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INTRODUCTION
  According to the United Nations, the 

current global problems are climate change, 
democracy, poverty, hunger, gender equality, 
health and human rights, and these are all 
expected to be resolved by 2030 (UN, nd1). 
This ambition is contained in the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) document, a UN 
resolution in October 2015 as a substitute for 
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) 
launched in 2000. SDGs are blueprint documents 
compiled to achieve a better and sustainable 
future for the world.

 SDGs have inspired and instructed almost 
all countries in the world to formulate their 
national development plans. The Indonesian 
government (i.e. Bappenas) has made –lately-- 
a roadmap in mid-2019 (UNICEF, 2019), which 
should have been completed in early 2018 
(Liputan6.com, 2018). Even so, it seems that the 
SDGs have colored the contents of the policies of 
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Abstract
Following the Millenium Development Goals (MDGs), the United Nations published 
their resolution of Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in October 2015. This has 
driven and inspired development plan of almost every nation. The government of 
Indonesian (i.e. Bappenas) should have formulated a roadmap and action plan in 
early 2018. Many local governments, despite the lack of guidance, claimed that they 
had adapted the SDGs goals into their local policies. This article aims to provide a 
conceptual framework of collaborative governance in order to achieve the goals of 
SGDs in Indonesia. There will be identification of indicators and prerequisites for 
collaborative governance practice. In other words: what factors can stimulate the 
practice of collaborative governance towards the achievement of SDGs goals quickly, 
democratic and inclusively?
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various ministries and local governments. The 
government claims to have integrated 17 goals 
and 169 targets of SDGs into the 2020-2024 
RPJMN [National MediumTerm Development 
Plan] (Bappenas, 2017). In addition, the 
government also followed up on the UN 
resolution with Perpres No. 59/2017 concerning 
the Implementation of Sustainable Development 
Goals. Then in May 2018, PermenPPN No. 7/2018 
concerning Coordination, Planning, Monitoring, 
Evaluation and Reporting on the Implementation 
of Sustainable Development Goals. Then in June 
2018 the National Action Plan (NAP) for the SDGs 
was launched. This NAP was prepared by involving 
around 200 non-governmental organizations and 
became a guideline for realizing 319 indicators of 
the SDGs into thousands of concrete activities 
(Bappenas, 2018).

 In the foreword to the brief version of the 
roadmap (highlight), the Minister of PPN said that 
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achieving this ambitious target required strong 
collaboration between stakeholders in terms of 
funding and program implementation practices 
(UNICEF, 2019). In this regard, this paper 
would like to offer a conceptual framework for 
conducting studies on collaborative governance 
(CG) of community activities in order to support 
the achievement of SDGs performance. Here 
various indicators of CG will be identified along 
with the prerequisites that must be met. In other 
words: What factors can influence the creation of 
CG, which are expected to achieve the SDGs goals 
faster, democratic and inclusive?

Sustainable Development Goals

 SDGs are reference documents for the 
direction of world sustainable development. The 
document contains 17 goals, ranging from no 
poverty (goal number 1), no hunger (2), clean 
water and sanitation (6), to partnerships to 
achieve these goals (17) (UN, nd2). Each goal is 
broken down into many targets, some of which 
are grouped into several fields. For example, goal 
no. 17 is broken down into 19 targets in five areas, 
including: finance, technology, capacity building, 
trade, and systemic issues (policy relations with 
institutions, multi-stakeholder partnerships, 
and accountability and data monitoring) (UN, 
nd3). All of this is intended to make our earth 
more prosperous together (no one left behind) 
while still paying attention to the sustainability 
of natural ecosystems (Stuart and Woodroffe, 
2016).

 In practice in the international world, 
SDGs are manifested in many ways such as in 
Germany where the government issued a law 
regulating the use of land and agricultural land 
(LDN, land degradation neutrality) in the context 
of implementing SDGs no. 15 (Wunder, et al., 
2018). While in Indonesia, the implementation of 
SDGs is still in the stage of forming the roadmap 
in mid-2019 and the launch of the National 
Action Plan (RAN) (Bappenas, 2017; 2018). Is 
Indonesia lagging? In fact, countries in the world 
have difficulty in designing programs, mainly 

because of their inability to produce quantitative 
indicators as a reference for policy evaluation 
design. In a forum attended by 22 countries in 
the world, France and Morocco have succeeded in 
quantifying half of the 230 indicators, while South 
Korea as an Asian representation is only able to 
make 31% (Brimont, 2018). Indeed, quantitative 
indicators cannot necessarily be used to measure 
the success of a country in its efforts to implement 
the ambitious goals of the SDGs but can be a very 
good start. 

Collaborative Governance

 Implementing efforts to achieve the SDGs 
goals requires the participation of all parties. In 
fact, the partnership is not just a method that 
must be done but also becomes one of the goals of 
the SDGs themselves (goal no. 17). According to 
the UN, the world faces a complexity of problems 
that cannot be faced without collaboration 
between various parties. This happens because 
the problems of countries in the world are very 
complex. This phenomenon is commonly called 
the wicked problem (Weber and Khademian, 
2008). Wicked problems are characterized 
by blurring the geographical boundaries of a 
problem and demanding solutions that involve 
both government and non-government actors. 
Examples of wicked problem phenomena are haze 
from forest fires and refugees seeking asylum. 
Both problems are related to the goals of the 
SDGs. The emergence of problems across national 
borders is known as part of globalization where 
every aspect of the lives of the world's people is 
connected to each other. Therefore, the principle 
of inclusive partnerships is needed to be able to 
achieve the goals of the SDGs. A partnership that 
transcends geographical, sectoral, industrial and 
community groups (UN, nd4).

 Related to this, in the science of public 
administration the concept of collaborative 
governance has emerged since the 1980s and 
1990s, when people have felt the inability of the 
state (more precisely: the government) in solving 
wicked problems (Uphoff, 1993). The approach 
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in this discipline experienced a shift in concept, 
from "old public administration" then "new 
public management" and "new public service" to 
"new public governance". In the third and fourth 
paradigms, this is the concept of collaborative 
governance, where there is a mention of 
"cooperation with the third sector" in the NPS 
and "public deliberation" in the NPG (Xu, et al., 
2015). (See Table 1.)

 The word "governance" as a concept is 
often paired with, or at least has the nature of, 
collaborative networks. Governance is a "work/
solve together (pengeroyokan)" of problems by 
various actors from various levels and systems of 
government, politics and society. Stoker (1998; 
2006) states that governance is a rule that guides 
the collective decision making so that nothing is 
made individually or comes from only one party. 
This management model, according to him, occurs 
when the nature of public or private agents is no 
longer important. This understanding spawned 
the term collaborative governance, where one 
or more public agencies directly involved non-
government actors in the process of making 
decisions that are formal, consensus-oriented and 
deliberative, aimed at making or implementing 
public policies or assets (Ansell and Gash, 2008). 
The term of public agencies appoints not only the 
government (executive), but also prosecutors, the 
House of Representatives etc.

Collaborative governance can be 
distinguished from other concepts in the science 
of public administration. Ansell and Gash (2008) 
state that collaborative governance is different 
from adversarialism because it does not carry 
the concept of the winner takes all but rather the 
results of cooperation among stakeholders in 
making 

decisions. Also different from managerialism 
because collaborative governance involves the 
participation of all parties in the decision-making 
process. Participation in question is a face-to-
face meeting, government actors must not only 
consult and make their own decisions. Before 
collaborative governance, the term PPPs (public 
private partnerships) was familiar. Although 
at first glance it looks the same, there are 
distinguishing aspects between the two concepts. 
Collaborative governance is more focused on 
the policy process, while PPPs usually refer to 
coordination between the government and the 
private sector in implementing something. The 
collective decision-making process is also limited 
to secondary understanding, unlike collaborative 
governance which is a must (Ansell and Gash, 
2008).

Embodiments of collaborative governance can 
vary, such as inter-governmental collaboration, 
public-private cooperation, government-NGO 

Table 1. OPA, NPM, NPS and NPG  Source: Xu, R. Y. , Sun, Q. G., & Si, W. (2015)
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cooperation or government-NGO-private-
community cooperation. These activities have 
been going on for a long time. It's just that in a 
decade or two the public administration scientists 
popularized the term collaborative or network 
and synergy (Hasbi, 2016). But there are still 
new things, namely: democracy, participation 
and dialogue (the real thing is also not new 
in European-American countries). So, in the 
governance regime there is an emphasis on public 
value. Some even mentioned public value to refer 
to the concept of governance (see Table 2).

So, it would not be excessive if governance, 
public governance or new public governance, 
which gives emphasis to public value, 
collaboration and networking is referred to in 
very Indonesian terms as: administrasi negara 
gotong-royong, ANGRo (mutual, cooperative 
public administration). Then, what are the 
indicators of a public administration that can 
be called ANGRo? From the two tables above 
indicators can be listed as follows:

• Efficient but democratic (and vice versa)

• Collective

• Shared public value

• Freedom of society, public deliberation

• Polycentric governance, multi-level 

governance, multi-stakeholder

• Network approach

• Participation in the decision-making 
process

• Dialogue.

 

These indicators overlap, or one can be part 
of the other. For example, dialogue can be seen as 
part of participation in decision making, or even 
the second indicator and the other is a part or 
description of democracy. However, for further 

research, it is necessary to increase the source of 
literature so that a stronger indicator summary 
is obtained, and then formulate conceptual and 
operational definitions of the above indicators 
(which are now more accurately called concepts 
or at least sub-concepts of the big concepts of 
"governance" in understanding in this article 
(Asian Development Bank, 2013).

Obstacles in Doing Collaborative 
Governance

As a new concept that arises due to the 
failure of adversarialism and managerialism, 
collaborative governance positions itself as an 
inclusive concept that is able to solve all public 
problems (Ansell and Gash, 2008). However, 

Table 2. OPA, NPM and Public Value (ie. NPG)

Source: Evans 2016
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this claim does not necessarily make the 
implementation of collaborative governance run 
smoothly. Evans (2016), for example, believes 
that there are many obstacles in realizing good 
collaborative governance. These obstacles 
include:

• Problems in controlling relations between 
government and NGOs beyond the 
boundaries of traditional organizations.

• Absence of operational rules (drawing a 
command line after contract approval 
through setting performance targets).

• The issue of democratic control /
accountability.

• Problems in building public trust and 
increasing public participation in 
decision making processes, operational 
services and learning after evaluations 
are conducted.

• While Hasbi (2016) highlights that 
potential problems exist in each line of 
the collaborating parties, including:

• Government: Commitments are still low 
for example in the amount of budget 
allocation; the capacity and commitment 
of institutions and human resources to 
conduct partnerships is still low.

• NGOs or the private sector: Overly (even 
completely) relying on government 
funding and initiatives.

• QUANGO (hybrid organizations, 
committees): Formed legally (by 
the government / country) but not 
given adequate personnel, funds and 
infrastructure so that they do not have 
the resources to carry out any type of 
potential partnership.

• Community: Low participation, too much 
expectation or dependence on government 
and other organizations' assistance. 
During this time the community has lost 
confidence in whatever is done by the 
government.

Discussing collaborative governance can 

never be separated from suggestions for increasing 
participation in the process, but it seems that 
participation is a problem in itself. The negative 
behavior and response of government officials 
towards community participation has become 
the biggest stumbling block for community 
volunteerism to actively participate in public 
activities. Public servants tend to worry about the 
impact that might occur if the community has too 
large a role in the process of policy formulation, for 
example fear of declining government legitimacy. 
Government officials have also been criticized 
because they tend to fight for their own interests 
and are reluctant to share power. Coupled 
with the lack of resources and the burden of 
responsibility that was too large allegedly became 
one of the causes of their excessive anxiety over 
direct participation from the community. On 
the other hand, big obstacles also come from the 
community itself. They are often judged to be less 
competent, inexperienced, lacking skills and lazy 
to participate. However, people who are diligent 
in participating tend to carry personal interests 
and rarely speak on behalf of groups (Yang and 
Callahan, 2007; Nguyen et al., 2015).

Closing Remarks 

Collaborative governance is considered 
to be the most appropriate way to achieve the 
SDGs goals. Apart from having to involve non-
government actors in collective partnerships, 
these conditions are also included in the SDGs 
themselves. Collaboration between stakeholders 
is essentially participation based on mutual trust. 
The tradition of administering in Indonesia so 
far seems to need to undergo a massive overhaul 
because it is not yet conducive to achieving 
collaboration conducted on a relationship of 
mutual trust. A movement of mindset and culture 
and institutional environment is needed in such 
a way that the parties are willing and able to 
participate in all stages referred to by Ansell and 
Gash (2008) as collaborative processes which 
include the process of decision making, planning, 
budgeting, implementation, supervision, and 
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evaluation of activities.

The need for changes in the tradition of 
administration in Indonesia can be achieved 
through the following things:

• Facilitative leadership. To be able to 
implement collaborative governance, 
one of the most needed is a leader who 
can act as a facilitator. Leaders in the 
collaborative governance system can 
be found in the public manager figure 
whose job is to increase the participation 
of all actors involved inclusively. In 
creating these inclusive conditions, 
public managers must successfully 
combine information and perspectives 
from 3 domains, namely political, 
technical, and experience (Feldman and 
Khademian, 2007). Leadership and good 
examples of leaders include readiness 
to be complained and able to deal with 
problems that have the potential to arise 
in the collaborative process. This must 
not only be the character of the leader 
but also be conditioned in the institution, 
organization or work system.

• Initial conditions before collaboration. 
Initial conditions before collaboration 
between stakeholders is absolutely a 
consideration in choosing partners. 
The initial conditions themselves can 
be divided into a balance of resources 
or power, incentives to participate, and 
the history of conflict (Ansell and Gash, 
2008). Asymmetric resources and power 
can lead to manipulation and the winner 
takes all from a strong party so that the 
concept of equality in partnership cannot 
be achieved. Even though the concept 
of equality is crucial in the collaborative 
governance system. These conditions can 
result in the low incentives obtained. The 
incentive according to Ansell and Gash 
(2008) is not only material goods but 
also the achievement of the collaboration 
goal itself. When going to collaborate, it is 

necessary to pay attention to the conflict 
history of the parties that will be invited 
to partner. When these parties have been 
involved in conflicts, collaboration will 
build on mistrust, and vice versa if they 
have collaborated and succeeded, it can 
increase the level of trust in each other.

• Good institutional environment. In 
making changes, one of the most crucial 
things is institutional conditions. 
Lowndes and Roberts (2013) state that 
institutions can be understood as: rules, 
i.e. rules as a way of institutionalizing 
behavior; practice, which is a behavior 
that is done every day so that it turns 
into a habit; and narrative or value where 
there are norms in the organization that 
are inspired by sociology and theology. 
Meanwhile Steinmo in Gudono (2016) 
said that institutions are merely rules 
which form the basis of behavior, which 
can be formal or informal. The government 
as the authority holder should be able to 
create rules as a legal collaborative guide 
in an inclusive institutional environment 
(Ansell and Gash, 2008).

 In summary, it can be stated that a 
change or movement of mindset, culture-set and 
institutional-set is needed in such a way that 
the parties (government and non-government) 
are willing and able to participate in all 
stages: decision making, planning, budgeting, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation. This 
demand requires:

• Outlined in the law and other regulations, 
it is not enough to just be spoken about 
and advised.

• Leadership and good example from 
the leader, including the character and 
institutional conditioning that he/they 
are ready to be complained and able to 
handle.

• Adequate incentives and disincentives or 
reward and punishment.
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