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The development of chronic urban social conflict in dense metropolitan areas,
such as recurring youth group brawls in the Manggarai area of South
Jakarta, presents a persistent challenge for local governance. Although the
Jakarta Provincial Government and community leaders have jointly
developed a multi-actor response to this conflict, the application of
collaborative governance theory to this domain remains rarely examined, as
the existing literature on conflict within collaborative governance is
dominated by environmental and natural-resource contexts. This study aims
to analyze the causes of recurring social conflict in Manggarai and to map
how collaborative governance is enacted by the Jakarta Provincial
Government together with community leaders in preventing, handling, and
recovering from this conflict. This research employs a qualitative approach
using a case study method. Data were collected through in-depth interviews
with ten purposively selected informants from government, law enforcement,
the Community Early Warning Forum (FKDM), and community elements,
supplemented by field observation, documentation, and secondary statistical
data. The findings indicate that recurring conflict in Manggarai is rooted in
structural, social, and cultural antecedents, and that collaborative
governance is institutionalized through Kesbangpol and FKDM and enacted
through preventive, repressive, and rehabilitative stages, resulting in reduced
conflict intensity despite persisting constraints. This study extends the
Collaborative Governance Regime framework into the domain of urban
social conflict and proposes a contextualized model relevant to
strengthening social resilience and regional security.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Recurring urban social conflict in the form of youth group brawls remains a persistent governance challenge
in dense metropolitan areas of the Global South. In Jakarta, the Manggarai area in South Jakarta has long been
identified as one of the city's most conflict-prone locations, where such conflict recurs despite repeated government
intervention. Data from the Jakarta Metropolitan Police criminal statistics and the Jakarta Provincial Central Bureau
of Statistics indicate that Manggarai continues to combine high population density, high population mobility, and
markedly limited public space, conditions widely recognized in the urban conflict literature as structurally conducive
to recurring inter-group violence [10], [9].
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Responding to this chronic pattern, the Jakarta Provincial Government, through the Agency for National Unity and
Politics (Kesbangpol), together with community leaders, youth leaders, neighbourhood unit heads (RT/RW), and the
Community Early Warning Forum (Forum Kewaspadaan Dini Masyarakat, FKDM), has developed a multi-actor
response combining preventive, repressive, and rehabilitative measures. This configuration of formal government
authority and informal community leadership operating jointly toward conflict de-escalation closely resembles what
the public administration literature terms collaborative governance [1], [2].

Despite this conceptual fit, an exploratory review of the collaborative governance literature conducted for this
study spanning two rounds of targeted database searches found that scholarship on conflict within collaborative
governance arrangements is heavily concentrated in environmental and natural-resource management contexts, such
as wildlife conservation, watershed management, and marine planning. A recent systematic review by Torfing,
Payandeh, Jalili, and Banafi [3] explicitly confirms this pattern, reporting that conflicts within collaborative
governance “frequently arise in environmental and ecological management,” primarily at local scales and during the
initial stages of decision-making. By contrast, empirical accounts of collaborative governance applied specifically to
urban social conflict communal or intergroup violence rather than resource-use disputes remain scarce. Only a small
number of analogous cases were identified, including studies of neighbourhood social tension in Shanghai [4], electoral
conflict management in South Sulawesi, Indonesia [5], and community-leader-mediated social tension in Aceh,
Indonesia [6]. This pattern is consistent with domestic scholarship as well: Hidayat, Prasetyo, and Nugroho [8] note
that urban social conflict and its implications for regional security stability remain comparatively under-theorized
relative to its practical urgency in Indonesian cities.

This scarcity constitutes the empirical and theoretical gap this study addresses. Rather than treating the
Manggarai case merely as a local policy narrative, this study positions it as an opportunity to extend the Collaborative
Governance Regime (CGR) framework into a domain urban social conflict management that the existing literature has
left comparatively underexplored. The urgency of this gap is reinforced by the growing recognition, in the Indonesian
defense and security literature, of social conflict as a form of non-military threat to regional and national resilience
[38], a perspective that likewise underscores the need for governance frameworks, rather than security responses alone,
capable of addressing the roots of recurring communal violence.

Building on this gap, the study addresses two research questions: (1) what structural, social, and cultural

factors underlie the recurrence of social conflict (youth brawls) in Manggarai, and (2) how are the elements of
collaborative governance antecedent conditions, institutional design, facilitative leadership, collaborative process, and
outcomes manifested in the Jakarta Provincial Government's handling of this conflict together with community leaders.
Accordingly, the study aims to: (1) analyze the underlying causes of recurring social conflict in Manggarai, and (2)
map how collaborative governance is enacted in its prevention, handling, and recovery, including the factors that
support and hinder its effectiveness.
This study contributes theoretically by extending the applicability of the CGR framework to a conflict domain rarely
addressed in the existing literature, and practically by offering a contextualized model of collaborative social conflict
governance, supported by empirical data, tabulated evidence, and diagrammatic synthesis, that may inform other local
governments facing similar urban conflict dynamics.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Collaborative Governance: Concept and Process Model

Collaborative governance refers to arrangements in which public agencies engage non-state stakeholders in
collective decision-making and implementation processes aimed at addressing public problems that cannot be resolved
by any single institution acting alone [1]. Ansell and Gash's [1] process model identifies five interacting components:
starting conditions (prior relationships, incentives, and power/resource asymmetries among stakeholders), facilitative
leadership, institutional design (the formal and informal rules structuring participation), the collaborative process itself
(encompassing face-to-face dialogue, trust-building, commitment, and shared understanding), and outcomes. Emerson,
Nabatchi, and Balogh [2] extend this into the Collaborative Governance Regime (CGR) framework, emphasizing that
collaboration dynamics principled engagement, shared motivation, and joint capacity for action mediate between
antecedent conditions and collaborative outcomes. Both frameworks converge on the premise that effective governance
of complex, multi-stakeholder problems depends less on the authority of any single institution than on the quality of
the collaborative arrangement itself [7].
2.2 Urban Space, Spatial Justice, and Social Conflict

Peter Marcuse's critical urban theory offers a complementary lens for understanding why certain urban spaces
become chronically conflict-prone. Marcuse [13] argues that cities are not merely physical settings but socially
produced spaces shaped by power relations and the unequal distribution of resources and access. His concept of spatial
justice [11] holds that residents should have equitable access to public space and social infrastructure; where this access
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is systematically constrained, urban space itself becomes a source of intergroup friction. Related to this, Marcuse's
[13] notion of the “right to the city” emphasizes residents' claim to participate in shaping urban space collectively,
while Brenner, Marcuse, and Mayer's [12] “cities for people, not for profit” critique highlights how the production of
urban space can privilege territorial and economic claims over inclusive social use a dynamic with clear relevance to
how contested neighbourhood space can harden into inter-group boundaries.
2.3 Conflict Theory: Group Solidarity, Identity, and Cultural Violence

Coser [14] conceptualizes conflict as an inherent feature of social relations that can, paradoxically, strengthen
in-group solidarity even as it damages inter-group relations. Galtung's [15] violence triangle further distinguishes direct
violence (physical acts), structural violence (embedded in unequal social arrangements), and cultural violence (the
norms and values that legitimize violence as an acceptable response); his later elaboration of cultural violence [16] is
particularly relevant to conflicts sustained by norms of retaliation and group honor. This theoretical lens is reinforced
by comparative conflict scholarship: Fearon and Laitin [17] and Varshney [18] demonstrate how the social construction
of group identity and the density of inter-communal civic ties shape the likelihood of recurring communal violence,
while Cederman, Weidmann, and Gleditsch [19] and Justino [20] show that horizontal inequalities, rather than poverty
alone, are frequently better predictors of group-based conflict than aggregate economic deprivation a finding directly
relevant to interpreting the limited role of economic factors in the Manggarai case, discussed in Section 4.
2.4 Adolescent Conflict, Social Media, and Urban Violence

A growing body of research documents how digital media reshapes the dynamics of youth and gang-related
urban violence. Stuart [21] shows how social media functions as a stage for urban gang violence, amplifying
provocation and reputational stakes. Patton and colleagues [22] similarly find that social media features can escalate
online conflict into offline violence among adolescents with striking speed. At the same time, developmental research
by Recchia, Wainryb, and Posada [23] and Korol and Stattin [24] indicates that youth exposed to chronic inter-group
tension often lack developed capacities for peaceful conflict resolution, and may instead default to revenge-oriented
or confrontational responses reinforced by peer group dynamics.
2.5 Social Capital and Community-Based Collaboration

Putnam's [25] concept of social capital comprising trust, shared norms, and social networks provides a lens
for understanding why informal community leadership can be as consequential as formal government authority in
conflict-prone neighbourhoods. Where bonding social capital (strong in-group ties) is high but bridging social capital
(cross-group ties) is weak, communities may be resilient internally yet prone to inter-group friction a pattern this study
finds directly applicable to Manggarai's territorially organized youth groups.
2.6 Street-Level Bureaucracy and the Implementation of Conflict Policy

Lipsky's [27] theory of street-level bureaucracy holds that the ultimate shape of public policy is determined
not only by formal design but by the discretion exercised by frontline personnel police officers, civil order units, and
neighbourhood officials who translate policy into situated, real-time action under conditions of limited resources and
complex, ambiguous cases. This perspective is echoed in policing scholarship by Terpstra and Fyfe [28] and in cross-
sector emergency coordination research by Wu, Li, and Liu [29], both of which emphasize that effective public safety
governance depends on the responsiveness and coordination of frontline actors as much as on policy design itself.
2.7 Peacebuilding and Conflict Transformation

Beyond the cessation of violence, Galtung's [15] distinction between negative peace (the absence of direct
violence) and positive peace (the reduction of structural and cultural conditions that reproduce conflict) provides a
normative benchmark for evaluating rehabilitative interventions. Lederach [30] argues that sustainable peace requires
reconciliation processes that rebuild relationships and address root causes, a view extended by Richmond [31] and
Paffenholz [32], who emphasize the importance of local ownership and locally legitimate actors in sustaining post-
conflict social cohesion directly relevant to the role of community and youth leaders in Manggarai's rehabilitative
process.
2.8 Collaborative Governance and Social Conflict: Positioning the Gap

Table 1 summarizes the exploratory literature search conducted for this study across two rounds of Scopus
database searches, undertaken not as a formal systematic review but to establish the empirical basis for the gap claim
above.
Table 1. Summary of the Exploratory Literature Search on Collaborative Governance and Conflict

Search Stage Records Predominant Focus
Round 1 — broad “collaborative 53 unique records Environmental and natural-resource
governance + conflict + local after screening governance conflict (wildlife, watershed,
government” search marine, heritage redevelopment, mining)
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Search Stage Records Predominant Focus
Round 2 — refined search with 8 records (2 Predominantly environmental/conservation
social-conflict-specific terms overlapping with contexts (e.g., proboscis monkey conservation,
Round 1) Amazon Basin resource conflict)
Combined unique analogous cases | 3 studies Shanghai neighbourhood tension; South
directly on urban/social conflict Sulawesi electoral conflict; Aceh community-
leader-mediated tension

Source: compiled by the authors from the exploratory Scopus search conducted for this study (2026).

As Table 1 illustrates, the overwhelming majority of retrieved records concerned collaborative governance
applied to resource-use and environmental disputes rather than to social conflict as a phenomenon in its own right,
corroborating the pattern independently reported by Torfing et al. [3]. Only three genuinely analogous cases were
identified: He, Zhang, and Yi [4] examined social tensions in Shanghai's gated communities before and during the
COVID-19 pandemic, showing how a state—market—society “counterbalance game” shaped neighbourhood-level
conflict mitigation. Agus, Niswaty, Nur, and Didin [5] proposed the AGUSTIF model, an adaptive governance
framework combining collaborative governance with anticipatory intelligence for managing hybrid electoral conflict
(post-election riots) in South Sulawesi, Indonesia. Yunus, Ikramatoun, Yasin, and Abror [6] documented how religious
leaders (ulama) in Aceh mediated social tension arising from the rejection of Rohingya refugees, illustrating the role
of informal community leadership structurally analogous to the role of tokoh masyarakat in the Manggarai case in de-
escalating intergroup tension. Taken together, these studies suggest that collaborative, multi-actor approaches to social
conflict are conceptually recognized but empirically underdocumented, particularly for chronic, low-intensity
communal violence of the kind observed in Manggarai. This study addresses that gap directly.

2.9 Conceptual Framework

Drawing on the theoretical strands reviewed above collaborative governance [1], [2]; urban spatial justice
[13], [11]; conflict theory [14], [15]; social capital [25]; street-level bureaucracy [27]; and peacebuilding [15], [30]
this study adapts an integrated conceptual framework comprising four linked components, illustrated in Figure 1: (1)
antecedent conditions the structural, social, and cultural conditions that predispose Manggarai to recurring conflict; (2)
institutional design and facilitative leadership the formal and informal arrangements (Kesbangpol, FKDM, community
leaders) that structure collaboration; (3) collaborative process enacted through preventive, repressive, and rehabilitative
stages; and (4) outcomes the resulting level of social stability, resilience, and regional security. This framework guided
both the deductive coding of interview data and the organization of Section 4.

3 0
a@me |
o ©)
INSTITUTIONAL
i DESIGN & COLLABORATIVE p——
- FACILITATIVE —> PROCESS -
LEADERSHIP | ‘
(Structural, Social, | Preventive — Repressive — | Red}JCed anflict,
Cultural) (Kesbangpol, FKDM, ‘ Rehabilitative Social Resilience,
Community Leaders) Regional Security

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of Collaborative Goverhance f(—)r Urban Social Conflict Management

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Research Design

This study employed a qualitative approach using a single case study design [33], [34], selected because the
research questions require an in-depth, contextualized understanding of a bounded, real-world governance process
rather than statistical generalization. The case is bounded as the collaborative interaction between the Jakarta Provincial
Government and community leaders in handling recurring social conflict in the Manggarai area, South Jakarta.
3.2 Research Location and Subjects
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The research was conducted in the Manggarai area of South Jakarta. Table 2 presents the characteristics of
the ten informants selected through purposive sampling based on the principle of information richness [26], [34] that
is, individuals judged able to provide the most relevant and in-depth information relative to the research focus, rather
than statistical representativeness.

Table 2. Characteristics of Research Informants

No. Institution Position Role in the Study
1 Kesbangpol DKI Head, Conflict Handling | Principal informant on program implementation and
Jakarta Sub-Division stakeholder coordination
2 Kesbangpol DKI Head, National Vigilance | Early detection, conflict-potential mapping, national
Jakarta Division vigilance efforts
3 FKDM Chairperson Community-based early detection and information
reporting
4 FKDM Member Direct field monitoring and reporting of conflict
potential
5 Neighbourhood Head of RT Neighbourhood-level social conditions and conflict
Unit handling
6 Community Unit Head of RW Community coordination and area-level conflict
resolution
7 Community Youth Leader Perspective on youth roles in conflict prevention and
resolution
8 Community Resident Experience and perception as an affected/involved
party
9 Sub-district Secretary/Official Implementation of local policy and coordination of
(Kelurahan) conflict handling
Government
10 | South Jakarta Staff of Criminal Law enforcement, investigation, and inter-agency
Metro Police Investigation Unit (Kasat | coordination
Reskrim)

Source: adapted by the authors from the underlying case study data (2026).

This composition combined government, law enforcement, formal community institutions, and residents,
enabling triangulation between institutional and grassroots perspectives. Government informants were selected for
their policy-making authority and coordination role, while community informants were selected for their lived
experience in an environment with relatively high conflict exposure [26], [34].

3.3 Data Collection Techniques
Data collection techniques included:
a. In-depth semi-structured interviews with government officials, law enforcement, FKDM representatives, and
community members
. Field observation of conflict-handling activities and coordination meetings in the Manggarai area
c. Documentation study, including secondary statistical data from the Jakarta Metropolitan Police criminal
statistics and the Jakarta Provincial Central Bureau of Statistics [10], [9]
3.4 Data Analysis Technique

Data analysis was conducted using the interactive model of Miles, Huberman, and Saldafia [35], comprising
three main stages: data reduction, data display, and conclusion drawing/verification. Coding was conducted
deductively, mapping interview data onto the elements of the conceptual framework in Figure 1 (antecedent conditions,
institutional design and facilitative leadership, collaborative process, and outcomes), while remaining open to emergent
themes specific to the Manggarai context.

3.5 Trustworthiness
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Rigor was addressed through source triangulation across informant groups (government, law enforcement,
formal community institutions, and residents) and secondary statistical data, together with thick description of the case
context to support analytic transferability to similarly situated urban settings.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 The Changing Pattern of Social Conflict in Manggarai

Findings indicate that social conflict in Manggarai persists, although its intensity has declined relative to
previous periods. A Kesbangpol informant explained that conflict has become “more sporadic and difficult to predict”
because it now develops through the rapid spread of information on social media rather than through continuous, direct
confrontation, while a community informant observed that even younger adolescents from outside the immediate
neighbourhood have become drawn into incidents triggered by trivial disputes. Informants consistently described
conflict as beginning with minor friction that escalates rapidly once group solidarity and territorial pride become
engaged. This pattern reflects a broader shift from physical, spontaneous confrontation toward digitally mediated
escalation, in which social media functions simultaneously as a channel for provocation, a tool for group mobilization,
and a stage for reputational display [21], [22] a pattern examined further in Section 4.2.2.
4.2 Antecedent Conditions Underlying Recurring Conflict
4.2.1 Structural Factors: Urban Space and Spatial Justice

Consistent with Marcuse's [13], [11], [12] view of the city as a socially produced space shaped by power
relations and unequal access to resources, informants described Manggarai as characterized by dense settlement, high
population mobility, and markedly limited open space for positive social interaction. Table 3 synthesizes how
Marcuse's core concepts map onto the empirical findings of this study.
Table 3. Synthesis of Marcuse's Urban Theory Concepts in the Manggarai Case

Marcuse's Concept Operationalization in the Research Findings

Cities for People, Not for | Cities should generate social space for residents, not merely physical space;

Profit Manggarai lacks adequate space for positive social interaction.

Spatial Justice Limited public space — competition over space use — open conflict between
groups.

Right to the City Adolescents increasingly interpret shared space through territorial claims of

their own neighbourhood rather than as inclusive shared space.

Dualization / Divided Neighbourhood-based identity produces social segregation and reinforces inter-
Cities group rivalry despite geographic proximity.
Policy implication Solutions cannot rely on repressive measures alone, but must also include spatial

planning and the deliberate building of social cohesion.

Source: adapted by the authors from Marcuse's urban theory [13], [11], [12] as applied to the case findings (2026).

Under these spatial conditions, available social space tends to function as an inter-group territorial boundary
rather than as a shared space of integration, and residential streets, alleyways, and inter-neighbourhood borders are
experienced less as inclusive public space than as symbols of group ownership to be defended heightening sensitivity
to any perceived boundary violation and allowing minor incidents or online provocation to escalate quickly into
confrontation.
4.2.2 Social Factors: Group Solidarity, Peer Dynamics, and Social Media

Socially, strong group solidarity organized along neighbourhood lines was repeatedly cited by informants as
central to conflict escalation. As one community informant put it, confrontation is often driven by group pride and an
unwillingness to appear to “lose face” before a rival group, while another noted that peer-group dynamics amplify
emotional reactivity once a group is mobilized together. A law enforcement informant further observed that
livestreaming during brawls has itself become a mobilizing mechanism, drawing additional participants in real time.
In Coser's [14] terms, external threat to the group strengthens internal solidarity; in Manggarai, this dynamic
paradoxically becomes a driver of escalation, as group members feel obligated to defend collective territorial identity.
This is consistent with Galtung's [15] observation that violence is sustained not only through direct confrontation but
through the social dynamics that make collective retaliation feel obligatory, and with comparative evidence that peer-
reinforced retaliatory norms and limited peaceful conflict-resolution capacity increase the likelihood of collective
youth violence [23], [24].
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4.2.3 Cultural Factors: Normalization, Inherited Rivalry, and Cultural Violence

Culturally, informants described a normalization of youth brawls as part of local identity, together with an
inherited rivalry transmitted across generations of young residents. One community informant described the
persistence of old habits directly: even a minor quarrel quickly turns into open confrontation because reconciliation
through dialogue has not become the default response. This reflects what Galtung [16] terms cultural violence norms
and values that lend legitimacy to the use of violence as an acceptable form of collective self-defense. In Manggarai,
the culture of defending group reputation and the practice of retaliation function as a form of cultural violence that
helps sustain the conflict's recurrence, consistent with comparative findings that group identity and locally inherited
rivalry help perpetuate cycles of urban conflict across generations [17], [18].
4.2.4 Economic Factors: A Secondary Role

In contrast to the social and cultural dimensions above, economic factors did not emerge as a primary driver
of conflict in Manggarai. Neither government nor community informants directly linked the conflict to poverty,
unemployment, or economic disparity; instead, explanations centered consistently on group culture, territorial
solidarity, emotional dynamics, and social-media-driven provocation. This finding is consistent with conflict
scholarship suggesting that horizontal inequalities and identity-based grievances, rather than aggregate economic
deprivation alone, are often better predictors of communal conflict [19], [20]. Accordingly, this study treats economic
conditions as a contextual background factor rather than a primary trigger, while still recognizing that longer-term
improvements in community welfare may strengthen social resilience against future vulnerability to conflict.
4.3 Institutional Design and Facilitative Leadership

The Jakarta Provincial Government's engagement with this conflict is anchored in Law No. 7 of 2012 on
Social Conflict Management [39] and Law No. 23 of 2014 on Regional Government [40], both of which position the
local government as the principal actor in conflict prevention, handling, and recovery, operating through cross-sectoral
coordination with the police, FKDM, and community leaders. Kesbangpol functions as the central coordinating
institution, formulating policy and synchronizing inter-agency response, while FKDM operates as the key intermediary
structure linking government and community: its members conduct direct field observation, build communication with
community leaders, and report early indications of potential conflict, enabling the government to anticipate escalation
before it materializes. Figure 2 maps the principal actors involved in this collaborative arrangement and their
coordinating relationships.

Journal homepage: https://bajangjournal.com/index.php/IJSS



https://doi.org/10.53625/ijss.v6i2.13116
https://bajangjournal.com/index.php/IJSS

International Journal of Social Science (IJSS)
Vol.6 Issue.2 August 2026, pp: 593-604
ISSN: 2798-3463 (Printed) | 2798-4079 (Online)

600 = crossret | DOI: https:/doi.org/10.53625/ijss.v6i2.13116
Kesbangpol
DKI Jakarta
(Coordinator)
Community & South Jakarta
Residents \ / Metro Police
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Collaborative
Governance for
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Handling in Manggarai
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Youth Leaders Sub-district

Government

&

FKDM
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Warning)

Figure 2. Stakeholder Map of Collaborative Governance for Social Conflict Handling in Manggarai

This institutional configuration reflects facilitative leadership distributed across both formal (Kesbangpol,
sub-district and village government) and informal (RT/RW heads, youth leaders, community elders) actors consistent
with Ansell and Gash's [1] emphasis on leadership that convenes and mediates rather than commands, and with the
New Public Governance perspective [37], which positions the resolution of public problems as a shared responsibility
enacted through collaborative networks spanning government, community, and non-governmental actors rather than
through government action alone.
4.4 The Preventive—Repressive—Rehabilitative Collaborative Process
4.4.1 Preventive Stage

As the first stage in the conflict-handling sequence, preventive efforts play a central role in forestalling the
escalation of social friction into physical violence. Kesbangpol prioritizes conflict prevention through early detection
programs, socialization, community coaching, strengthened inter-resident communication, and joint patrols, involving
FKDM, sub-district government, RT/RW, and community and youth leaders. The success of these efforts depends
substantially on community participation: socialization on the dangers of youth brawls, coaching for adolescent groups,
resident deliberation forums, and direct inter-resident communication serve as the principal means of building
collective awareness and resolving disputes peacefully. This is consistent with evidence that stakeholder participation
and trust-building are preconditions for effective collaborative governance of complex public problems [1], [2]. In
collaborative governance terms, the Provincial Government acts as a facilitator coordinating resources, while the
community acts as a partner in early detection and prevention a pattern also consistent with the New Public Governance
emphasis on collaborative networks for public problem-solving [37].
4.4.2 Repressive Stage

Once conflict escalates into physical violence, a repressive response is activated through coordination
between the Jakarta Provincial Government, the South Jakarta Metro Police, Satpol PP, sub-district, and village
government to contain the situation, halt the confrontation, and prevent its spread to adjacent areas. The Criminal
Investigation Unit (Kasat Reskrim) conducts investigation and legal processing of perpetrators, coordinating with other
police functions and local government to ensure integrated handling. At the operational level, Satpol PP, police
personnel, sub-district and village government, and RT/RW work to control the situation on the ground while
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maintaining communication with residents so that security operations do not themselves intensify the conflict.
Consistent with Lipsky's [27] street-level bureaucracy perspective, informants emphasized that the effectiveness of
this stage depends heavily on the discretion and responsiveness of frontline personnel who translate policy into situated,
real-time action, a pattern also documented in comparative policing and crisis-coordination research [28], [29]. One
community informant candidly noted that reconciliation through dialogue has yet to become the default response,
reflecting how repressive action is still sometimes perceived locally as a legitimate defense of group honor rather than
solely as law enforcement.

4.4.3 Rehabilitative Stage

Conflict handling does not end once violence is stopped; it continues through rehabilitative measures intended
to restore social relationships among previously conflicting groups. The Jakarta Provincial Government together with
community leaders pursues mediation, reconciliation, coaching of conflict participants, and community empowerment
to rebuild social cohesion. Kesbangpol coordinates these efforts, while sub-district government, RT/RW, and
community and youth leaders serve as the principal actors in post-conflict communication, given their proximity and
legitimacy within the community. Youth coaching through social activities, character education, and constructive
engagement aims to reduce confrontational tendencies and prevent recurrence. Consistent with the good governance
emphasis on participatory, accountable conflict resolution [36], and with Galtung's [15] and Lederach's [30] distinction
between negative peace (the cessation of violence) and positive peace (the reduction of the structural and cultural
conditions that reproduce conflict), the rehabilitative stage in Manggarai reflects an orientation toward sustainable,
rather than merely momentary, peace an orientation reinforced by Richmond [31] and Paffenholz's [32] emphasis on
locally owned reconciliation processes.

4.5 Institutional and Personal Collaboration: FKDM and Community Leadership

Beyond its role in the preventive stage, FKDM constitutes a standing institutional bridge between government
and community, consolidating field-level information and channeling it into policy-relevant early warning. Consistent
with Ansell and Gash's [1] emphasis on face-to-face dialogue, trust-building, and shared commitment, the relationship
between the Provincial Government and FKDM reflects a genuinely collaborative arrangement organized around a
shared objective of maintaining security stability. This is reinforced by Emerson et al.'s [2] emphasis on role clarity,
open communication, and sustained coordination as preconditions for collaborative effectiveness.

Alongside this formal institutional channel, collaboration is also sustained through the more personal, trust-
based role of community leaders RT and RW heads, youth leaders, and residents who serve as a bridge between
government and community in detecting conflict potential, facilitating inter-resident communication, and relaying
developments to sub-district government and Kesbangpol. The effectiveness of this collaboration depends heavily on
the level of community trust in local figures who hold social legitimacy within their environment, consistent with
Putnam's [25] concept of social capital, in which trust, shared norms, and social networks constitute critical capital for
collective problem-solving. In Manggarai, this social capital functions as a foundation that strengthens community
capacity to defuse potential conflict before it escalates into violence.

4.6 Outcomes, Effectiveness, and Constraints

Overall, the collaborative arrangement has produced measurable, if partial, success: informants reported a
reduction in conflict frequency and an increased sense of security associated with joint patrols, youth coaching, and
more intensive government—community communication, alongside strengthened early-warning capacity through the
combined efforts of FKDM, RT/RW, youth leaders, and security personnel [2], [7]. Table 4 summarizes the principal
drivers and barriers identified in this study.

Table 4. Drivers and Barriers to Collaborative Governance Effectiveness in Manggarai

Category Findings

Drivers Joint government—community patrols; youth coaching programs; intensified inter-actor
communication; FKDM early-warning function; social legitimacy of community leaders;
regulatory clarity (Law No. 7/2012, Law No. 23/2014).

Barriers Deeply entrenched culture of communal retaliation; social-media-driven provocation and rapid
mobilization; uneven community participation (some residents view security as solely
government's responsibility); limited personnel, budget, and area-coverage capacity; coordination
gaps across agencies and across changes in local leadership.

Source: compiled by the authors from interview findings (2026).
These constraints are multidimensional and require a correspondingly multidimensional response:
strengthened government capacity, improved digital literacy among residents, broader community participation, and
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continuous inter-agency coordination [2], [7]. Overall, the effectiveness of conflict handling in Manggarai is best
understood as the product of synergy among the Provincial Government, security apparatus, FKDM, and community
leaders, rather than the achievement of any single institution consistent with evidence that the quality of collaboration
across stakeholders, rather than the dominance of any one actor, is what most consistently explains successful conflict
management outcomes [1], [7].

4.7 Comparative Positioning: Manggarai and Analogous Cases

Table 5 positions the Manggarai case relative to the small number of analogous studies identified in the literature
review (Section 2.8), clarifying both the consistency and the distinctiveness of this study's contribution.

Table 5. Comparative Matrix of Collaborative Governance and Social Conflict Studies

l-'4 Crossref

Distinguishing Feature vs.

Study Conflict Type Governance Arrangement Mo
This study Chronic Formal (Kesbangpol, FKDM) | Continuously operating,
(Manggarai, communal/youth + informal (community statutorily grounded, addresses
Indonesia) violence leaders) collaboration low-intensity but recurring
conflict
He, Zhang & Yi Neighbourhood State—market—society Centered on a discrete crisis

(Shanghai, China)

social tension
during COVID-19

counterbalance

event rather than chronic
recurrence

Agus, Niswaty, Nur
& Didin (South
Sulawesi,
Indonesia)

Hybrid electoral
conflict (post-
election riots)

Adaptive governance +
anticipatory policing

Episodic, election-cycle
conflict rather than continuous
communal violence

Yunus, Ikramatoun,

Rejection of

Informal religious/community

Informal mediation without

Yasin & Abror Rohingya refugees | leader mediation standing statutory institutions
(Aceh, Indonesia) such as FKDM

Torfing et al. Conflict within CG | Various Confirms the broader literature
(Systematic generally (mostly gap this study addresses
review) environmental)

Source: compiled by the authors based on the comparative literature review [4], [5], [6], [3] (2026).

This comparison shows that while collaborative, multi-actor approaches to social conflict are conceptually
recognized across contexts, the Manggarai case is distinctive in combining statutory institutional grounding (Law No.
7/2012, Law No. 23/2014) with a continuously operating, rather than episodic, collaborative arrangement addressing
chronic, low-intensity communal violence positioning it as a structurally embedded variant of collaborative governance
for social conflict that existing analogous cases do not fully capture.

4.8 Toward a Contextualized Model of Collaborative Governance for Urban Social Conflict

Synthesizing the findings above, this study proposes a contextualized model Collaborative Governance for
Urban Social Conflict Management comprising the sequence illustrated in Figure 1: antecedent conditions (structural,
social, cultural) — institutional design and facilitative leadership (Kesbangpol, FKDM, community leadership) —
collaborative process (preventive—repressive—rehabilitative) — outcomes (reduced conflict intensity, strengthened
social resilience, and, by extension, contribution to regional and national security understood as protection against non-
military threats [38]). This model extends the CGR framework into a conflict domain that the existing literature
dominated by environmental and resource-management applications [3] has left comparatively unexamined, while
remaining grounded in the empirical richness of a single, in-depth case rather than in abstraction alone.

5. CONCLUSION

This study examined how collaborative governance is enacted in handling recurring urban social conflict in
Manggarai, South Jakarta. The findings show that the conflict is rooted in interacting structural, social, and cultural
antecedents limited urban space and spatial injustice, strong territorial group solidarity amplified by social media, and
a culture of retaliation transmitted across generations rather than any single cause, with economic conditions playing
only a secondary, contextual role. The Jakarta Provincial Government's response, institutionalized through Kesbangpol
and FKDM and enacted jointly with community and youth leaders across preventive, repressive, and rehabilitative
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stages, has meaningfully, if only partially, reduced conflict intensity and strengthened residents' sense of security,
although effectiveness remains constrained by entrenched conflict culture, digitally mediated provocation, and limited
institutional resources.

Theoretically, this study extends the Collaborative Governance Regime framework [1], [2] into the domain

of urban social conflict management, a context that recent systematic evidence [3] shows to be markedly underexplored
relative to environmental and resource-governance applications, while integrating complementary theoretical lenses
urban spatial justice [13], [11], conflict theory [14], [15], [16], social capital [25], street-level bureaucracy [27], and
peacebuilding [30], [31], [32] into a single contextualized model. Practically, the tabulated evidence on drivers and
barriers (Table 4) and the comparative positioning against analogous cases (Table 5) offer a concrete reference for
other local governments confronting similar chronic, low-intensity urban social conflict, particularly regarding the
value of formalizing community early-warning institutions such as FKDM alongside sustained investment in youth-
focused rehabilitative programming and inclusive urban space planning.
This study is limited by its single-case qualitative design, which constrains statistical generalizability beyond similarly
situated high-density urban contexts, and by its reliance on an exploratory rather than fully systematic literature review,
reflecting the current scarcity of directly comparable empirical studies. Future research should pursue comparative
case studies across multiple conflict-prone urban areas, examine the growing role of digital media in conflict escalation
and de-escalation using longitudinal or mixed-methods designs, and empirically test the contextualized model
proposed here in other Indonesian regional government settings.
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