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Abstract. The study of poverty reduction is very relevant in the 21st century. The rapid
development of technology has proven to improve various quality of life but has not been able to
solve the problem of poverty in a total scale. On the other hand, the development of public
administration science, especially regarding collaborative governance, provides hope for poverty
reduction through the active role of various parties. Many experts explain that poverty is a
complex problem. Poverty reduction efforts must be carried out in a holistic and participatory
manner. Furthermore, there needs to be an active contribution from various parties, namely the
government, the private sector and the community. This requires researchers to conduct further
studies on how Collaborative Governance can be an alternative solution to solving the problem of
poverty. This study aims to delineate the development of Collaborative Governance studies
through the Systematic Mapping Study and associate it to the poverty alleviation to obtain the
current research position. The study shows that research on Collaborative Governance for Poverty
Reduction is included in Social Issues in Community concentration and it has the lowest
percentage. The most widely used method in the research concentrated on Collaborative
Governance is qualitative, and the publication trend shows a very significant development,
especially in 2014-2018. Therefore, research on collaborative governance for poverty alleviation is
still very limited and the opportunity to produce variety of renewals is very large.

Keywords: collaborative governance, poverty alleviation, systematic mapping study
Conflicts of interest: The authors declared no conflicts of interest.

Article history:
The article was submitted on 19.10.2020. The article was accepted on 15.11.2020.

For citation:

Muslim M.A., Prasojo E., Jannah L.M. Collaborative Governance for Poverty Alleviation:
A Systematic Mapping Study. RUDN Journal of Public Administration. 2021; 8(1): 20-36.
DOI: 10.22363/2312-8313-2021-8-1-20-36

© Muslim M., Prasojo E., Jannah L., 2021
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License
e https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

20 PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION: THEORY AND PRACTICE



Mycnum M A. u op. Becriuk PYIH. Cepus: TOCYJAPCTBEHHOE U MYHUIIUIIAJIbHOE VIIPABJIEHHME. 2021. T. 8. Ne 1. C. 20-36

CoBmMecTHOe ynpaBnieHue ansa 6opbObl ¢ 6eaHOCTbIO:
CUCTEMHOe KapTUpoBaHue

M.A. Mycaum, J. IIpacoiio, JI.M. [Ixanna

YHusepcurer UHnoHe3uy,
10430, Hnoonesusa, ocakapma, Canemba Pavia Ne 4, JI, RW.5

AnHoTanus. M3yuenne cokpainenus OegHocTH o4eHb aktyanbHo B XXI Beke. [/lokazaHo,
4TO OBICTPOE PAa3BUTHE TEXHOJIOTMU YJIydIllaeT Pa3jIMYHbIC acIEKThl KauecTBa JKU3HH, HO HE MO-
JKET B MOJIHOM 00BEME pemuTh npobdiieMy 6enHoctu. C Ipyroii CTOPOHBI, pa3BUTHE HAYKH O TOCY-
JAPCTBCHHOM YIIPABJICHUH, OCOOCHHO B TOM, YTO KacacTCs COBMECTHOTO YIIPABJICHUS, JacT
HAJEKIY HA COKpAIICHUE OCTHOCTH ONaromaps aKTHBHOW POJIM Pa3IMYHBIX JNEHCTBYIOIIUX CTO-
poH. MHOTHE UCCIIeIOBATEIH U SKCIICPTHI YKAa3bIBAIOT HA KOMIUIEKCHBINA XapakTep mpoOiIeMbl Oe-
HOCTH. YCHJIHA TI0 COKpAIIEHHIO OCSTHOCTH OJDKHBI OCYIIECTBIATHCS KOMIUIEKCHO M HAa OCHOBE
IIMPOKOTO ydacTus. boiee Toro, HEOOXOAUMO aKTHBHOE yYACTHE PA3IHUYHBIX CTOPOH, 2 UMEHHO
MIPaBUTENBCTBA, YACTHOTO CEKTOpa M o0miecTBa. ITo TpeOyeT OT HMccienoBaTeleld MpOBEeIeHHs
JATPHEHITNX MCCIETOBAaHUN TOTO, KaK COBMECTHOE YIPAaBJICHHE MOXET BBICTYNAaTh B Ka4eCTBE
ANbTEPHATHBHOTO pEIICHUs Mpobiembl OemHOocTH. [IpencTaBieHHOE MCCIEIOBaHHE OYEPUMBACT
pa3BUTHE HCCIIEAOBAaHUN MO COBMECTHOMY YIPABJICHHUIO C TIOMOIIBI0 METOJIa CUCTEMHOTO0 KapTH-
POBaHHUS U CBSI3BIBACT €T0 C COKpAIleHUeM OETHOCTH IS ONpeJleNIeHUs TeKyIe Hccae10BaTeNb-
ckoil mo3uru. IIpoBeaeHHOE HcClIeOBaHUE MOKA3bIBAET, YTO M3Y4YEHHE COBMECTHOIO yIpaBliie-
HUS JUIA COKpaIeHHs OCIHOCTH HE BBI3BIBACT OOJBIIOTO0 MHTEPECA Y COBPEMCHHBIX yUeHBIX. [Ipu
aHaJM3¢ COBMECTHOTO YIPABIICHHs HAMOOJIEe MIUPOKO UCIIONB3YIOTCS Ka4eCTBEHHBIC METOJIBI, Ha
pa3BUTHE KOTOPHIX yKa3bIBACT TEHACHIWS MyOIMKAUI B paMKax JaHHON TEMbI B U3IaHUSIX, MH-
JNEKCUPYEMBIX B MEXITyHAPOAHBIX 0a3ax JaHHBIX, 0coOeHHO B 2014-2018 romax. Takum oOpazom,
ABTOPHI IPUXOAAT K BEIBOJY O TOM, YTO UCCIICIOBAHMIA B 00JIACTH COBMECTHOTO YIIPABIICHHUS B IIe-
JISIX COKpAIICHUST MacIITabOB HUIIETH BCE €IIe HEAOCTATOYHO, a BO3MOXKHOCTH pa3padOTKU WHHO-
BaIlMOHHBIX ITOIXO0B ¥ TEXHOJIOTHI B TOM HAIIPaBJICHUH, HAIIPOTHB, OUYCHH BEJIHKA.

KitroueBble ¢J10Ba: COBMECTHOE YIIpaBieHHe, 00pb0a ¢ OSTHOCTHIO, CHCTEMHOE KapTHPOBAHUE
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Introduction

The global problem encountered by all countries in the world is poverty, and
there have been many attempts made by each country to resolve it. However, still
almost half of the world’s population lives in poverty [1; 2]. The poverty issue is
complex and multidimensional [2; 3; 4]. To handle it requires a multidimensional,
integrated, and sustainable approach. Poverty by the World Bank [5] is defined as
a deprivation in welfare, while Amartya Sen [6] explains that poverty can occur
due to capability deprivation; the freedom to achieve something in one’s life.
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Close attention to the poverty issue is shown through a historical declaration
called the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) by the United Nations (UN).
This declaration was the result of a meeting by the United Nations (UN) in New
York in September 2000, called the Millennium Summit. Subsequent to the end of
MDGs implementation in 2015, an advanced international agenda called the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) emerged. Inherently, all of the goals of
the SDGs are the continuation of the MDGs, this can be seen from the relationship
between the two, for instance the issue of poverty alleviation that still occupies the
first priority [7].

Various programs initiated by the United Nations, both inscribed in the
MDGs and SDGs, have more or less shown results. The World Bank as one of the
special institutions under the United Nations made a report stating that the world
poverty rate decreased by 10% from 804.2 million in 2016, to 735.9 million in
2018 [8]. Corresponding with the report, World Bank President Jim Yong Kim at
the IMF Annual Plenary Meeting — World Bank Group 2018 in Bali
acknowledged that the progress of poverty reduction at the global level was still
relatively slow, hence according to him, it needed to be pushed so that the poverty
rate could be further reduced through the three points that become the strategic
keys. These three points are encouraging inclusive and sustainable economic
growth through private sector investment, taking immediate actions to climate
change, and investing more in human resources.

In the practice of handling various poverty issues, it will be influenced by the
dynamics that occur in governance more or less. The large numbers of policies and
programs prepared, and the involvement of many institutions are meaningless when
they are not equipped with good governance [9]. Cooperation involving many
parties that aims the same goals can be understood as a collaboration, as explained
by Mattessich e al [10] that a collaboration is an attempt to unite several
organizations, that has not previously known each other, merged into a new
structure with a commitment to cooperate in an attempt to achieve similar goals.

Collaborative Governance has been implemented to deal with various
complex issues such as handling the environment, security, corruption and various
other problems, as revealed by Donahue [11] that when the government has a task
that depends on the capacity of external parties, one of the methods used is by
doing collaboration, involving actors according to the required capacity. The
distinguishing factors are on the focus of the problem, the structure, the process,
the objectives and the impact [12]. The differences remained in conducting studies
on collaborative governance practices have become the attraction for conducting
further studies on different issues.

However, there are still very few studies on collaborative governance that
deal with poverty. Thus, we need a systematic study to find out the development
of the concept of Collaborative Governance, especially in relation to the topic of
poverty. Even though the two concepts are related to each other [4]. Collaborative
Governance is believed by the experts as the solution to chronic social issues that
were previously difficult to solve through various pragmatic attempts. Therefore,
this study uses the concept of Collaborative Governance and the concept of
Poverty to see the dynamics of the development of Collaborative Governance
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studies and its relation to the concept of poverty that is interesting to be studied,
and to study further about its implementation as a new trend and phenomenon.

In this mapping study, five sources are used as references. The five sources
are Scopus, Oxford Academic, ProQuest, Sage, JSTOR. These sources were
chosen as the ground theory to look at the problem of Collaborative Governance
in answering the issue of poverty holistically. Furthermore, this article is solely
used to answer these following three research questions:

1. What is the focus of collaborative governance research?

2. What are the method and the research type of the mapping that have been
completed?

3. What is the publication trend on collaborative governance research from
2013 to 2019?

The concept used in this study is Collaborative Governance, and the concept
of poverty. The two concepts are interrelated. Collaborative Governance is trusted
by experts as a solution to chronic social problems that were previously difficult
to solve through various pragmatic efforts. One of these problems is poverty.

Collaborative Governance

The first concept to be explained is Collaborative Governance. The
understanding of the concept of Collaborative Governance can be viewed from
several aspects. Firstly, from the etymology side. Collaborative Governance
consists of two entities, namely the “Collaborative” entity and the “Governance”
entity. “Governance” as the main pillar with its complement called
“Collaborative”. The United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia
and the Pacific notes “Governance” as a process of making decisions by which the
decision is implemented. Emerson, Tina and Stephen [12] noted “Governance” as
an activity “to govern” or govern / rule / manage. “Collaborative” in the context
of public administration is a condition when every stakeholder cooperates with the
government to develop a public policy to solve public problems [13]. The two
entities then merged into the concept of “Collaborative Governance” described by
Purdy [13] as: “a process that seeks to share power in decision making with
stakeholders in order to develop shared recommendations for effective, lasting
solutions to public problems”.

The concept of Collaborative Governance is seen by Purdy [13] as a
collaborative process of power from several stakeholders to develop effective and
sustainable solutions. Emerson, Tina and Stephen [12] define Collaborative
Governance as: “the processes and structures of public policy decision making
and management that engage people contractively 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”.

The points that can be drawn from the definition by Emerson, Tina and
Stephen [12] are that Collaborative Governance is a process that occurs across
borders (across the boundaries); involving several executors from various sectors
and strive to achieve a vision that cannot be achieved without collaboration
between them. Cross-border means that the activities of achieving mission and the
preparation of solutions are not only done in a fragmented manner separated by
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lines of separation of authority. The problems faced by public are not faced by
individuals but instead together as a group. These cross-border points are related
to the next point, namely the actors involved in Collaborative Governance.
Emerson, Tina and Stephen [12] explained that there are three parties involved,
namely public sector and government, private sector and civic spheres. Authority,
power, and resources are merged in collaboration to achieve solution. This is what
is meant by the third point in the definition of Collaborative Governance by
Emerson, Tina and Stephen [12] that there is a goal that can only be achieved
when there is performance collaboration between actors / authorities /
stakeholders. Therefore, etymologically, Collaborative Governance is a decision-
making process that involves the stakeholders from the public sector, the private
sector, the non-private sector, and the community to solve public problems.

McDougall [14] asserted that the parties or the sectors project have three
distinct characteristics, which are: 1) consciously and explicitly base decision
making in social learning and critical reflection, 2) emphasize inclusion and
equity in governance and 3) strive for balanced and strategic relations with other
actors or groups, including seeking to effectively manage conflict.

Emerson and Nabatchi [12] explained further about Collaborative
Governance through illustrations of interrelated component boxes. The
components in the Collaborative Governance framework are three main boxes.
The outer box is called the system context, the box in the middle is the
Collaborative Governance regime, and the inner box or core box is the dynamics
of collaboration. System context is an environment where public problems occur
or can be understood as the context in which the collaboration process is carried
out. The context of this system includes social conditions that occur at a particular
place and time. These conditions include political aspects, applicable regulations
or legalities, socioeconomic conditions of the community, geographical
conditions, and other environmental factors. The context of this system gives
influences in two forms, which are opportunities and constraint. The two forms of
influence directly affect two boxes within the Collaborative Governance
framework, namely the collaboration regime and the dynamics of collaboration.
The two influences metamorphose into the drivers that provide input and
determine the direction of the dynamic process of collaboration that occurs.
Drivers that appear can be public problems or shared problems, uncertainty,
interdependence, and so on.

The second box is the Collaborative Governance regime. Drivers that
emerge from the outermost box (context) are then adapted by the existing regime
to be further processed in the box of collaboration dynamics. The regime referred
to is “sets of implicit and explicit principles, rules, norms, and decision-making
procedures around which actors” [12]. The principles, rules, norms and
procedures adopted by a particular regime in a particular region at certain times
directly influence the process of collaboration dynamics that occurs in the next
box in the Collaborative Governance framework.

The third box or core box of the Collaborative Governance framework is a
box of collaboration dynamics. There are three components that interact with each
other in this dynamic box, namely principled engagement, shared motivation, and
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capacity for joint action. The first component is the principle relationship, which
is a basis that becomes the foundation of the binding collaboration between the
actors involved. This component consists of several things, namely discovery,
definition, deliberation and determination. Discovery is when the actors find a
problem. Definition is a defining process of a problem that is found. Deliberation
is an in-depth discussion between actors to consider collaborative activities.
Determination is the intention / determination between actors to be involved in a
collaborative problem solving. The second component is collective motivation
which is held firmly with commitment. The things covered in this second
component are mutual trust, mutual understanding, internal legitimacy, and shared
commitment. Illustration of the form of a Collaborative Governance framework
can be seen in Figure 1. below.

System Context

Collaborative Governance Regime

Collaboration Dynamics

Principled

Engagement

Leadsto - - Actions ||mpacts Adaptation )

Capacity

Iﬂ I Drivers >

for Joint Action

Shared
Motivation

Adaptation

Impacts

Fig. 1. Collaborative Governance sebagai Kerangka Kerja
Source: Emerson and Nabatchi [12].

Ansell and Gash [15] have previously developed a Collaborative
Governance model. The visible characteristics also dwell on a process from input
to output. The input component described by Ansell and Gash [15] is called the
“Starting Conditions”. This initial condition is formed from two main factors,
namely the existence of asymmetry of power, resources, and knowledge; and the
history of cooperation and also conflicts that have occurred. Ansel and Gash [15]
refer to the factors as “Incentives for and Constraints on Participation”. This
condition is a bargaining power that encourages or inhibits the intention between
actors to initiate collaboration. The existing input components become influences
or materials which then enter into the process component. The process component
is called “Collaborative Process” and it consists of five stages. First, the stage of
interface dialogue or direct dialogue between collaborating actors. Second,
developing trust between actors. Third, the stage of implementing commitment to
the collaborative process consists of three things, namely the awareness of mutual
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dependence between actors, the sense of belonging of the process (shared
ownership of process), and mutual openness. Fourth, the stages of achieving
mutual understanding. The fourth stage consists of three things, namely the
existence of a clear mission, the existence of a clear problem definition, and the
existence of mutually agreed values. Fifth, short-term output stages of production.
Long-term products from “Collaborative Process” are long-term output or
outcomes. “Collaboration Process” is influenced by the institutional design of the
actors involved. The point that distinguishes the opinion of Ansell and Gash [15]
with Emerson [12] is the “Facilitative Leadership” component that influences,
empowers, and develops the process stage of the “Collaboration Process”. The
description of the Collaborative Governance model by Ansell and Gash [15] is
illustrated in Figure 2.

- Participatory Inclusiveness,
Forum Exclusiveness, Clear
Ground Rules, Process

Institutional Design

Starting Conditions Transparency

.

Power-Resource-
Knowledge Collaborative Process

Asymmetries

Trust-Building » C itment to Process
-Mutual recognition of
interdependence

L
Incentives for and
Constraints on N

-Shared Ownership of
Face-to-Face Dialogue Process
-Good Faith Negotiation -Openness to Exploring
X b g

Participation
4 \ Mutual l(}uim

Intermediate Outcomes «—— Shared Understanding

o Outcomes

-“Small Wins” -Clear Mission
| ) -Strategic Plans -Common Problem
th"‘“"?‘ of -Joint Fact-Finding Definition
CtK’Pg'rullf)l} or -Identification of
Conflict (initial Common Values
trust level)

» Influences
Facilitative Leadership

(including empowerment)

Fig. 2. Model of Collaborative Governance According to Ansell and Gash
Source: Ansell and Gash [15].

Poverty

The next concept in this research is the concept of poverty. The definition of
poverty has different meanings depending on the culture and level of economic
development of a region [16]. The definition of poverty is a minimum standard of
quality of life. The context of minimum here is the lack of meeting an individual’s
needs compared to the standard of needs that are common in the area or in the
community where the person is living. The impact of the lack of quality of life for
individuals who experience it is health disorder, morals, and feelings towards the
level of self-esteem that is branded as poor [17]. Furthermore, Suparlan [17]
defines poverty as a state of shortage of valuable assets and objects suffered by a
person or group of people living in a poor environment, so that various fulfillment
of needs as human beings becomes completely limited or inadequate. In line with
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the previous view, Gilarso [18] states that poverty is a condition where the
population cannot fulfill basic needs because there is no income to obtain them.
Chamsyah [19] explains: “Poverty is a concern with absolute standards of living
of the poor in the equality of standards across the whole society”. To put it simply,
the World Bank in the year 2000 sees poverty as a deficiency, which is often
measured by the level of welfare.

Marianti and Munawar [20] argue that poverty is a multidimensional
phenomenon, defined, and measured in many ways. In many cases, poverty has
been measured by welfare terminology related to the economy, such as income
and consumption. A person is said to be poor if he what makes is below the
minimum level of welfare that has been agreed upon. It is true that poverty is a
problem arises from low income, but it is not the only source of poverty, which is
a complex problem. By incorporating more comprehensive considerations such as
health and education, the United Nations defines poverty as a condition where
individuals have no choice and opportunity to develop their life capabilities. In
other words, poverty is a pronounced deprivation in well-being condition or a
continuous decline in quality of life [21].

Tostensen and Kessy [22] explain that poverty has three dimensions, which
are deprivation where the condition of poverty can indicate that someone is
deprived of basic needs such as food, shelter, education, or health. Second,
vulnerability where the poor are vulnerable to the ever-changing situations, such
as economic fluctuations, natural disasters, or war. Third, powerlessness is a
condition characterized by a lack of skills, so that the person is struggling be get
out of the poverty line.

Normatively, poverty can be divided into two categories [19]. First is
absolute poverty that is if the level of income is lower than the defined poverty
line, or in other words the amount of income is insufficient to meet the minimum
living needs reflected in the absolute poverty line. The lowest income level or
commonly known as the minimum wage is the dividing point between two
conditions, namely poor conditions and non-poor conditions. This point is also
known as the poverty line [23]. Second, relative poverty is a state of comparison
between income groups in society, namely groups that may not be poor because
they have higher income than the poverty line, and relatively richer community
groups. The point is when an individual is above the poverty line but when
compared to the general ability of the community where the individual lives is
still lower, it can be said that the individual can still be categorized as poor [23].
Another view explains poverty can be divided into three categories [24]. First,
natural poverty is poverty caused by natural causes. For example, geographical
conditions that do not support basic fulfillment or slow technological
development. Second, structural poverty, namely poverty caused by the inability
of a group or community to form an institution capable of mastering production
factors or economic facilities. Third is cultural poverty, namely poverty related to
tradition or the mentality of a lazy population. Another category of poverty is the
level of vulnerability of poverty, where poverty is divided into chronic poverty or
structural poverty and temporary poverty [25]. Structural poverty or also called
chronic poverty generally takes place in a sustainable manner. Temporary poverty
usually takes place in a shorter period of time and is caused by sudden economic
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changes or an economic crisis [19]. Third is cultural poverty, namely poverty
related to tradition or the mentality of a lazy population. Another category of
poverty is the level of vulnerability of poverty, where poverty is divided into
chronic poverty or structural poverty and temporary poverty [25]. Structural
poverty or also called chronic poverty generally takes place in a sustainable
manner. Temporary poverty usually takes place in a shorter period of time and is
caused by sudden economic changes or an economic crisis [19].

Research Method

Understanding the research position (State of the Art) is important in
conducting a study. Based on this, researchers can find out whether the research
carried out really has novelty or something new in its findings. Thus, in order to
find a research position on the topic of Leadership in Collaborative Governance
for Poverty Reduction, researchers conducted a Systematic Mapping Study.
Researchers use electronic databases to find articles that discuss Collaborative
Governance (CQG).

The tools of analysis used in this study are the Systematic Mapping Study.
According to Kitchenham [26] the Systematic Mapping Study (SMS) is a secondary
study rooted in Study Literature Review (SLR), which was initially introduced to
medical research. The implementation of SLR is to identify, evaluate, and interpret
all available and relevant literature related to research questions or domains of
interest [26, 27]. Kitchenham [28] states that the main reasons for conducting SLR
are: first, summarize the available evidence on the topic; second, to identify gaps in
current research and provide suggestions for future investigations; and third, to
provide a background for positioning new research activities.

Research Questions

The research question in this paper is to concentrate on categorizing
research with the topic of Collaborative Governance and the position of poverty
research as one of the focuses in Collaborative Governance research. Below is
Table 1 that shows the overall research questions:

Table 1
Research Questions and Descriptions

Questions Descriptions
How is the spread of research focus
on the topic of Collaborative
Governance? What is the position of
research on poverty as one of the
focuses of Collaborative

The result provides a general description of the
distribution of the focus of Collaborative Governance
research. In addition to that, the results also show how
the position of poverty research is one of the focuses in
Collaborative Governance research.

Governance?

What are the methods and types of Investigation of methods and types of research. The
research from mapping that have results of the investigation can show the research gap
been done? from previous research.

What is the trend of the publication of  This question shows trends from the publication of
Collaborative Governance research Collaborative Governance research from time to time
from time to time (2013 to 2019)? (2013 to0 2019)

Source: Modified by the researcher according to Banaeianjahroni & Smolander [29].
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Steps of Findings

The SMS study in this research adopted an investigation process from
Petersen et al. [27]. In this SMS process, every step that is taken has results and
systematic maps. In Figure 3, the researcher illustrates the complete SMS process
used in research, referring to research conducted and according to instructions by
Kitchenham [28] and Petersen et al [27].

Definition from Scope All The
Research ™1 Examination || Selected
Question(s) Papers
Conducting All the 414
Research Selected Papers
Eliminated
Duplication Journals —r  A14

Except Journal

"

Examining the

Title, Abstrac, — Relevant | 89
and Keywords / Journals
N Papers
E;gnlg:gg Categorized [— 89
P / as Inclusion
Further Elimination Final Papers
Because of — after Analysis |— 89
Irrelevancies Proccess
Fig. 3. SMS Inclusion Process
Source: [28; 27].
Reading Constructing i i
Selected | Classification Categ_onzmg | | Final
Aricias Sehere Articles Result
Recheck Systematic

the Schemes Mapping

Fig. 4. Classification Process
Source: [27].

Source of Data

Researchers conduct searches online on electronic databases with the
following description:
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Table 2
The Result of Journals from Electronic Database
Source Name AT Journals Relevant Journals
Journals
Scopus 331 331 37
Oxford Academic 14 14 11
ProQuest 29 29 18
Sage 20 20 12
JSTOR 20 20 11
Total 414 414 89

In the research of the Systemic Mapping Study, the researcher collected 89
articles, which were then analyzed to find the focus of the research, the scope of
the research and the trends of publication from year to year.

Classification Scheme

In this study, the researcher developed a classification scheme. This scheme
later became the basis for conducting analysis and classification of articles from
Petersen et al. (2008) as shown in Figure 4. The table provided below (table 3)
describes the process of article classification.

Table 3
Classification Categories
Research Type Explanation
Validation New investigation methods and have not been applied in practice.
Research (experiment / observation)
Evaluation The investigation method is implemented in practice and is presented in
Research the evaluation method

The solution to the problem is proposed, the proposed solution can be a
new or applicable approach and the existing approach.

Philosophical This research introduces a new perspective on something that exists using
Paper taxonomy or conceptual framework.

This research is based on the author's personal experience of what and
how something has been done in practice.

Solution Proposal

Experience Paper

Methods Explanation

Qualitative Qualitative methods are presented Rapid Assessment Process, journals and
Method language analysis.

Quantitative Quantitative methods are presented with sample designs, hypotheses and
Method tests, all of which are statistical formulations.

Source: [30; 27]

Result and Discussion

Focus Spread on Collaborative Governance. This section describes the
focus of research. The researcher classified 89 articles in the research topic area
with categories: Water Management, Health, Community Social Problems
(Poverty, food security etc.), Regional Planning and Development, Collaborative
Governance Actors, Collaborative Governance Dynamics, and Ecological or
Natural Resources problems.
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Fig. 5. The Percentage of Research Focuses
Source: The Result of Systematic Mapping Study, 2019.

Figure 5 is an illustration of the distribution rate of research focus on the
topic of Collaborative Governance. The most studied research focus is
Collaborative Governance Dynamics as many as 21 (23.6%) articles, Ecology or
Natural Resources Problems as many as 16 (18%) articles, Collaborative
Governance Actors as many as 15 (16.9%), Water Management as many as 14
(15.7%) articles, Regional Planning and Development as many as 10 (11.2%)
articles, Health as many as 9 (10.1%) articles, and finally Community Social
Problems as many as 4 (4.5%) articles. Further elaboration in the form of a table
of research focus can be seen in Table 4 below.

Table 4
The Spread of Research Focus

Research Focus Amount Percentage
Water Management 14 15,7

Health 9 10,1

Social Issue of the Public 4 4.5
Regional Development 10 11,2

CG actor 15 16,9

CG dynamics 21 23,6
Ecology/Natural Resources Issue 16 18

Total 89 100

If one were to see the existing classification scheme, it can be understood that
the position of research on poverty in the topic of Collaborative Governance is
included in the focus of research on the public’s social issues. Based on search
results, the focus on it has the lowest percentage of only 4.5%.

Mix Method

Quantitative

Fig. 6. The Spread of Research Based
on Research Method

Source: The Result of Systematic
Mapping Study, 2019.

Qualitative
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Based on data from the Systematic Mapping Study, it was revealed that the
majority of research on Collaborative Governance was carried out using
qualitative methods, shown in Figure 6. The number of studies using qualitative
methods reached 81 studies or 91% of the total research mapped. The other two
methods, namely quantitative methods and mixed methods occupy a small
portion. A total of 5 researches or 5.6% were carried out using quantitative
methods and a total of 3 studies or 3.4% were carried out by the mixed method.

Further discussion was carried out by mapping the types of research from
mapped researches. There are five types of research from Collaborative Governance
research, namely 1) Validation Research; 2) Evaluation Research; 3) Proposal
Solution; 4) Philosophical Paper; 5) Experience Paper. Figure 7 below illustrates the
distribution of research mapped based on the type of research.
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Fig. 7. The Spread of Research Method
Source: The Result of Systematic Mapping Study, 2019.

The research type that is most often done is Experience Paper, which is as
much as 59.5% or 53 studies. The second largest type of research on the research
mapped was Philosophical Paper which was 21.3% of the total research or as
many as 19 studies. Three other types of research occupy a small portion of
merely 5.7% or 5 studies for the type of research Evaluation Research and
Solution Proposal, while Validation Research only amounted to 7 studies or 7.8%
of the total mapped.

The description of further mapping is done by a combination of research type
mapping and research methods. The Systematic Mapping Study revealed that:

1) Collaborative Governance Research that uses qualitative research
methods with the type of Experience Paper research is the most widely conducted
research (50 research).

2) The second most widely carried out research is research with the
Philosophical Paper type of research using Qualitative research methods (18 research).

3) Furthermore, the type of Evaluation Research and Solution Proposal
research using qualitative methods each amounted to (5 research).

4) On the other hand, Validation Research that uses quantitative research
methods and Validation Research that uses qualitative research methods each
amounted to (3 research).

5) Next is research with the type of Experience Paper research that uses
mixed methods with a total of (2 research).

6) The amount of research that only amounts to (1 research) is Philosophical
paper type research with quantitative methods, Experience Paper with quantitative
methods, and Validation Research with mixed methods.
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7) Research that has never been done is Evaluation Research with
quantitative method, Solution Proposal with quantitative method, Evaluation
Research with mixed method Evaluation Research, Solution Proposal with mixed
method, and mixed method Philosophical Paper.

Figure 8 and Table 5 below illustrate the distribution of research maps seen
through the type of research and research methods.
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Validation Evaluation Solution Philosphical Experience
Research Research Proposal Paper Paper

Fig. 8. The Spread of Method Types dan Research Methods
Source: The Result of Systematic Mapping Study, 2019.

Table 5
Method Spread and Research Type
Research Type Quantitative Qualitative Mix Method
Validation Research 3 3 1
Evaluation Research - 5 -
Solution Proposal - 5 -
Philosophical Paper 1 18 -
Experience Paper 1 50 2

Source: The Result of Systematic Mapping Study, 2019.
Publication Trends of Collaborative Governance (2013-2019)

Number of Research 2013 - 2019
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Fig. 9. The Spread of Research Focus
Source: The Result of Systematic Mapping Study, 2019.
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Figure 9 illustrates the research trends published in electronic media:
Scopus, Oxford Academic, ProQuest, SAGE Publisher, and Jstor in 2013 to 2019.
Based on the search, the publication of Collaborative Governance research
decreased from 2013 to 2014 and shows an upward trend from 2014 to 2018.
Meanwhile, the publication in 2019 still cannot be concluded since it is still on-
going. Based on these graphs, we can see the highest publication was in 2018,
which were 21 publications. Further explanation can be seen in table 6 below.

Table 6

Publication Trend
Year Research Amount
2013 13
2014 7
2015 14
2016 15
2017 15
2018 21
2019 4
Total 89

Conclusion

Based on the results of the discussion above, here are some points that can
be drawn: 1) The most studied ‘research focus’ is the Collaborative Governance
Dynamics (23.6%) and the least studied ‘research focus’ is the Social Issues of the
Community (4.5%). The research theme entitled Collaborative Governance for
Poverty Alleviation is included in the research focus of Social Issues in the
Community. The research focus of Social Issues in the Community in the study
has the lowest percentage with 4.5%. 2) The widely used method is the qualitative
method with 91% and the least used method is the mixed method with 3.4%.
Whilst the type of research that is widely used is the Experience Paper with
59.5% and the least is the Evaluation Research and Solution Proposal with 5.7%;
3) Publication trend shows that the number of publications on Collaborative
Governance keep increasing from year to year, with the highest number of
researches in 2018.

Future Research

Collaborative Governance Research with a focus on Social Issues in the
Community still shows a research gap. Hence the research on Collaborative
Governance for Poverty alleviation has the novelty and deserves to be submitted
as a study. Meanwhile, research that has never been conducted is the research with
Evaluation Research type with quantitative method, Solution Proposal with
quantitative method, and Philosophical Paper with mixed method, thus can be
used the method in the future research.
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