LKPP from their point of view feels that ‘yes, we cannot do this alone, and we need 

civil society to monitor the procurement process’. (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 



 

 

36 

The role of The Secretariat as the facilitator of collaborative process is visible apparently when 

CSOs is in need to establish a formal line of work according to the procedure. 

We even utilized the role of The Secretariat with ‘would you please ask LKPP?’ We have 

asked them ourselves, but we just wanted to make sure that participation is always on track 

at every point of achievement, not only ‘okay we have done these’ but without any 

participation. (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 

In this regard, therefore, we can conclude that the power imbalance between the stakeholders 

can be reduced if they already have a shared interest that helps them coordinate between each 

other. 

5.1.4. Determinations 

Emerson et al. (2012) provides examples of the two forms of joint determination. Procedural 

decisions are activities such as setting agendas, tabling a discussion, and assigning a work 

group. Substantive determination includes reaching agreements on action items or final 

recommendations. It also notes that substantive determinations are often considered as the 

outputs or products of collaboration.  

5.1.4.1. Documentary Research 

As discussed in a previous section on deliberations, multiple occasions of deliberations offer 

a clear mechanism for substantive determination. Much of the procedural decisions are written 

in the Standard Operational Procedure (SOP). The SOP itself was written by The Secretariat. 

Under the methods for writing the SOP, there is no specification that indicates the involvement 

of CSOs or other government agencies in its formulation. 

5.1.4.2. Interview 

According to the SJ, most of the procedural determinations that have been set by the 

mechanism are implemented. The prior contact between the ICW and their government 

partners ensured that both parties were prepared during the deliberation process. On certain 

occasions, SJ mentioned that their government partner, LKPP, took the liberty of drafting a 

regulation without their involvement. However, they were willing to reconcile and willing to 

schedule a meeting outside the OGI mechanism. 

In certain aspects there is already an ongoing process. For example, we asked one of the 

LKPP officials 'Have you formulated an internal regulation regarding goods and service 

procurement?’ 'Oh yes, we have discussed the draft’ while we were like 'Really?' How come 

there is already a draft?’ There are certain instances like that. So, it is not always so smooth. 

In the end, in that situation, I would just contact The Secretariat ‘Would you help me?' LKPP 

have already drafted the regulation without asking us to be involved. Apart from that, we 
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also reminded them ‘Would you invite us?' Can we discuss this first?’ We then discussed it, 

but apparently it was already at the final stage nearing the adoption, so it was impossible for 

us to give input. (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 

On the other hand, as shown in the previous section, the substantive determination between the 

two has been successful on numerous other occasions. RL from LKPP stated that the 

procedural and substantive mechanisms set by OGI have been followed in the terms of 

monitoring. 

Additionally, an interview with MW revealed that the SOP was formulated taking into 

account the input of the CSOs and the Steering Committee. This was done through a meeting 

between the three stakeholders to finalize the SOP. 

5.2. Shared Motivation  

5.2.1. Mutual Trust 

Trust among stakeholders within collaborative governance is deemed one of its prerequisites 

and the sine qua non of collaboration (Emerson et al., 2012). On the other hand, some authors 

suggested that organizations do not always have to have a high level of trust to work 

collaboratively. For example, in a network governance, Provan & Kenis (2008) suggested that 

organization, rather than stop working altogether in the lack of trust, should adjust its mode of 

governance accordingly. Building on insights from the field of conflict resolution, psychology, 

and law, Getha-Taylor, Grayer, Kempf, & O’Leary (2019) ensured that collaboration in public 

management can still occur despite lack of trust while following a set adjustment.  

5.2.1.1. Documentary Research 

The SOP does not provide for the trust building process. Since there is no separate trust 

building activity, its level is highly dependent on the individual relation between each 

organization. 

5.2.1.2. Interview 

According to the interview with SJ, on multiple occasions, LKPP and KIP as ICW’s 

government partner are willing to provide their data in drafting policies:  

Then, when we were in the discussion to push the regulation from the KIP, the three of us 

sat down—every so often we also invited other CSOs—we talked about, for example, 'what 

information should be open’, listing all possibilities, with the input, for instance from LKPP, 

‘Oh, this is not possible to open because this has the element of copyright’ or something 

else. (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 
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In other instances, data and information were provided for the purpose of program 

implementation: “Ultimately, they shared their data, and we are regularly training the public, 

journalists, or CSOs on how to monitor procurement.” (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 

However, this is highly dependent on the dynamics of interaction between partners of each 

commitment.  

On the LKPP side, ICW was also able to share information and knowledge during the 

intensive series of meetings they had to achieve consensus:  

In regards to information, we think, because of the many meetings that we had regarding 

the co-creation process along with ICW and The Secretariat, it rendered us, mainly LKPP 

to think deeper about the 2020 - 2022 national action plan. So, I think there had been optimal 

knowledge sharing. If we meet only to reach an agreement, we could reach it within one or 

two meetings. But the fact is that it would be better if we had more information. (RL, 

interviewed on 28 April 2022) 

5.2.2. Mutual Understanding 

Emerson et al. (2012) emphasized that mutual understanding in the context of the Integrative 

Framework for Collaborative Governance is different from shared understanding 'in which 

participants agree on a shared set of values of goals; rather, mutual understanding specifically 

refers to the ability to understand and respect the positions and interest of others even when 

one might not agree.' (p. 14) rather, it is the “ability to understand and respect others’ positions 

and interests even when one might not agree.” (p. 14). 

5.2.2.1. Interview 

The case between ICW, LKPP, and KIP on the commitment to public information disclosure 

showed that each of the parties involved in the commitment understood the position of their 

partner. The government understood that the CSO has the interest of pushing its agenda into 

the government's policy making process, while the CSO understood that the government cannot 

accept every proposal they suggested during the policy formulation process. This is reflected 

in the previously mentioned willingness of each to hear each other's position regarding a certain 

policy and provides meaningful feedback based on that with the purpose of reaching a 

consensus. In the other instance, it is not the case where one of the parties did not verify their 

plan directly with their partner. The experience of collaboration between LAN and Lakpesdam 

NU in developing a public service innovation model for marginalized groups. In the 

implementation stage of the commitment, there seems to be a misunderstood regarding the 

bureaucracy of LAN in regards of budget allocation. As reported by PA, LAN and Lakpesdam 
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NU had discussed the unavailability of LAN in providing additional budget in regard to the 

commitment implementation. However, according to PA, Bappenas enforced certain changes 

in the plan without further coordination with PA’s department, rather in coordination with the 

planning department within his agency. In the end, his department had to file a revision to 

accommodate Lakpesdam NU’s involvement (PA, interviewed on 21 April 2022). 

5.2.3. Internal Legitimacy 

Legitimacy emerged with the confirmation that participants in are trustworthy and credible, 

with compatible and interdependent interests, as laid out by Emerson et al. (2012).  

5.2.3.1. Interview 

The OGI values are in line with the value of the stakeholder, which in turn improves the 

internal legitimacy of the OGI in its collaboration process. RL from LKPP stated that the value 

of transparency is in line with the value of public procurement which emphasizes transparency. 

He added that he thinks that ICW would commit to the decision they had made jointly because 

of ICW’s interest: 

I think they would commit, because this is also in the interest of our partner. Of course, in 

the procurement of goods and services, there is the interest of LKPP and the interest of the 

LKPP partners. Perhaps it counts a large part of the monitoring, evaluation, implementation, 

and procurement itself. (RL, interviewed on 28 April 2022) 

SJ also made a similar statement regarding the participation of LKPP and KIP, in which they 

have a similar interest in transparent procurement. 

PA from LAN stated that they welcome the participation of Lakpesdam NU external 

participation: “This concept is indeed new to us. And when we joined, in one way we welcomed 

the concept as a bridge to external involvement in innovation. ' (PA, interviewed on 21 April 

2022). However, MD’s statement implied that the fact that LAN was partnered with 

Lakpesdam NU without having a choice could hamper the collaborative process.  

5.2.4. Shared Commitment 

Shared commitment, as mentioned by Emerson et al. (2012), is formed when participants 

are able to cross the organizational, sectoral, and jurisdictional boundaries that separated them 

and commit to a shared path. In OGI, both government agencies and CSOs are involved with 

their partner organization counterpart at each stage of the commitment, well outside their 

organizational boundaries. However, the bureaucracy within the organization remains the main 



 

 

40 

instrument. Hierarchical command and control inside the government to act upon the 

agreement made with the CSOs is imperative, which without any agreement cannot be executed.  

5.2.4.1. Interview 

The result of the interview with SJ showed that compromise and the production of 

meaningful output that can be accepted by both parties are possible. During the formulation of 

public procurement information disclosure, LKPP showed a great concern regarding the 

possibility of copyrights infringement should certain information that was demanded by ICW 

is required to be disclosed. ICW stated that they invited experts to argue in favor of opening 

the information in question. Multiple other divisions within the LKPP that were involved also 

chimed in, sparking a wider internal discussion. LKPP in turn invited experts to provide them 

with more information. According to SJ, this internal discussion could be the result of the 

demand of ICW. In the end, after a compromise, 80% to 90% of the draft proposed by the ICW 

was adopted (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022). 

The result of the monitoring and evaluation of the commitment showed that ICW. LKPP 

and KIP continued to work together on other targets with a sufficient amount of collaboration 

in the implementation stage, including during the dissemination of the adopted regulation to 

the subnational government and other government agencies (Sekretariat Nasional Open 

Government Indonesia, 2021). Based on this case, we know that a compromise based on an 

informed discussion can result in shared commitment.  

5.3. Capacity for Join Action 

5.3.1. Procedural/institutional arrangement  

5.3.1.1. Documentary Research 
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Figure 5.2: OGI Strategic Coordination Team Organization Structure (Sekretariat Nasional 

Open Government Indonesia, 2019) 

 

The SOP contains a formal structure that includes both government agencies and CSOs that 

participate in the OGI national action plan creation process. The structure is hierarchical and 

rather top-down as shown in Figure 5.2. At the top of the hierarchy are three government 

agencies: Ministry of National Development Planning (Bappenas), Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

and the Executive Office of President that act as the Steering Committee (Tim Pengarah). Their 

responsibility is to provide the direction of policy as the legal basis of the OGI output and solve 

the problem that cannot be solved in the lower-level structure. The members of CSOs member 

only appear at the second level of the hierarchy, with only one CSO identified among seven 

other governmental actors. The rest of the CSOs are bundled as operational members in 

counterparts with government members.  

The internal relations among the member of OGI is thoroughly governed in the SOP under 

two sections: the institutional arrangement as the structure elaborated in the prior paragraph 

and the procedural arrangement of the national action plan. There is no specific section within 

the SOP that governs how the organization should integrate with external decision-making 

authorities. Rather, interorganizational level arrangement is scattered among the 

responsibilities of the actors within the internal structure.  

1. The steering committee at the top of the hierarchy has a function to “Establish national 

policy directions as the basis for implementing the Open Government Action Plan to realize 

good governance” (p. 6) 
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2. OGP Point of Contact (PoC) within OGI has a significant amount of interorganizational 

arrangement responsibilities, including working with OGP in developing national action 

plan, working with other relevant government agencies, reporting the work of the 

organization through an online platform or to the IRM as the evaluative body of OGP. 

Multiple studies have suggested that collaborative governance is closely linked to the 

network theories (Agranoff, 2006; Agranoff & McGuire, 2003; Emerson et al., 2012; Provan 

& Kenis, 2008) which in turn formed an assumption that its institutional arrangement is 

congruent with network structure. Looking at Figure 5.2, one can tell that, rather than a network, 

the institutional arrangement of OGI formed a traditional hierarchical organization. Yet, some 

of its features might just qualify as a form of network. Although its formal structure is almost 

bureaucratic, during its policy formulation and implementation, CSOs and government 

agencies who are partnering with each other to work on a commitment have a significant 

leeway in forming a policy and rather autonomous. Actors at the higher level of the hierarchy 

give little or no intervention when any of the stakeholders brings a suggestion to the table. 

When it does, it usually happens through a mediating and administrative role of the Secretariat. 

This closely resembles the Network Administrative Organization (NAO) mode of network 

governance, as suggested by Provan & Kenis (2008), in which one organization has the role of 

coordinating and sustaining the network. NAO has been characterized to suit a network with 

moderate density of trust, moderate to many numbers of participants, moderately high goal 

consensus, and a high need for network-level competencies.  

5.3.1.2. Interview 

According to MW, the settings deliberation processes that were conducted were the mix 

between online meetings and offline meetings considering the situation of the COVID-19 

pandemic. “It is mixed. There were offline face-to-face meetings and there were also online 

meetings. Depending on the pandemic condition. However, at the final meeting, when we had 

to sign the commitment, we conducted an offline face-to-face meeting.” (MW, interviewed on 

19 April 2022) RL also stated a similar thing, mentioning that most of the meetings that were 

conducted were face-to-face but on an online platform. 

5.3.2. Leadership 

5.3.2.1. Documentary Research 

In the previous section, the institutional structure of OGI has been described as top-down 

and rather hierarchical, albeit with some degree of network structure qualities during the 
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interaction between government agencies and CSOs. The leadership position within the 

hierarchy is fulfilled by the steering committee, which includes the members of the Bappenas, 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Executive Office of the President. Their formal role 

included are as follow: 

1. Establishing national policy directions as the basis for implementing the Open Government 

Action Plan to realize good governance; 

2. Establishing Strategic Programs for the Implementation of Open Government; 

3. Resolving problems and obstacles during the implementation of the Action Plan that cannot 

be resolved by the Implementing Team;  

4. Providing periodic reports or at any time at any time required by the Head of the Steering 

Committee. 

5.3.2.2. Interview 

Despite this, higher-level actors barely intervene the collaborative process. The interview 

with MW from the Secretariat revealed that the steering committee is not involved within the 

policy formulation and policy implementation.  

In the process of formulating the last national action plan, the steering committee was not 

involved. It was only up to the directorate-level discussion. At the directorate level, we 

examined whether it is really impossible because of its unsuitable organizational structure - 

wise, we would drop it. We wrote a formal letter to drop it, although we knew that it was 

important, ICEL, too, felt that it was important, but it was impossible to do it. (MW, 

interviewed on 19 April 2022) 

The Secretariat that acts as the NAO left as the main functioning administrative body with 

its role as that that assists and to coordinate within the collaboration process between the 

government agencies and CSOs. Their formal role within the SOP is to help the task of 

operational committee (consisting of government agencies and CSOs) in gathering data and 

information, preparing and developing materials for the purpose of policy recommendation 

formulation. They are also responsible for additional tasks mandated by the operational 

committee.  

Therefore, although formal leadership is absent during the collaborative process, The 

Secretariat largely filled its role by providing coordination, mediating conflicts, and integrating 

the expertise of the stakeholders.  

5.3.3. Knowledge 

5.3.3.1. Documentary Research 
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The operational committee as the center of the collaboration has the objectives of carrying 

out communication and socialization periodically with all stakeholders, as well as conducting 

cross-institutional coordination in implementing the national action plan. The MSF and TM 

process provides the space for knowledge sharing based on the expertise of each stakeholder, 

particularly on the fifth and sixth stage of the national action plan formulation. Experts from 

relevant policy areas, the National Secretariat of Sustainable Development Goal of Indonesia, 

and experts in the area of inclusivity are invited to participate in the discussion and to provide 

their input.  

The following stage involves the finalization, in which OGP stakeholders are also invited 

to provide achievement indicators for the policy. Additionally, the SOP also requires that the 

Government Self-Assessment Report (GSAR)—an evaluative document written by the 

government on the practice of open government—integrate the peer exchange and learning 

activity process.  

5.3.3.2. Interview 

According to TH from The Secretariat, knowledge sharing process within the co-creation 

process could be divided into the formulation stage and the implementation stage. The 

Secretariat was mostly responsible for sharing the procedural knowledge through coordination 

meetings regarding the targets that are to be implemented. For the implementation part, the 

substantive knowledge sharing is mostly left to the government or CSOs that are working 

together. TH also mentioned MSF as the knowledge sharing procedure. MW further added that 

the stage of inviting experts on the respective commitment and the experts of inclusivity has 

only been partly implemented, while the SDG secretariat in Indonesia always consulted.  

To the SDGs secretariat, we always coordinate with them and we always try to keep our 

commitment in line with the SDGs so that government agencies are more focused on 

working on them. But for experts such as those in academia, we have not yet done it. (MW, 

interviewed on 19 April 2022) 

5.3.4. Resources 

5.3.4.1. Documentary Research 

The part of collaborative governance that involves collaboration constitutes the sharing of 

resources, as Bryson et al. (2006) define cross-sector collaboration: “The linking or sharing of 

information, resources, activities, and capabilities by organizations in two or more sectors to 

jointly achieve an outcome that could not be achieved by organizations in one sector separately” 

(p. 44). According to Lubell, Leach, & Sabatier (2009), resources such as budget allocation, 
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grants, and personnel is one of the important aspects in collaboration which contribute to its 

success. 

5.3.4.2. Interview 

According to SJ, ICW as one of the CSOs involved in OGI, prior to the implementation 

stage of the policy, their organizations managed to arrange an agreement of resource sharing 

in implementing the policy.  

We and LKPP, if we are going together to a certain region, we also talked about the budget 

allocation. Which part LKPP wants to cover and which part ICW wants to cover. Because 

it is quite expensive to train a number of people in three days, for instance, in perhaps four 

regions. On the other hand, ICW with LKPP often says 'How much do you guys have? Is it 

enough? If not, ICW could cover it’ or ‘ICW will cover a, b, c, d and later LKPP will cover 

the rest’ something like that. So far it has been like that for budget allocation with the 

achievement that is visible today. I think we got what we paid for. (SJ, interviewed on 18 

April 2022) 

This also goes the other way:  

There was a program that ended up being implemented on a national scale. LKPP was also 

‘Alright, ICW will cover hotels, invitations, etc. and LKPP will provide the material, the 

goodie bag, etc.’ So it was to the point of discussing the exact amount of budget, so nothing 

was hidden. (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 

However, RL stated that in the past year, budget refocusing was made considering the 

COVID-19 situation, causing the program between LKPP, KIP and ICW to be excluded from 

their work plan. Therefore, the contribution they made to the commitment was mainly human 

resources in building a public procurement transparency platform.  

This is reinforced by the statement by MW that detailed the target achievement of each 

policy, specifying the task of both CSOs and government body, thus minimizing resource 

sharing conflict. She added that at the beginning of the formulation process, they make sure 

that the budget allocation for the commitment is covered by the agency budget. Problems may 

arise if the CSO does not have the necessary budget to work on its part of the commitment, 

preventing it from achieving its target. The Secretariat does not allocate resources to the 

stakeholder with less resources. 

That being said, the interview with SJ also showed that budget allocation related to the 

policy formulation process needs to be improved to allow more deliberation. Numerous 

meetings between ICW and their government partner were held to complement those within 

the mechanism. On the other hand, MW stated that the budget of The Secretariat to coordinate 

the mechanisms is enough to achieve sufficient level of formulation, although she mentioned 
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that there is a challenge in meeting the need of sufficient human resource indicated by high 

number of personnel turnover rate.  

Regarding the budget allocation resource, we think it is enough and sufficient because the 

budget is Rp1 billion. But aside from this budget, the mechanism for budget allocation of 

the government these days is flexible, so if this budget is spent before the end of the 

budgeting period, we can ask for more to the organization and governance bureau of the 

Ministry of National Development Planning. In addition, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

also chip in.  However, there is a shortage in the human resource sector, because recruiting 

human resources for OGI, in my opinion, is difficult with its high turnover rate due to its 

work pressure and job security.  (MW, interviewed on 19 April 2022) 

Thus, we recognize that there is a gap between the perceived sufficient budget resource needed 

by CSOs and The Secretariat.  

5.4. Collaborative Actions 

5.4.1. Implementation Structure 

Sørensen & Torfing (2021) claimed that there are two possible problems in the downstream 

process of collaborative governance. First is the loosely coupled structure in the policy 

implementation with collaborative governance vis-à-vis the bureaucratic implementation 

structure, while the second is the problem of lack of understanding and ownership should the 

implementation be delegated to a specialized agency. 

5.4.1.1. Documentary Research 

In the OGI, collaborative action is mandated throughout the policy cycle, including 

implementation. The SOP specifies that there are three main stages of policy implementation: 

1) Kick Off Meeting; 2) appointment of implementation and Reporting Contact Persons; 3) 

joint implementation.  

At the beginning of the implementation period, an event called 'Kick-off meeting' is held 

for all stakeholders to agree on the communication and coordination modes that will take place 

in the implementation. Thus, this event is fundamental to form a sufficient implementation 

structure that can address both division of labor and resource allocation. The implementation 

structure is enforced with the appointment of an implementation and reporting contact person 

that helps to ensure the commitment is sustained. During the actual implementation stage, the 

SOP mandated that stakeholders coordinate in forming division of tasks and functions through 

meetings held at least twice every three months.  
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In light of that, OGI only provides a general requirement for CSOs and government agencies 

to implement their commitment, while they have a significant freedom to form their 

coordination and implementation structure. The OGI monitoring and evaluation report shows 

that some policy implementation efforts are made jointly between CSOs and government 

agencies, while some do not. For instance, under commitment 1, its semester target is for the 

government to revise the former regulation to regulate open public procurement information. 

The report mentions that the revision has been published. It also evaluates the collaboration 

that occurred during its implementation, which in this case was deemed 'active', indicating that 

CSOs and government agencies have been working together to achieve the said goal. KIP, as 

the government agency, worked together with Indonesia Corruption Watch (ICW) as the CSO 

to review the regulation by providing the type of procurement that is required to be published 

and announced. Another first semester target is the preparation for the national procurement 

portal. The preparation had taken place with a plan for the actual portal to be launched at a later 

date. However, the Government Goods and Services Procurement Policy Agency (LKPP) did 

not involve the CSO in conducting this activity, resulting for the co-creation activity to score 

‘passive’, indicating a lack of collaboration during its implementation. The resource allocation 

during the implementation have been discussed in Section 5.3.4. There is no formal mechanism 

that governs the resource allocation structure, and it relies on the agreement between the CSOs 

and the government agency without being captured in the mechanism at all.  

To sum up, at both division of labor and resource allocation at the implementation stage, the 

mechanism lacks the formal structure that governs the aspects. However, to a certain extent, 

the structure of division of labor is more clearly elaborated by its formalization as the target 

achievement of the policy.  

5.4.2. Performance at participant organization unit of analysis 

5.4.2.1. Documentary Research 

The co-creation process allows for the CSOs to be involved directly with the government 

agency in formulating policy. This is reflected in the monitoring and evaluation document of 

the National Action Plan of OGI (Sekretariat Nasional Open Government Indonesia, 2021). 

For example, for the first commitment of the 2020-2022 National Action Plan, it is noted that 

In the process of formulating PERKI No. 1 year 2021 regarding the Public Information 

Service Standard, the Central Information Commission has been actively coordinating with 

the National Public Procurement Agency (LKPP) and the Indonesian Corruption Watch 

(ICW). ICW was involved in detailing the information on goods and services procurement 
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that is required to be disclosed periodically, beginning from the planning phase, selection to 

implementation. (p. 25) 

This kind of reporting is done periodically, as mentioned in the SOP (Sekretariat Nasional 

Open Government Indonesia, 2019):  

The monitoring and evaluation of the OGI National Action Plan (NAP) is a process of the 

NAP that is carried out on every commitment every three months. Therefore, in the span of 

one year, there are four monitoring and evaluation or quarterly. Each monitoring and 

evaluation process will be delivered through the Multi-Stakeholder Forum (MSF) and the 

Trilateral Meeting (TM). (p. 18) 

5.4.2.2. Interview 

During the interview with SJ, she stated that ICW will not be able to implement the program 

in question without the collaboration with their government partner. 

In my opinion, if ICW implement the program alone, it would not be effective. Because the 

issue was actually raised by ICW between 2010-2011, we always pushed for an open 

procurement, but there was no concrete action. Perhaps at that time, the strategy in place 

was monitoring and monitoring, but not pushing. Apparently, it was short in regulation and 

apparently there were stakeholders within the government who did not understand. … We 

always emphasized openness, but actually there should be a more systematic strategy on 

how we should push, lobby from within, etc. So, the government institution is very 

important if we are talking about the achievement of open contracting. (SJ, interviewed on 

18 April 2022) 

In addition, SJ also mentioned that the OGI mechanism makes it easier for them to ask for 

the promises from, referring to the promises of the government. This is possible due to the 

detailed deadline designed at the formulation stage and the monitoring process, and the formal 

mechanism bureaucracy facilitated by The Secretariat under Ministry of National Development 

Planning. This is confirmed by PA and MD from the LAN which states that they have to adhere 

to the letters from Ministry of National Development Planning facilitating the request from the 

their CSO partner.  

For example, there were changes in plans. We had to modify our rundown, and we have 

communicated it to Lakpesdam NU according to the instruction of Bappenas to 

accommodate Lakpesdam. We modified our rundown, involved in coaching. Actually, we 

were a bit stuck between what our deputy instructed which stated it is okay but do not let it 

interrupt the process and with Bappenas. (PA, interviewed on 21 April 2022) 

For LKPP, RL stated that they could indeed create regulations themselves, but their 

collaboration with KIP was fueled by the study of ICW.  

To LKPP, we could just create regulations. But would it correlate with PERKISLIP? 

Honestly, for me, I don't know how to correlate it. Fortunately, with our colleague from 
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ICW, we found the correlation. If we were asked whether ICW had a role within LKPP’s 

policy, the answer would be yes. (RL, interviewed on 28 April 2022) 

In the future, SJ states that “there is certain information that should be made more open. 

Looking at the success of the last implementation, the chance of active involvement by handing 

in action plan proposal, probably will continue” (SJ, interviewed on 18 April 2022) 

5.4.3. Performance at the CGR unit of analysis 

5.4.3.1. Documentary Research 

The extent to which actions are implemented that are consistent with the recorded intention 

varies between commitments. The result of the Monitoring and Evaluation of the 2020-2022 

OGI National Action Plan (Sekretariat Nasional Open Government Indonesia, 2021) showed 

that 58% or 39 of the 69 set targets are said to have achieved their intention of collaboration. 

23% or 16 targets were not implemented at all, 5% or 4 targets were not implemented optimally, 

and 14% or 10 were not collaborative.  

Open Government Indonesia has been running for more than 10 years since its establishment. 

Its achievements have been highlighted by two Indonesian Presidents since its inception, firstly 

by the sixth president, Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono during the Open Government Partnership 

High-Level Event the United Nations in 2014 (OGP, 2014) and his successor, the seventh 

president Joko Widodo at the 2021 OGP Global Summit (OGP, 2021). 

The formalization of Point of Contact (POC) for both government and CSOs at each 

commitment formed the evidence of system capacity in use that has contributed to the 

achievement of targeted goal that was set within the national action plan (Sekretariat Nasional 

Open Government Indonesia, 2020).  

5.4.3.2. Interviews  

As mentioned in the previous section, SJ mentioned that the OGI collaborative mechanism 

provides a formal mechanism for collaboration for the CSO by giving them a bridge provided 

by the secretariat. This is added with the deadline in regard with monitoring of target 

achievement within the mechanism, adding the sense of urgency.  

The future of the OGI mechanism as explained by YR can turn into a precondition for good 

governance, rather than an additional mechanism detached from the main policy cycle. The 

mechanism will grow from only policy makers to a wider group of civil society. Thus, he said: 

“There is no expectation that the co-creation process will stop or will not be implemented. 

Right now, we are at the advocation stage where we introduce the implementation of co-
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creation. In the future, it is hoped it will be a culture, or even a need.” (YR, interviewed on 19 

April 2022) This is echoed by MW who stated that the added value of OGI is its co-creation 

process. “I asked SDGs about its goal 16, SDGs have minimal co-creation process. Its 

philanthropic, business, and civil society have its own role, but they are separated. Government 

agencies have their own action plan, CSOs have their own. … In the future, we have to know 

how to mainstream the co-creation process.” (MW, interviewed on 19 April 2022)
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6. Discussion 

In this following chapter, the results of the documentary research and semi-structured 

interview are merged according to each of their underlying dimensions that have been 

elaborated in the prior chapter. The strength of each dimension of the collaborative governance 

of the Open Government Indonesia co-creation process is presented in Table 6.1 below. 

Table 6.1: The strongest and the weakest dimensions of the collaborative governance of Open 

Government Indonesia Co-Creation process 

No. Dimensions Policy Formulation Policy Implementation 

Collaborative Dynamics [component] 

Principled Engagement [element] 

1. Discovery  Strength: Moderate 

a. The mechanism does not provide 

shared interest building process; 

b. Join fact finding is embedded in the 

mechanism. 

 

2. Definitions Strength: Moderate 

a. The deliberation process contains 

written problem definitions and 

terminology made jointly between 

stakeholders; 

b. Concept and terminology are agreed 

between stakeholders; 

c. Expectation and task clarification is 

not built within the mechanism.  

 

3. Deliberations Strength: Moderate 

a. Deliberative consensus is not 

always achieved; 

b. Not enough deliberation amount 

and length; 

c. Power imbalance is addressed. 

 

4. Determinations Strength: Strong 

a. SOP was formulated jointly 

between The Secretariat, CSOs, and 

Steering Committee; 

b. Substantive determination was 

made jointly within the deliberation 

process. 

 

Shared Motivation [element] 

5. Mutual trust Strength: Moderate Strength: Moderate 
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a. No trust building process identified 

in the formulation stage. However, 

the intense discussion leads to 

knowledge and information sharing 

between partners might helped to 

build trust. 

a. No trust building process identified in 

the implementation stage. However, 

the intense discussion leads to 

knowledge and information sharing 

between partners might helped to 

build trust. 

6. Mutual understanding Strength: Strong 

a. The deliberation process provides 

space to understand the position of 

the other parties. 

Strength: Weak 

a. Sudden change in plan during 

implementation due to lack of 

understanding of the position of the 

other party which undermined 

coordination after the formulation 

process and the implementation 

stage. 

7. Internal legitimacy Strength: Moderate 

a. The value of some stakeholders 

already aligns with the value of 

OGI such as transparency and 

participation. However, some 

stakeholder remains to see the 

collaboration as an assignment 

rather than the government 

initiative.  

Strength: Moderate 

a. Some stakeholders’ value already 

align with the value of OGI such as 

transparency and participation. 

However, some government 

stakeholder remains to see this as an 

assignment instead of an initiative of 

collaboration. 

8. Shared commitment Strength: Moderate 

a. Multiple deliberations provide the 

space for discussion to improve 

shared commitment. However, the 

discussion should be informed to 

result in acceptable compromise 

that sparks future commitment; 

Strength: Strong 

a. Shared commitment in 

implementation is ensured with joint 

targets. 

Capacity for join action [element] 

9. Procedural/Institutional 

arrangement 

Strength: Strong 

a. There is sufficient 

intraorganizational and 

interorganizational procedural 

arrangement; 

b. Standard Operational Procedure 

exists with a sufficient 

implementation; 

c. The Secretariat functions as the 

Network Administrative 

Organizations (NAO); 

Strength: Moderate 

a. Procedural and institutional 

arrangements exist in the form of 

target achievement that is constantly 

monitored. 

b. The SOP does not sufficiently 

regulate the implementation process.   
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d. The deliberation process always 

happens. 

10. Leadership Strength: Strong 

a. Formal leadership exists, but their 

influence and control are not 

ensured, but assumed by The 

Secretariat; 

b. The role of facilitation is taken up 

by The Secretariat; 

c. The Secretariat is the one that 

extended the scope of the process. 

Strength: Weak 

a. Leadership role is not present during 

the policy implementation stage, 

instead it is assumed by The 

Secretariat; 

b. Facilitation is assumed by The 

Secretariat; 

c. Extending the scope of the process is 

not possible. 

11. Knowledge Strength: Strong 

a. Multiple knowledge sharing process 

during the formulation stage. 

 

Strength: Weak 

a. The knowledge sharing procedure in 

the implementation stage is not 

formalized and left to each CSOs and 

Government Agency. 

12. Resources Strength: Moderate 

a. Adequate budget support for policy 

formulation from The Secretariat;  

b. Resource imbalance is addressed; 

c. There is no support scheme 

available for the disadvantaged 

stakeholder in the formulation stage. 

Strength: Weak 

a. Adequate budget from the 

government partner but not always 

from the CSOs; 

b. Resource imbalance is addressed; 

c. No support scheme available for 

disadvantaged stakeholder in the 

implementation stage. 

Collaborative actions [component] 

13. Implementation 

structure 

 Strength: Moderate 

a. Division of labor is agreed upon the 

kick off meeting, but its 

implementation is not strictly 

adhered. 

b. There are no distributional conflict 

management rules. 

14. Performance at 

participant organization 

unit of analysis 

 Strength: Moderate 

a. The CSO experienced an added 

benefit in better response within the 

coordination process with their 

government partner, while some of 

the government agencies are not; 

b. The CSO has lobbying and 

government channels to push their 

agenda from within; the government 

received research input; 
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c. The policy implementation 

monitoring document provides 

evidence of improved response from 

the government; 

d. Consistent collaboration reporting 

throughout the implementation 

process; 

e. The policy implementation 

monitoring document provides 

evidence of interagency partnership. 

15. Performance at the CGR 

unit of analysis 

 Strength: Strong 

a. Consistency of implementation varies 

among commitment; Consistent 

monitoring process of alignment 

between intentions and actions; 

b. OGI have been highlighted by the 

Presidents of Indonesia; and higher 

echelon level of involved ministries 

are aware of OGI and its 

commitments; 

c. Formalization of Point of Contact 

(POC) for both government and 

CSOs at each commitment, although 

it frequently changes for the 

government; 

d. Continuous cycle of OGI national 

action plans and future plans to 

continue this cycle. 

 

6.1. Strength and Weakness: Implementation Gap in Collaborative Governance of 

Open Government Indonesia 

As the result showed, there are four weak dimensions identified, namely mutual 

understanding at the implementation stage, knowledge sharing at the implementation stage, 

and resources at the implementation stage. There are six dimensions deemed to be strong, 

specifically determination, mutual understanding at the formulation stage, shared commitment 

at the implementation stage, procedural/institutional arrangement at the formulation stage, 

leadership at the formulation stage, and knowledge at the formulation stage. However, the 

majority of dimensions are moderate, with 13 of them identified. As have been identified in 

Table 6.1, the OGI co-creation process demonstrated moderate strength in its principled 
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engagement element. The dimension of determination shows an exceptional strength by 

meeting the indicators of joint determination of procedural and substantive decisions. Certain 

indicators of the element achieved moderate strength due to its lack of formalization within the 

SOP. For example, the lack of expectation and task clarification during the formulation stage 

causes disruption during the formulation process, as told by the PA from LKPP. Certain 

indicators and dimensions might be cross-lapping each other, bearing a wider consequence in 

its unfulfillment. Choi & Robertson (2014) found that deliberation plays an important role in 

decision making processes within collaborative governance. On the other hand, power 

imbalance between stakeholders during the deliberation also needs to be addressed in order to 

be mitigated (Ansell et al., 2017; Bryson et al., 2006), for example to avoid political co-optation 

in which of less powerful participant and achieving a true consensus with the assimilation of 

participants diverging perspectives (Choi & Robertson, 2014). The insufficient length of 

deliberation might cause consensus to be not reached but can also result in political co-optation. 

If the partners decided to add more deliberation outside the co-creation process, they would 

have to commit additional resources. However, without sufficient funding, additional 

deliberations could not be held, thus hampering the formulation process.  

The co-creation process demonstrated strength in its capacity for join action during the 

formulation stage of the policy cycle. Three dimensions of this element showed a strong 

capacity to perform its function. The dimension of resource is an exception with its moderate 

strength caused by nonavailability of support for disadvantages stakeholder in the formulation 

stage. This indicator is important considering that in some cases the formalized deliberation 

process within the SOP is not always enough to reach a collaborative consensus. If the 

disadvantaged stakeholder does not have the resource, it may risk a political cooptation, in line 

with what Choi & Robertson (2014) have pointed out regarding the importance of deliberation 

process as have been mentioned previously. Although OGI’s capacity to join action within its 

formulation is arguably strong, it is not the case during its implementation case. Across its 

dimensions, it demonstrates weakness with the exception of procedural/institutional 

arrangement. It is indicated so mostly because there is no sufficient formalization of 

implementation structure, as reflected in the SOP. With the lack of an implementation structure, 

it is up to the agreement between the government and the CSO partners on how they want to 

execute the formulated policy, risking to hamper the implementation as the experience of PA. 

This agreement is formalized within the target of each commitment, thus the reason for the 

procedural/institutional arrangement to have a moderate strength. Again, the weakness of a 
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certain dimension potentially influences the overall implementation process. Taking the 

example of knowledge sharing, it has been found to be one of the most important features of 

collaborative governance. Substantive quality of deliberation improves as experts add new 

information, ideas, and analysis, along with access to technical and scientific resources (Beierle, 

2000) and the integration of knowledge can lead to more value common to multiple 

stakeholders (Choi & Robertson, 2014). Due to the lack of knowledge sharing in executing its 

commitment, partners risk the quality of its program delivery.  

The last component of Collaborative Actions was used only to analyze collaborative 

governance within the implementation stage. Across three dimensions of this component, OGI 

co-creation showed moderate strength due to its mixed fulfillment of indicators. Notably, under 

the dimension of performance at participant organization unit of analysis, it is shown that the 

CSO received the benefit of better response within the coordination process with their 

government partner. However, the government is not receiving any benefit. Similarly, under 

the same dimension, CSO also received the benefit of lobbying the government from within as 

the result of intense interaction under the co-creation process. Some of the indicators in the 

dimension of performance in the CGR unit of analysis depend on each commitment, namely, 

the extent to which implemented actions are consistent with recorded intentions of CGR 

participants and their shared theory of actions and the evidence of observation by relevant 

leaders or public that the CGR is worthwhile. This research does not analyze the content of 

each commitment since it is not its intention. Regardless, for the later mentioned dimension, 

the co-creation process of OGI has been highlighted by the President of Indonesia. 

6.2. The Cause of Implementation Gap in the Open Government Indonesia Co-

Creation Process 

The implementation gap is identified by finding out the weak dimensions of the OGI co-

creation process. To trace its cause, this research broke down the weak dimension into its 

indicators. The first weak dimension to be examined is mutual understanding at the 

implementation level. The dimension was deemed to have a weak strength due to the 

experience of LAN, stating that there had been a sudden change in regards to the budgeting 

plan as a result of the lack of coordination between LAN and its partner during the 

implementation stage. This is regarded as a lack of understanding that LAN is a government 

agency. When the partner was asking for a change in budget plan despite previously agreed 

plan, the consideration of the bureaucracy as a large part of the budgeting process was not taken 

into account which result in the difficulty when LAN had to propose a budget revision.  
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The second dimension is the lack of leadership in the implementation stage. Although in the 

formulation stage, the structural leadership also did not present, in that stage the role of the 

secretariat as the facilitator during the deliberation process was present. This is confirmed by 

the stage outlined in the SOP, as well as by the result of the interview with SJ from ICW. In 

contrast, the SOP do not regulate clearly the coordination during the implementation stage, 

thus leaving the leadership role absent.  

Knowledge of sharing procedures has been found to exist during the formulation stage 

throughout the deliberation process. However, the lack of the regulating article regarding 

knowledge sharing procedure in the implementation stage can be troublesome, especially if the 

collaboration at hand is about the dissemination of certain policy or the capacity building of 

state apparatus, for instance. 

The resource at the implementation stage, although it could be determined and planned 

suitably with a good formulation stage, could serve as a barrier during the implementation if 

the disadvantaged party is not supported. This is because it is hard to predict the future, even 

with a well-planned policy formulation as have been noted by Sørensen & Torfing (2021). 

Therefore, in addition to identifying the disadvantaged party in terms of resources at the 

formulation and implementation stage, appropriate resource support should also be provided.  

There are two patterns identified within the elaborated weak dimensions. First, all of the 

weak dimensions happened to be identified at the implementation stage. Second, the root cause 

of all the weak dimensions at the implementation stage is the lack of the governing standard 

such as the one found at the formulation stage, i.e., comprehensively regulated by the standard 

operational procedure that can be referred to every time a barrier presents during the 

formulation stage. Therefore, this research summed up that the cause of the implementation 

gap in the OGP co-creation process in the case of OGI is the lack of Standard Operating 

Procedure at the implementation stage.  

One might argue that because it requires a specialized rule of conduct for every commitment 

depending on multiple variables, it is impossible to build an overarching SOP that governs the 

implementation stage of the collaboration. However, it is not impossible to put a strict 

definition of the required knowledge sharing procedure. Although it could be difficult to sustain 

the disadvantaged stakeholder in terms of resource, especially if the implementation went 

unexpectedly, it is not impossible to set up an endowment fund or analyzing the possible 

unexpected resource allocation barrier. These are in line with adaptive implementations in the 

case of collaborative governance by Ansell et al. (2017), which instead of rolling out a policy 
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like a blanket, but rather rubbing them in by considering specific context and with the 

consideration of contingencies during the implementation. 

 



 

 

59 

7. Conclusions 

This research has identified the strength and weakness of collaborative governance in the 

case of the OGI co-creation process. 15 dimensions were examined through documentary 

research and semi-structured interviews. There are six strong dimensions, those are 1) 

determinations; 2) Mutual understanding; 3) shared commitment at the implementation stage; 

4) procedural/institution arrangement of the formulation stage; 5) leadership at the formulation 

stage and; 6) performance at the CGR unit of analysis. The weaknesses can be summarized as 

follows: 1) lack of mutual understanding at the implementation stage; 2) lack of leadership in 

the implementation stage; 3) lack of formalization for knowledge sharing procedure at the 

implementation stage; 4) lack of resource support for disadvantaged in the implementation 

stage. The main cause of this weakness was identified to be the lack of standard operational 

procedure regarding the policy implementation, especially, which governs the weak 

dimensions.  

By conducting a case study of one case, this research has a case limitation, that is, it cannot 

be appropriately generalized into other cases. On the other hand, the result of this research can 

serve as the benchmark for other research that may be interested in examining other cases of 

collaborative governance, particularly those that are collaborating under the framework of the 

Open Government Partnership. Second, this research has the limitation of interviewing a 

limited number of key informants, i.e., seven key informants across four stakeholder 

organizations within OGI. This may entail a lower degree of validity in terms of triangulations. 

Finally, it would be ideal if future research on collaborative governance within the framework 

of Open Government Partnership would look at the comparison between OGI in Indonesia with 

collaborative governance performance of other member states.  
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Appendix 1: List of Operationalization  

No. Dimensions Indicators Operationalization 

Collaborative Dynamics [component] 

Principled Engagement [element] 

1.  Discovery a. Identification of shared interest (Bryson et al., 

2006; Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Joint fact finding and analytical investigation 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. To CSO: What motivates your organization to be involved in 

this commitment (policy-making process)? (1a) 

2. To the Government: What are the benefits of joining this 

commitment to your institution? (1a) 

3. Do you think your organization has any shared interest with 

the other stakeholder responsible for this commitment? (1a) 

a. Before the process, did each of the stakeholder express 

their expectation and interest in this commitment? (1a) 

4. During the process of collaboration, is there a mechanism for 

each stakeholder to share their knowledge around this 

commitment? (1b) 

Documentary research 

5. Documents that indicate a mechanism to identify shared 

interest, fact finding, and investigation. (1a;1b) 

2.  Definitions a. Continuous effort to build shared meaning by 

articulating common purpose and objectives 

Interview questions 
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(Ansell & Gash, 2007; Bryson et al., 2006; 

Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Agreement on the concept and terminology 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

c. Clarifying and adjusting task and expectations 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

1. What does this policy area (e.g. access to justice, open 

government data, participative budgeting) mean for your 

organization? (2b) 

2. How can you tell if this policy area has been successfully 

implemented? (2a) 

3. What do you think are the role of government and CSOs in this 

policy area? (2c) 

Documentary research 

4. Documents specifying concepts, terminology, objectives and 

tasks agreed by government agencies and CSOs. (2a;2b;2c) 

3.  Deliberations a. Achieving consensus (Ansell & Gash, 2007; 

Choi & Robertson, 2014) 

b. Adequate length or amount of deliberation (Choi 

& Robertson, 2014) 

c. Addressing power imbalance (Ansell & Gash, 

2007; Bryson et al., 2006; Purdy, 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Do you think that during the policy-making process the co-

creation process provides adequate amount of deliberation? 

(3b) 

2. During the deliberation process such as the MSF, how often 

did your organization disagree with the other stakeholders, 

e.g., in problem definition or in implementation technicalities? 

(3a) 

a. Do you always come to an agreement afterward? (3a) 

3. Which stakeholder do you think has the ability to drive the 

deliberation process? (3c) 

4. Does the secretariat as the facilitator provide space for the less 

powerful group to put forward their ideas? (3c) 

Documentary research 
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5. Number of deliberations conducted (3b;9a) 

6. The length of the deliberation.(3b) 

4.  Determinations a. Determining procedural decisions (Emerson et al., 

2012) 

b. Substantive determination (Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Did the procedural decision and substantive determination 

mechanism adhered? (4a;4b) 

Documentary research 

2. Formal mechanism in determining procedural decision (4a) 

3. Formal mechanism in determining substantive decisions.(4b)  

Shared motivation [element] 

5.  Mutual trust a. Building trust (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Bryson et 

al., 2006) 

b. Mutual trust among stakeholders (Emerson et al., 

2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Does your partner organization always share the necessary 

information and knowledge about this commitment with your 

organizations during the formulation or implementation 

process? (5a;5b) 

6.  Mutual understanding a. Ability to understand and respect others’ positions 

and interests even when one might not 

agree.(Ansell & Gash, 2007; Bryson et al., 2006; 

Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Do you think that you can work with your partner organization 

and the other stakeholder in this commitment given their 

position and interest? (6a) 

7.  Internal legitimacy a. Stakeholders acknowledge each other being 

trustworthy and credible (Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Do you think your partner organization would commit to the 

joint decision? (7a) 
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8.  Shared commitment a. Stakeholders are willing to abide the result of 

deliberation, even if they should go in the 

direction they do not fully support (Ansell & 

Gash, 2007) 

Interview questions 

1. Were there any cases where your organization had to 

compromise during the formulation or implementation stage 

of this commitment? (8a) 

a. How did it respond? (8a) 

Capacity for join action [element] 

9.  Procedural/Institutional 

arrangement 

[Asked to all of the 

stakeholders and the 

secretariat] 

a. Sufficient formal intraorganizational and 

interorganizational procedural arrangement 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Sufficient formal standard operational 

procedure (Bryson et al., 2006)  

c. Appropriate governance type according to the 

network governance (Provan & Kenis, 2008) 

d. Face to face dialogue (Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

Interview questions 

1. Were the deliberations conducted face to face? (9d) 

Documentary research 

2. Number of deliberations conducted (3b;9a)* 

3. Formal network structure that matches the definition of 

collaborative governance. (9a) 

4. Standard operational procedure for internal relation. (9b) 

5. Standard operational procedure for external relation. (9c) 

6. Type of network governance according to the formal 

structure of the network. (9c) 

10.  Leadership a. Ensuring broad-based influence and control 

(Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

b. Facilitative leadership (Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

c. Extending the scope of the process (Ansell & 

Gash, 2007) 

Interview questions 

1. During the formulation and implementation process, how does 

the leader coordinate the mechanism of collaboration to each 

stakeholder? (10a) 

2. Should there be anything conflict or deviation during the policy 

formulation and implementation, who usually takes the 

mediating role? (10b;10c) 
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Documentary research 

3. Formal leadership of the network. (10a;10b:10c) 

4. Formal role of leadership within the collaborative process. 

(10a;10b;10c) 

11.  Knowledge a. Existence of knowledge sharing procedure among 

stakeholders (Emerson et al., 2012) 

Documentary research 

1. Mechanism for each stakeholder to share their knowledge (11a) 

12.  Resources a. Adequate budget support (Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Addressing resource imbalance (Ansell & Gash, 

2007) 

c. Empowerment of disadvantaged stakeholders 

(Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

Interview questions 

1. Do you think that the budget allocated for the policy 

formulation and policy implementation is enough to achieve 

the desirable outcome? (12a) 

2. Did your organization contribute any resources during policy 

formulation and implementation? (12b) 

3. How does this network address less powerful stakeholders in 

terms of resources? (12b;12c) 

Documentary research 

4. The amount of budget allocated to policy formulation by each 

stakeholder. (12a) 

5. The amount of budget allocated for policy implementation 

from each stakeholder. (12a) 

Collaborative actions [component] 

13.  Implementation 

structure  

a. Clear division of labor (Sørensen & Torfing, 

2021) 

Interview questions 
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b. Clear distributional conflict management rules 

(Sørensen & Torfing, 2021) 

1. What is the role of your organization during the 

implementation of the policy of this commitment? (13a) 

a. Has there been any barrier in implementing your role 

during the implementation stage of the policy? (13a) 

2. Has your partner organization done its role according to its 

formally defined role? (13a) 

3. Has there been any conflict during the implementation 

process? (13b) 

4. What is the conflict resolution mechanism during the policy 

implementation process? (13b) 

Documentary research  

5. Formal division of labor among stakeholders. (13a) 

6. Formal resource allocation structure. (13b) 

14.  Performance at 

participant organization 

unit of analysis 

Efficiency of actions/outputs (Emerson & Nabatchi, 

2015) 

a. Extent to which members perceive and/or measure 

organizational benefits attributable to the CGR. 

Effectiveness of outcomes (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

b. Participant perceptions of increased organizational 

capacity and performance attributable to CGR. 

c. Evidence of specific internal organizational 

improvement or benefits attributable to CGR. 

Equilibrium of adaptation (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

Interview questions 

1. Do you think your organization would have been able to 

implement this policy by itself without the collaboration from 

your partner organization? (14a;14b) 

2. To what extent does the collaboration make the policy 

implementation better? (14a;14b) 

3. Considering the present situation, do you think there is a future 

for collaboration with your partner organization? (14d) 

Documentary research 

4. Evidence of specific internal organizational improvement or 

benefits attributable to CGR. (14c) 
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d. Perceived stability of participants’ ongoing 

mission and accomplishments. 

e. Evidence from records of ongoing contributions by 

CGRs to participants. 

5. Records of past collaboration between the stakeholders. (14e) 

15.  Performance at the CGR 

unit of analysis 

 

Efficacy of actions/output (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

a. Extent to which implemented actions are consistent 

with recorded intentions of CGR participants and 

their shared theory of action. 

External legitimacy (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

b. Evidence of observation by relevant leaders or 

public that the CGR is worthwhile. 

Viability of adaptation (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

c. Evidence of system capacity in use that 

contributed to the achievement of target goals. 

d. Evidence of system capacity available to continue 

to contribute to the achievement of targeted goals.  

Interview questions 

1. Do you think that the implementation of collaborative policy is 

in line with the details written in the national action plan? (15a) 

2. What is the most beneficial feature of collaboration within 

Open Government Indonesia? (15c) 

a. Do you think that they are going to continue to be 

implemented? (15d) 

Documentary research 

3. Evidence of observation by relevant leaders or public that the 

CGR is worthwhile. (15b) 
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Appendix 2: List of Operationalization in Indonesian 

No. Dimensions Indicators Operationalization 

Collaborative Dynamics [component] 

Principled Engagement [element] 

1. Discovery 

(Lakpesdam – LAN; 

ICW – LKPP) 

 

a. Identification of shared interest (Bryson et al., 2006; 

Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Joint fact finding and analytical investigation 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Untuk CSO: Apa motivasi organisasi Anda untuk terlibat 

dalam komitmen ini? (1ƒa) 

2. Untuk Pemerintah: Apa keuntungan organisasi Anda untuk 

terlibat dalam komitmen ini? (1a) 

3. Menurut Anda, apakah organisasi Anda mempunyai 

kepentingan yang sama dengan organsasi mitra lainnya dalam 

komitmen Anda? (1a) 

a. Apakah terdapat proses penyelarasan kepentingan dalama 

proses penyusunana dan implementasi komitmen ini? (1a) 

4. Selama proses ko-kreasi, apakah terdapat mekanisme untuk 

berbagi pengetahuan (knowledge sharing)? (1b, 11a) 

2. Definitions (Lakpesdam 

– LAN) 

a. Continuous effort to build shared meaning by 

articulating common purpose and objectives (Ansell 

& Gash, 2007; Bryson et al., 2006; Emerson et al., 

2012) 

b. Agreement on the concept and terminology 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Apa arti kebijakan ini bagi organisasi Anda? (2b) 

2. Bagaimana Anda dapat mengetahui bahwa kebijakan ini telah 

berhasil diterapkan? (2a) 

3. Menurut Anda, apa peran peran pemerintah dan CSO dalam 

komitmen ini? (2c) 
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c. Clarifying and adjusting task and expectations 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

3.  Deliberations (ICW – 

LKPP) 

a. Achieving consensus (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Choi 

& Robertson, 2014) 

b. Adequate length or amount of deliberation (Choi & 

Robertson, 2014) 

c. Addressing power imbalance (Ansell & Gash, 2007; 

Bryson et al., 2006; Purdy, 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Menurut Anda, apakah dalam proses penyusunan komitmen, 

terdapat cukup proses musyawarah (deliberation)? (3b) 

2. Selama proses musyawarah seperti MSF, seberapa sering anda 

mendapati organisasi Anda tidak setuju dengan pemangku 

kepentingan lain? (3a) 

a. Apakah Anda selalu mencapai kesepakatan setelah itu? (3a) 

3. Menurut Anda, pemangku kepentingan apa yang dapat 

“menyetir” proses musyawarah? (3c) 

4. Apakah Seknas OGI sebagai fasilitator menyediakan ruang 

untuk pemangku kebijakan yang lebih lemah? (3c) 

4. Determinations 

(Lakpesdam – LAN; 

ICW – LKPP) 

a. Determining procedural decisions (Emerson et al., 

2012) 

b. Substantive determination (Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Apakah mekanisme prosedural dan substantif dipatuhi? (4a;4b)  

Shared motivation [element] 

5. Mutual trust (ICW – 

LKPP) 

a. Building trust (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Bryson et al., 

2006) 

b. Mutual trust among stakeholders (Emerson et al., 

2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Apakah organisasi mitra Anda selalu membagikan informasi 

dan pengetahuan yang penting terkait komitmen ini selama 

proses penyusunan dan implementasi? (5a;5b) 

6.  Mutual understanding 

(Lakpesdam – LAN) 

a. Mutual understanding among stakeholders 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview questions 
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1. Meskipun terdapat perbedaan posisi (pemerintah dan CSO) 

dan kepentingan, apakah menurut Anda organisasi Anda akan 

dapat bekerja sama dengan organisasi mitra Anda? (6a) 

7. Internal legitimacy 

(ICW – LKPP) 

 

a. Stakeholders acknowledge each other being 

trustworthy and credible (Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview questions 

1. Apakah menurut Anda mitra organisasi Anda akan 

berkomitmen dalam melaksanakan keputusan bersama? (7a) 

(15) 

8. Shared commitment 

(Lakpesdam – LAN) 

a. Stakeholders are willing to abide the result of 

deliberation, even if they should go in the direction 

they do not fully support (Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

Interview questions 

1. Apakah terdapat kasus dimana organisasi Anda harus 

melakukan kompromi selama proses penyusunan atau 

implementasi komitmen ini? (8a) 

a. Seperti apa respons organisasi Anda? (8a) 

Capacity for join action [element] 

9. Procedural/Institutional 

arrangement 

[Asked to all 

stakeholders and the 

Secretariat] 

(Lakpesdam – LAN; 

ICW – LKPP; OGI) 

a. Sufficient formal intraorganizational and 

interorganizational procedural arrangement 

(Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Sufficient formal stAndard operational procedure 

(Bryson et al., 2006)  

c. Appropriate governance type according to the 

network governance (Provan & Kenis, 2008) 

d. Face to face dialogue (Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

Interview questions 

1. Apa proses musyawarah dilakukan secara tatap muka? (9d) 

10. Leadership a. Ensuring broad-based influence and control (Ansell 

& Gash, 2007) 

Interview questions 
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(Lakpesdam – LAN; 

OGI) 

b. Facilitative leadership (Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

c. Extending the scope of the process (Ansell & Gash, 

2007) 

1. Selama proses penyusunan dan implementasi, bagaimana 

peran pemimpin mengkoordinasikan mekanisme  

2. Jika terjadi konflik selama proses penyusunan dan 

implementasi, siapa biasanya yang menjadi mediator? 

(10b;10c) 

11. Knowledge 

(OGI) 

a. Existence of knowledge sharing procedure among 

stakeholders (Emerson et al., 2012) 

Interview Question:  

1. Selama proses ko-kreasi, apakah terdapat mekanisme untuk 

berbagi pengetahuan (knowledge sharing)? (1b,11a) 

12. Resources 

(Lakpesdam – LAN; 

ICW – LKPP; OGI) 

a. Adequate budget support (Emerson et al., 2012) 

b. Addressing resource imbalance (Ansell & Gash, 

2007) 

c. Empowerment of disadvantaged stakeholders 

(Ansell & Gash, 2007) 

Interview questions 

1. Apakah anggaran yang dialokasikan untuk proses penyusunan 

dan implementasi cukup untuk mencapai outcome yang 

diinginkan? (12a) 

2. Apakah organisasi Anda mengkontribusikan sumber daya 

selama proses penyusunan dan implementasi? (12b) 

3. Bagaimana jaringan ini (proses ko-kreasi secara kolektif) 

menangani pemangku kepentingan yang lebih rentan dalam 

hal sumber daya? (12b; 12c) 

Collaborative actions [component] 

13. Implementation 

structure  

(Lakpesdam – LAN) 

a. Clear division of labor (Sørensen & Torfing, 

2021) 

b. Clear distributional conflict management rules 

(Sørensen & Torfing, 2021) 

Interview questions 

1. Apa peran organisasi Anda dalam implementasi kebijakan 

komitmen ini? (13a) 

a. Apakah terdapat halangan dalam implementasi 

komitmen ini (13a) 
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2. Apakah organisasi mitra Anda telah menjalankan perannya 

sesuai dengan peran yang ditetapkan secara formal? (13a) 

3. Apakah ada konflik selama proses implementasi? (13b) 

4. Seperti apa mekanisme resolusi konflik dalam proses 

implementasi? (13b) 

14. Performance at 

participant organization 

unit of analysis 

(ICW – LKPP) 

Efficiency of actions/outputs (Emerson & Nabatchi, 

2015) 

a. Extent to which members perceive and/or measure 

organizational benefits attributable to the CGR. 

Effectiveness of outcomes (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

b. Participant perceptions of increased organizational 

capacity and performance attributable to CGR. 

c. Evidence of specific internal organizational 

improvement or benefits attributable to CGR. 

Equilibrium of adaptation (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

d. Perceived stability of participants’ ongoing 

mission and accomplishments. 

e. Evidence from records of ongoing contributions 

by CGRs to participants. 

Interview questions 

1. Menurut Anda, apakah organisasi Anda dapat 

mengimplementasikan kebijakan ini tanpa kolaborasi dari 

organisasi mitra Anda? (14a; 14b) 

2. Sejauh apa kolaborasi membuat implementasi kebijakan 

menjadi lebih baik? (14a; 14b) 

3. Mempertimbangkan situasi saat ini, apakah menurut Anda ada 

masa depan untuk kolaborasi dengan organisasi mitra Anda? 

(14d) 

15. Performance at the CGR 

unit of analysis 

(ICW – LKPP; OGI) 

 

Efficacy of actions/output (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

e. Extent to which implemented actions are 

consistent with recorded intentions of CGR 

participants and their shared theory of action. 

Interview questions 

1. Apakah menurut Anda implementasi kebijakan kolaboratif ini 

sejalan dengan rencana yang tertulis dalam rencana aksi 

nasional? (15a) 
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External legitimacy (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

f. Evidence of observation by relevant leaders or 

public that the CGR is worthwhile. 

Viability of adaptation (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015) 

g. Evidence of system capacity in use that 

contributed to the achievement of target goals. 

h. Evidence of system capacity available to continue 

to contribute to the achievement of targeted goals.  

2. Apa fitur yang paling menguntungkan dari kolaborasi dalam 

Open Government Indonesia? (15c) 

a. Apakah menurut Anda kebijakan tersebut akan terus 

diterapkan? (15d)  
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Appendix 3: Interview Invitation Letter 

Interview Invitation 

 

Budapest, [date] 

 

To:  

[name of the recipient] 

 

To whom it may concern,  

 

For the purpose of obtaining the degree of MSc in Public Policy in Management, the student indicated below 

who is enrolled at the Department of Public Policy and Management of Corvinus University of Budapest is 

currently conducting research titled “Understanding the Gap Between Policy Formulation and Implementation in 

Collaborative Governance Mechanism: The Case of Open Government Indonesia Co-Creation Process”. 

Name : Muhammad Bayu Zuhdi 

Student identification number : 73604311473 

The aim of this study is to identify the dimensions that cause the gap between policy formulation and policy 

implementation in the Open Government Partnership’s (OGP) co-creation process. The researcher is interested in 

interviewing involved stakeholders who are working with Open Government Indonesia’s (OGI) co-creation 

process in formulating and implementing Open Government Indonesia National Action Plan 2020-2022. They are 

including civil society organizations, government ministries and agencies, and the National Secretariat of Open 

Government Indonesia.  

In light of that, we would like to invite you for an interview to learn more about your organization’s role and 

experience as one of the stakeholders. The interview will be approximately one hour in length and will cover the 

following areas: 

• The mechanism of policy formulation and policy implementation under the co-creation process; 

• The implementation of collaborative governance in the co-creation process; 

• Your experience working with other stakeholders within the co-creation process. 

Your input and participation on this subject are very important and will be a valuable addition to the research. 

If it is convenient for you, we would like to schedule the interview in the coming week that would be conducted 

through a video conference platform. For further information regarding the research and the interview, kindly 

contact M. Bayu Zuhdi at muhammad.zuhdi@stud.uni-corvinus.hu or +36 2034 78409 as the researcher. Thank 

you in advance for your assistance and cooperation.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

[signature] 

 

Dr. Rosta Miklós 

Head of the Department of Comparative and Institutional Economics/ 

Thesis Supervisor 

Corvinus University of Budapest 

 

mailto:muhammad.zuhdi@stud.uni-corvinus.hu
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