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ABSTRACT

Inthisdigitalera,innovationbecomesanimportantelementwithinurbanplanningandmanagement
tosupportamoreeffectiveandefficienturbanservice.Untilnow,mostofthelocalgovernmentsin
Indonesiastillrelyonafullytop-downapproachtosolveurbantransportationproblems.Thisarticle
investigatestheco-creationprocessinsolvinganurbantransportationprobleminMakassarCity,
Indonesia,byanalyzingkeysuccessfactorsoftheprocess.Aliteraturereviewandsemi-structured
interviewswereusedtogatherdatafromkeyactorsinvolvedintheprocess.Itrevealedthatthereare
fiveimportantfactorscontributingtothesuccessofaco-creationprocess,namelybackupfromthe
mayor,diversityofstakeholderinvolvement,localNGOfacilitation,internationalNGOfacilitation,
andacommittedteam.Acombinationofthetop-downapproachandco-creation,asaparticipatory
approach,andutilizationofdigitalmeansseemstoofferanopportunityforamoreeffectiveand
impactfulurbansolutionimplementationinacontemporary(Indonesian)city.
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1. INTRodUCTIoN

In2018,55%oftheworldtotalpopulationlivedinanurbanareaandthisnumberwillincreaseto68%
in2050(UnitedNations,2018).Thisphenomenonisoccurringnotonlyindevelopedcountriesbut
alsoindevelopingcountries,likeIndonesia.Negativeimpactsemergeasaresultofthisurbanization
process,suchascrime,urbanheatislandimpact,pollution,slumareadevelopment,increasingwaste
generation,worseningwaterqualityandwaterquantity,growingunemployment,andtrafficcongestion
(Pawan,2016;Uttara,Bhuvandas,&Aggarwal,2012).Mostoftheseimpactsarerelatedtotheurban
environmentwhichdirectlyaffectspeoplelivingthere.

FocusingontrafficcongestioninIndonesia,thedrivingforcebehinditistheincreasingnumber
of private vehicles and poor or even lack of public transportation provision or its maintenance
(Leung,2016).OneofthecitieswhichfacethisproblemisMakassarCityinIndonesia.Makassaris
ametropolitancityconsistingof1,48millionpeoplein2017withatotalareaof175,7km2(Central
BureauofStatisticsofMakassarMunicipality,2018)(seeFigure1).SimilartoothercitiesinIndonesia,
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mostpeopleprefertouseaprivatevehicleratherthanpublictransportation;thisturnsouttobeone
ofthereasonsfortrafficcongestioninthecity(PulseLab,2016).AccordingtotheCentralBureau
ofStatisticsofSouthSulawesiProvince(2016),therewereabout1millionmotorcyclesand190
thousandcarsinMakassarCitybutunfortunatelywithoutanyimprovementofroadservices.There
aretwotypesofpublictransportationinMakassar,theformalcategoryownedbythegovernment
(busrapidtransit)andtheinformalcategoryownedbyprivate/individualpersons(pete-peteorpublic
minibus,bentorormotorizedpedicab,andmobileapp-basedtransportationservice,likeGoJekand
Grab).PulseLab(2016)revealedthatpublictransportationinMakassarisnoteffectivelyusedbythe
peoplebecausepublictransportationisconsideredtobenotreliable,notcomfortable,andnotsafe
enough,sopeopleprefertousetheirownvehicle.Alloftheimplementedsolutionstocopewiththe
MakassarCitytransportationproblemweremostlyadoptedviaatop-downapproach,evidentfromthe
Mayor’sprogramon“SmartPete-Pete”and“BusRapidTransit(BRT)Mamminasata”,byaspatial
andmid-termdevelopmentplanarrangedbythePlanningandDevelopmentAgency,andbyalocal
transportationsystemplancalled“Tatralok”arrangedbytheTransportationAgency.

To cope with the problem, in 2016, the Mayor agreed to collaborate with UNDP Bangkok
RegionalHub(BRH)togetherwithPulseLabJakarta–asemi-governmentalorganizationfocusing
onhuman-centereddesignandbigdatastudy–andalocalNGO,calledBaKTI,tocomeupwith
atangiblesolution.ThisprogramwaspartoftheCity-I-Leaps1initiative,ajointinitiativebetween
UNDPBRHandtheSeoulMetropolitanGovernment,whichaimstocopewithanurbanproblemusing
adesignthinkingapproachbycollaborativelyseekingforasolution,anddevelop,test,andupscale
itthroughoutthearea(PulseLabJakarta,2016).Theycameupwithaparticipatoryapproachcalled
co-creation(basedonuser-centereddesign)intheprocessofasolutiongeneration,development,and
implementation.Therefore,co-creationtermusedinthispaperreferstotheparticipatoryapproachfor
generatinginnovativeideaforurbantransportation.Theapproachwasdividedintofourmainphases,
namelyamobilitystudy,adesignworkshop,anincubationperiod,andapilotprojectimplementation.
Inallthephases,stakeholdersfromdifferentsectorswereinvolvedtolookforanypotentialsolutions
basedonproblemsidentifiedinthemobilitystudythatwasconductedearlier.In2017,anewsolution
emergedfromtheprocessnamed“Pasikola (Pete-pete anak sekola)”whichtriedtoreducetraffic

Figure 1. Administration map of Makassar City (Source: Makassar Municipality, 2014)
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congestionbytransformingapete-peteorpublicminibusintoanelementaryandjuniorhighschool
shuttleserviceequippedwithamobileapplicationcallede-Pasikolatobeusedbythedriverand
parents(seeFigure2).

TheprojectleadersaidthatPasikolaiseffectivelyreducingtrafficcongestiononroadsnearby
theschoolinthemorningandafternoonastherearelessprivatevehiclesusedbyparentstodrive

theirchildrentoandfromschool.ThissolutionisnowpartoftheMakassarCityTransportation
Agency as there is a growing number of demand from private/individual “pete-pete” owners to
registertheircarsasPasikolaandfromschoolsandparentstojointheinitiative.Thesuccessofthe
initiativegainedseveralappreciationsbothatnationalandinternationallevel,suchastheSmartCity
InnovativeApplicationAwards2018bytheSmartCityAssociationinTaiwanandTheChampion
ofSmartSolutionforPublicTransportationinCo-CreationCompetition2018byCGenIndonesia.
Alleffortstowardsthatsuccessareworthtoberesearchedtorevealanypotentialaspectsthatcan
contributetotheappreciatedoutcomes.

Apartfromthesolution,themostimportantvaluethatwewantedtorevealinthispaperwas
the process of generating Pasikola as an experiment of a co-creation approach in solving local
transportationproblemswith a small-scaleprojectusing also “e-oriented” techniques2.Thenwe
linkedittothecurrenttop-downapproachpractice.Weexpectedthatfromareflectionontheprocess,
aneffectiveapproachtocopewithurbantransportationproblemscouldbederived.Thepaperalso
includedananalysisoneachphaseintheco-creationprocess,theinfluenceofstakeholders,and
successfactorsoftheprocess.

This paper aimed to investigate the co-creation process in reducing an urban transportation
probleminMakassarCity,Indonesia,byanalyzingkeysuccessfactorswithintheprocess.Toachieve
theaim,weformulatedthreeresearchquestions:(1)whichprocesseswereappliedintheco-creation
processofPasikola?(2)whatstakeholderinteractiontookplaceintheco-creationprocessofPasikola?
(3)whatsuccessfactorscouldbeidentifiedduringtheprocessandinsidethestakeholderdynamics
intheco-creationprocessofPasikola?Lookingforanswerstotheseresearchquestionswemainly
appliedtwotheoreticallenses,namelytheoryaboutco-creation,includingco-creationprocessand
itsrelationto transportationsolutions;andaboutparticipatoryapproachesinplanning, including
collaborativeplanningandmotivationinacollaborativeenvironment.Wealsoelaboratedthedigital
meansusedintheprocessandsolutionasanelementofplanninginthisdigitalage.

2. THEoRETICAL APPRoACH

2.1. Co-Creation Process
Co-creationisanemergingconceptinthepublicsector,whichhelpstocopewithanysocietalproblems
ateveryspatialscale(neighborhood,city,andregion)(Baptista,2019).Currently,mostgovernments

Figure 2. Pasikola vehicle and e-Pasikola mobile application (Source: Epasikola, 2019)
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trytocopewithpublicchallengesbyapproachingthemtogetherwithcitizensandnon-governmental
sectors, aiming to exchange resources, share notions, and bring beneficial outcomes for public
deliverables(Voorberg,Bekkers,Timeus,Tonurist,&Tummers,2017).Oertzen,Odekerken-Schröder,
Brax,&Mager (2018) revised thedefinitionof co-creation so co-creationdenotes collaborative
activitiesindeliveringanyservicesbyinvolvingandengagingmulti-stakeholderparticipants(atleast
oneserviceprovideranduser)whichleadstoresourcesintegrationandtakesplacethroughseveral
phases(co-ideation,co-valuation,co-design,co-test,co-launch,co-production,andco-consumption).

Torfing,Sørensen,&Røiseland(2019)addedtothisdefinitionbyfocusingonitsuseinthepublic
sector.Theystatedthatco-creationisaprocessinvolvingaminimumoftwopublicandnon-public
sectors todealwithasharedproblembyexchanginganyresourcesbetweentheparticipantsand
bringinginnovativesolutionsforabetterpublicdeliverable.Thepublicparticipantreferstopoliticians
and government staffs. The non-public participant refers to private sectors, civil organizations,
academics, local communities, or individual users. It is clear that co-creation is an approach to
accommodateboththegovernmentalandnon-governmentalsectortosittogetherandbringinnovative
solutionstowardsaspecificsharedproblemthroughseveralphases.Voorberg,Bekkers,&Tummers
(2015)addedthatinpublicco-creationtheend-useristhecitizen,whichisthecombinationofpublic
andnon-publicactiveparticipants.

Applyingthedefinitionatacityscale,thestartofco-creationcouldcomefromeitheralocal
governmentorcitizens(asanon-governmentalparty).Aninteractionbetweenthemtodealwithacity
problemcanbestatedasa“co-creationprocess”ifitcontainsatleasttheseelements:engagement,
involvement,participation,learningprocess(collectiveintelligence),willingnesstoworkwitheach
other(flexiblegovernment),andinnovativesolutions(Oertzenetal.,2018;Putra,2018;Voorberg
etal.,2017).Furthermore,Oertzenetal.(2018)proposedanintegrativeframeworkofco-creation,
whichrevealsthewholeideaaboutco-creation(seeFigure3).

Inthetransportationsector,co-creationiscommonlyusedtounderstandtheuser’sexperiencesand
preferencesinusingatransportationservice.Gebauer,Johnson,&Enquist(2010)andNunes,Galvão,
&Falcão(2014)describedthatco-creation,asaparticipatoryapproachinpublictransport,couldbe

Figure 3. Co-creation integrative framework (Source: Oertzen et al., 2018)
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conductedbydigitalcrowdsourcing.Userscouldgivetheirfeedbackontheirjourneyexperiencewhile
operatorscouldgivetheusersreal-timeinformationaboutthejourney.Theinteractioncanincrease
theeffectivenessandefficiencyofresourcesallocatedforthepublictransportmanagement(Davoudi,
2016).Furthermore,themostinnovativeideasemergedfromaco-creationinpublictransportation
have to satisfy three key criteria, such as feasibility, utility, and innovativeness, in which utility
becomesthemostimportantcriterionfortheoperator(Nalmpantisetal.,2019).

From the perspective of planning theory, co-creation could be seen as either participatory
planning3,transactiveplanning4orcollaborativeplanning5(Voorbergetal.,2015).Forinstance,in
participatoryplanningaccordingtoArnstein(1969),co-creationcanbeaformofdegreeofcitizen
power,whichcanbeineitherpartnership,delegatedpower,orcitizencontrol.Inthenextsection,
collaborativeplanningwillbeelaboratedasoneofplanningtheoriesusedinthispaper.

2.2. Collaborative Planning
Voorberg et al. (2015) mentioned that co-creation also refers to participation, collaboration and
communityengagementconcept.Inthispaper,wesawtheprojectthroughthelensofcollaborative
planning.Mostscholarsdefinecollaborativeplanningasthegatheringofallstakeholdershaving
differentperspectivesofspecificplanningissuestomakeacommunaldialogueandbuildconsensusas
aneffortinapolicy-makingprocess(Purbani,2017;Ambruster,2008;Harris,2002;Healey,1997).In
thisdigitalera,thecommunaldialogueandinteractioncanbeconductedviacrowdsourcinginwhich
peoplecansharetheirviewonaprojectplanandgivefeedbacksuntiltheyreachacommonvision
onit(Brabham,2009).Incollaborativeplanning,allpartiesinvolvedshouldhaveanequalpower,
whichcanbeawaytobuildknowledgeexchange,socialcontact,andpoliticalcoalitions(Purbani,
2017; Ambruster, 2008). Thus, it emphasizes the utilization of communication and relationship
amongstakeholdersinvolvedintheprocessasawaytobuildacommonvisionandunderstanding.
Thiscommonvisionandunderstandingbecomesafoundationforadecision-makingprocessrelated
toissuesdiscussed.Thatway,apolicyorplancanbeimplementedmoresmoothlyasallstakeholders
haveagreedonthedecisionanditistheproductofdeliberativedemocracy.

Furthermore,Healey(1997)suggestedtwomainelementsofcollaborativeplanning,namelysoft
andhardinfrastructure(seeTable1).Thesoftinfrastructurecontainsthreesub-elements,namely

relationbuilding,consensusbuilding,andsociallearning.Relationbuildingreferstothewaytostart
anetworkamongstakeholdersbyconnectingthemandmakethemawareofeachother.Consensus
buildingreferstotheprocessofgatheringdifferentperspectivesfromeachstakeholderbymoderatinga
dialogueamongthemanddiscussingittoachieveacommonvisionandunderstanding.Sociallearning
referstothelearningprocessthatisexperiencedbystakeholdersduringtherelationandconsensus
building.Thehardinfrastructureconsistsofapoliticalstructure,anadministrativestructure,and
legalprocesses.Politicalstructurereferstotheformalpoliticalpoweringovernmentalbodies,which
mayaffecttheconsensusbuildingprocess.Administrativestructurereferstothegovernmentalbody

Table 1. Collaborative planning elements (Source: Healey, 1997)

Element Sub-Element

SoftInfrastructure
-Relationbuilding
-Consensusbuilding
-Sociallearning

HardInfrastructure
-Politicalstructure
-Administrativestructure
-Legalprocesses
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structurethatmaybeinvolvedinthepolicy-makingprocess.Legalprocessesrefertotherulesand
regulations,whichcanbeusedasaguidelineandlegitimationduringtheprocess.

Tohaveasuccessfulcollaborativeplanning,itisnecessarytohaveinsightinthestakeholders’
motivationtobeinvolvedinacollaborativeprocess(CurșeuandSchruijer,2017;Grobelnik,2017;
Healey,1998).Severalscholarsproposedadichotomyofuser’smotivationintotwotypes:intrinsic
motivationandextrinsicmotivation(Puerarietal.,2018;Vivek,Beatty,&Morgan,2012;Yukl,
2010; Zwass, 2010). Intrinsic motivation refers to motivation coming from a participant’s own
desiretoengageinaco-creationactivity.Theparticipantdoesnotneedanystimulanttoparticipate
intheco-creationprocess,ashe/shewantstosatisfyhis/herdesire.Extrinsicmotivationreferstothe
emergingofparticipant’smotivationbecauseofanexternalstimulant,whichwillbenefithim/her,
suchasmonetaryincentives,professionalrecognition,andnetworktoauthority.

ThesetypesofmotivationcanalsobeseenfromtheirrootbasedonMaslow’sworkonhuman
motivation,whichcoverstheindividuallevelofmotivationtosatisfytheirneeds.Maslow(1943)
proposedfivetypesofneedsthathavetobesatisfied,sequentially:(1)physiologicalneeds(i.e.food,
air,water)(2)safetyneeds(i.e.security,guarantee)(3)belongingness/loveneeds(i.e.friendship,
relationship) (4) self-esteem (i.e. prestige, accomplishment, respect) (5) self-actualization (i.e.
creativity,problemsolving,andmorality).Theinterlinkageofthesetypesofmotivationwillbemore
elaboratedinsection5.

3. METHod

Weusedaliteraturereviewandsemi-structuredinterviewtocompiledatarelatedtothePasikolaco-
creationprocessandtoanalyzestakeholdersinvolvedduringtheprocess.Theliteraturereviewaimed
tocollectinformationaboutthecontextofthecase.Wecollectedinformationabouttheinitiative
frombothonlineofficialdocumentsanddocumentssharedbystakeholdersviaemail.Therewere
sixdocumentsreviewedwhichmostlycontainedinformationabouttechnicaldescription,toolsused,
andstakeholdersintheproject,andalsoitsprocess,output,andoutcome.Mostdocumentsdated
between2016and2018whentheprojectwasinprogress.Therefore,severalupdatedinformationon
theproject(between2018and2019)couldnotbeexploredduetogovernancechangeinPasikola.

Semi-structuredinterviewswereconductedtocollectmoredetailinformationabouttheco-creation
process,thechallengesfacedduringtheprocess,thepreparationoftheprocess,andastakeholder
perspective on the process and results. We interviewed representatives from the Department of
TransportationofMakassarCity;alocalpublictransportationorganization;theBaKTIFoundation;
anelementaryschoolthathadparticipatedintheinitiativefromthebeginning;aparent;andstudents
whoparticipatedintheinitiative.Intotal,weinterviewedsevenpeoplewithdifferentbackgrounds
individually,within30-45minutesinaverage.Theanalysisfocusedontheprocessofandstakeholders’
involvementduringtheco-creationofPasikola.Thedatacollectedthroughbothliteraturereview
andsemi-structuredinterviewwereanalyzedqualitativelybyusingAtlas.tisoftware.Theanalysis
focusedonthetopicsoftheresearchquestions,namelytheco-creationprocess,involvedstakeholders,
andsuccessfactors.Weanalyzedthestakeholdersfurtherusingapower-influencematrixtomap
andanalyzetheinvolvedstakeholdersandrevealstakeholderdynamicsineachphaseoftheprocess.

4. RESULT

4.1. Pasikola Co-Creation Process
Generally,fourprogramphasescanbedistinguishedandeachphasehasspecificstepsintheco-creation
processfromwhichPasikolaemergedasoneofproposedsolutions.Thesephasesare:(1)mobility
study(2)designworkshop(3)incubationperiod(4)servicepiloting(seeFigure4).Specifically,
therewereseveralpreparationactivitiesdonepriortoorduringeachphase,suchasameetingand
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discussionwiththeMayor;amobilitystudypreparationandcoordination;adiscussiononthestudy
result;preparationof thedesignworkshop;discussionon the resultof thedesignworkshopand
preparationoftheincubationperiod;servicepilotingpreparation;andevaluationofeachpiloting
step.Inthissection,weelaboratedthegeneralphasesfirstandthensupporteditwithrelatedspecific
activitieswhichcontributedtothephase.Wealsolinkedspecificstepswithineachphasetospecific
elementswithinthetheoreticallenses.

Beforethemobilitystudystarted,theUNDPBRHmetthemayortoaskabouturbanproblemsin
Makassarthattheycouldhelptocopewith.Themayorstatedthat,atthattime,trafficcongestionwas
ahighpriorityproblemthathadtobelookedintoforsolutions.HealsoappointedtheDepartmentof
TransportationofMakassarCityasthefocalpointfortheprogram.Basedonthisdirective,UNDP
BRH collaborated with Pulse Lab Jakarta to make a baseline assessment regarding Makassar’s
mobilitycondition.WithseveralcommunicationandcoordinationactivitieswiththeDepartmentof
TransportationofMakassarCity,theresearchteamfromPulseLabJakartastartedthemobilitystudy
inSeptember2016.Thisstartingpointisaclearexampleofapoliticalandadministrativeelement
withinhardinfrastructureapproachofcollaborativeplanning.

Usingaqualitativeapproach(aprimarysurvey, in-depthinterviews,digital libraries,andan
affinitydiagramanalysis),theresearcherscollectedwithinsixdays,insightsonmobilityneeds,habits
ofand“painpoints”forthetransportationusers,whenusingbothprivateandpublictransport(Pulse
LabJakarta,2016)(seefurtherexplanationoneachstepinFigure5).Inareport6onthisstudythey
concludedthatmostpeopleinMakassarpreferredtousetheirownvehicleratherthantouseapublic
bus,aminibus(pete-pete),orapedicab.Mostofthemsaidthattheprovidedpublictransportswere
unreliable,uncomfortable,andunsafetobeused.

Basedonthesefindings,PulseLabJakartaandUNDPBRHconducteda1-dayworkshopwith
theDepartmentofTransportationofMakassarCityandBaKTItodiscussthestudyinsightsand
missingaspects,andtoformulatechallengesforamulti-stakeholderworkshop(designworkshop)as
thenextphase(PulseLabJakarta,2016).Allthesepartiesagreedonthreemainchallenges,namely

Figure 4. Program timeline of the co-creation process (Source: Reddy, 2018)
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services,behavior,andinformationofMakassar’surbantransportation.InNovember2016,amulti-
stakeholderworkshop,called“designworkshop”,wasconductedwiththeaimtodevelopsolutions
addressingtheformulatedchallenges(seefurtherexplanationoneachstepinFigure6).Theworkshop
adoptedseveraltechniques7,asfollows:designthinking;affinitydiagram;focusgroupdiscussion;

prototyping;fieldvalidation;andpitching.Theparticipantsweregroupedandtheyhadtodiscussthe
issueandsolutionbywritingtheirnotionsonastickynotewhichwasputonaboardtobediscussed
andstructuredlater.Then,thesolutionwasprototypedusingtheprovidedmaterials(i.e.papercard,
plastic,woodstick,etcetera)tomaketheirsolutionmoretangible.Theprototypewasutilizedfor
demonstratingtheirsolutionstothepeopletovalidatethesolution.Attheend,theypitchedthefinal
solutiontoajurytobeassessedforfurtherdevelopment.

Therewerepreparationsmadebefore,during,andafter thedesignworkshop(seeFigure7).
Beforethedesignworkshop,theUNDPBRHappointedaleadfacilitatorfromPulseLabJakartaand
communicatedwithalocalNGO(BaKTI)tofullyassisttheprogrambygivingthemdirectfunding
andconsultantstoguidethem(fromPulseLabJakarta).BaKTIpreparedseverallogisticalmatters

Figure 5. Steps on the mobility study process (based on interview with BaKTI Foundation)

Figure 6. Steps on design workshop process (based on interview with BaKTI Foundation)



International Journal of E-Planning Research
Volume 9 • Issue 3 • July-September 2020

32

forthedesignworkshop,mappedparticipantsthatwereinvitedtotheworkshop(appointingpotential
participantsbasedonBaKTI’sinsight),advocatedtheMayorthroughtheTransportationAgency,and
providedfacilities(venue)andco-facilitators.Theyalsoensuredthattheinvitedparticipantsattend
theworkshopbyphoningeachofthem.Inthatperspective,theMayoralsocontributedtoconvince
thekeyparticipantstoattendtheworkshop.Theinvitedparticipantswerefromdifferentsectors,such
ascreativecommunities,schoolteachers,policeofficers,governmentrepresentatives,digitalstartup,
media,localNGO’s,andlocalbanks.

Beforethestartoftheworkshop,apreparationmeetingwasheldtoarrangetechnicalthingsfor
theworkshop,suchasgrouparrangements,co-facilitatorscoaching,andcoordinationonthelogistics.
ThemeetingwasattendedbyseveralrepresentativesfromtheTransportationAgency,theUNDP,
BaKTI,andPulseLabJakarta,asinitiators.Duringthe3-daydesignworkshop,theleadfacilitator
becamethekeypersoninmaintainingparticipantstofolloweverystepintheworkshopwithoutlosing
theirmoodandspirit.Hetreatedalltheparticipantsequallyasalltheparticipantshadtohidetheir
professionalbackground.Heensuredthateachgroupwasnotstuckduringdiscussionsessionsby
givingthemmoreexplanations.Asaresultoftheworkshop,sixideasemerged,namely“Makassar
forAll”; “HaTe -HaltePetePete’ (Pete-Pete Terminal)”; “Pasikola”; “AyoBerubahSMART!”;
“Bajikia”;and“e-Nassami”.Afterthepitchingsession,onlythreeideaswereselectedbythejury,
namely “Pasikola”; “e-Nassami”; and “Bajikia”. The “e-Nassami” proposal contained a mobile
applicationtoshowarealtimescheduleofthebusrapidtransitinthecity.“Bajikia”wasalocalbus
feederforaremoteareaintheperipheralareaofthecitywhichalsoutilizedamobileapplication
asatoolforupdatingthebusscheduleinformation.Aftertheworkshop,theinitiatorsarrangedfor
thenextphase,whichwastheincubationperiod.Inthatphase,theparticipantsweregiventechnical
assistancetoshapetheirideasintoa“ready-to-pilot”serviceorproduct(PulseLabJakarta,2016).

Twomonthslater,February2017,theincubationperiodfortheemergedideaswasconducted
(seefurtherexplanationoneachstepinFigure8).TheincubationperiodwasopenedbytheMayor
withakick-offsessionattendedbytheinitiatorsandseveralparticipantsoftheselectedideas.At
thebeginningof the incubationperiod, the “Bajikia” team resigned from theprogramand then

Figure 7. “Behind the Scene” of the design workshop phase (based on interviews with the BaKTI Foundation)
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the“e-Nassami”teamjoinedthe“Pasikola”teamtodevelop“Pasikola”together.Thenthemobile
applicationideafrom“e-Nassami”wasmodifiedtosupporttheperformanceof“Pasikola”.Therefore,
therewasonlyoneidealefttobefurtherexploredintheincubationphase.Finally,theincubation
teamconsistedoftwopeoplefromBaKTI;onepersonfromtheITcommunity;andonepersonfrom
thegovernmentinstitution.Theycouldeasilyorganizeanygroupdynamicthatemergedduringthe
incubationperiodbecausetheyhadinteractedwitheachother.

Theincubationphasewasconductedintwomonths(February-March2017)attheBaKTIoffice,
asabasecampfortheteam.AconsultantwashiredbyUNDPBRHtoguidetheteamineachstep
oftheincubationperiod.Theteamwascoordinatedbytheconsultantthroughface-to-facemeetings
fortwoweeksandviaE-mail,WhatsAppgroup,andSkypemeeting.Theconsultantdevelopeda
comprehensiveagendafortheincubationperiod,togetherwiththeteam.Ateverystep,theconsultant
gaveexplanations,directions,suggestions,targets,andatimelinetodospecificworksintheincubation
phase.Theconsultantalsogavetheteamatightdeadlineforarrangingseveralthingsneededfor
“Pasikola”tobereadyforimplementationinthepilotphase,suchasafieldsurvey,abusinessmodel
andabudgetformulation,andpilotingpreparation.Inthisphase,alltheparticipantsweregivenbudget
forlocaltransportation.Themostimportantpointisthattheconsultantempoweredtheteamtowork
togetherbasedontheprogramschedulethatwasarrangedtogetherbythem.

Apilotprojectpreparationwascreatedasabridgingstepfromtheincubationphasetothepilot
project.InApril2017,theteamperformedthefollowingactivitiestomakethe“Pasikola”concept
readytobeimplemented:(1)lookingforanownerofpete-petetojointhePasikolainitiative;(2)
preparingthepete-peteforPasikolainagarage;(3)communicatingwithaschooltojoinPasikola
andthenselectingstudentswillingtojoin;(4)communicatingwithparentsontheagreementinusing
“Pasikola”andinformingtheparentsonhowtousePasikolaAppstomonitortheirchild/children
whileinthefleet;(5)discussingthemosteffectiverouteforthePasikolavehicletogetherwiththe
parentsandschoolrepresentatives;and(6)coachingthePasikoladriveronhowtodrivesafelyand
usePasikolaAppsusingaformalizedStandardOperationProcedure(SOP).

Afteralltherequiredpreparationsweredone,betweenMay2017andMarch2018,the“Pasikola”
teamconductedapilotimplementationoftheirservice.Inthattimeframe,thepilotingphasewas
dividedintofivesessions,1.1until1.5.Inthepilotingphase,theteamdiditerativeimprovements
forabetteroperationbasedonuser’sexperiences.Theimprovementsinthepilotingphaseincluded:
improving facilities inside the vehicle (i.e. a water gallon and mini library), improving vehicle
safety(i.e.addingwindowtrellisandasafervehicledoor),rearrangingseats(basedonthestudent’s
perspective),andimprovingSOPforthedriverinaccompanyingthestudentstoandfromschool.

Figure 8. Steps in incubation phase (based on interviews with BaKTI Foundation)
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Duringthispilotingphase,servicesgiventothestudentswerefreeofcharge.Acollaborativefinancing
structurebetweenUNDPBRHandMakassarmunicipalitywassetuptopayforhumanresources
(Pasikola team and drivers), vehicle modifications and improvements, gasoline, socialization to
schoolsandparents,andapplicationdevelopments.Figure9showstheresultofthepilotingprocess.

Basedonthepilotingphase(2017-2018),theimpactofPasikolacanbeseenrelatedtoseveral
aspects.Therewere103studentsfromsevenschools(elementaryandjuniorhighschool)whoused
theservice.Reddy(2018)statedthat,coveringsevenschoolsusingtenPasikolashuttlecars,there
wasareductioninthenumberofprivatevehiclesusedbytheparentsupto80%.Thisimplicatestothe
reductionofthetotalvehiclesthatcometotheschoolsinthemorningandafternoonandreductionof
congestiononroadsaroundtheschools.Italsohasimplicationsonthetimesavedbytheparentsupto
twohours/day(onehoureachtodrop-offandpick-uptheirchildtoandfromtheschool).Therefore,
Pasikolanotonlybenefitsthetrafficofthecitybutalsosociallybenefitsparentsandschools.

4.2. Stakeholder Interaction in the Pasikola Co-Creation Process
Severalstakeholderinteractionsoccurredduringeachphaseintheprocess.Thesearerepresented
inastakeholderanalysisofeachphase.Regardingtheinteractionprocess,thereareone-sidedand
bidirectionalinteractions.Aone-sidedinteractionreferstoaone-directioncommunicationfromone
actortoanother.Abidirectionalinteractionreferstoatwo-directioncommunicationasadialogue
betweenactors.

Regardingthestakeholderinteractioninthefirstphase,themobilitystudy,itcanbeidentified
asabidirectionalinteraction;theUNDPproposedtheprogramtotheMayorandthentheMayor
respondedtotheirproposalbygivingpermission,adirective,andappointingtheheadofTransportation
AgencyofMakassarCityastheresponsibledepartmentforthisprogramtofollowtheprocessand
tohelpUNDPcarryouttheprocess.Thehead,then,reportedtotheMayorabouttheprogress.The
agencydiscussedtheplanwithUNDPandhelpedthemexecutetheplan.UNDPgavetheirstudyand

Figure 9. Infographics on Pasikola piloting phases (Source: Reddy, 2018)
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otherreportstotheAgency.Furthermore,UNDPappointedPulseLabtoconductthestudy.Then
PulseLabreportedregardingtheprogressandresultsofthemobilitystudytoUNDP.Inaone-sided
interaction,PulseLabastheresearcherobservedandinterviewedcitizenstogatherinformation.The
citizenswereonlyanobjectoftheresearchinthisphase,thereforetheyhadnoimpactontheprocess.
SeeFigure10forthestakeholderanalysisscheme.

Regardingthestakeholderinteractioninthesecondphase,thedesignworkshop,intheone-sided
interaction,theMayorhimselfinvitedthedesignworkshopstakeholdersandconvincedseveralof
themtojointheworkshop.HealsodirectlycommunicatedwithBaKTIforanyarrangementsrelated
totheprogram.UNDPappointedBaKTIasalocalfacilitatorandorganizerfortheprogramandthen
BaKTIcoordinatedwithUNDPontheprocessandreportedonit.UNDPalsogaveseedfundingto
BaKTItooperationalizetheprogram.UNDPappointedPulselabtobeafacilitatorforthedesign
workshop.ThenPulseLabreportedregardingtheprogressofthedesignworkshoptoUNDP.The
designworkshopparticipantsinteractedwithcitizensintheideavalidationstepduringtheworkshop
bypresentingthemthedevelopedideaandthengatheringtheirviewsonthisidea.Inalltheactivities
duringthisphase,theTransportationAgencyalwaysinteractedwiththeUNDPandMayor.Severalof
theagency’sstaffsalsobecametheworkshopparticipants.SeeFigure11forthestakeholderanalysis
schemeduringthedesignworkshopphase.

Regardingthestakeholderinteractioninthethirdphase,theincubationperiod,alltheinteractions
canbe identified asbidirectional.TheCityMayorwasworking closelywith theTransportation
Agency,UNDP,andBaKTIFoundation.Hegaveapresentationduringtheincubationkick-offon
thegeneratedsolutionsandotherstakeholdersgavesuggestionstohim.BaKTIFoundationasthe
localorganizeralwaysreportedtheprogresstoUNDP,TransportationAgency,anddirectlytothe
Mayor.EachoftheinstitutiongaveBaKTIseveralfeedbackstowardstheprocess.Inthisphase,the
TransportationAgencygotmoreinterestasthesolutionstartedtoberealistic.UNDPhiredPulse
labtobeaconsultantduringtheincubationperiodtoassisttheincubationteam.ThenPulseLab
reported regarding theprogressof the incubationperiod toUNDP.The incubation teamworked
closelywithPulseLabandBaKTIduringtheincubationperiodtofurtherexploretheideaselected
fromthedesignworkshopandoperationalizeit.AsPasikolawasselectedforfurtherdevelopment,

Figure 10. Stakeholder analysis in the mobility study phase
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duringtheprocess,theincubationteamconductedseveralsurveys(usingquestionnaires),interviews,
anddiscussionswithPasikola’spotentialusers.Thepotentialusersalsogaveseveralfeedbacksfor
theincubationteam.SeeFigure12fortherelatedstakeholderanalysisscheme.

Regarding the stakeholder interaction in the fourth phase, piloting, all the interactions can
be identifiedasbidirectional.TheCityMayorwas stillworkingcloselywith theTransportation

Agency,UNDP,andBaKTIFoundation.Hewasopeningthepilotingphaseandgivingendorsement
forPasikola.BaKTIFoundationstillreportedtheprogresstoUNDP,TransportationAgency,and
directlytotheMayor.EachoftheinstitutiongaveBaKTIseveralfeedbackstowardstheprocess.The
TransportationAgencygotmoreinterestinPasikolaastheideabecamemoretangibleandcould
beoperationalized.Inthisphase,resourcesfromPulseLabwerenolongerneeded.Therefore,the

Figure 11. Stakeholder analysis in design workshop phase

Figure 12. Stakeholder analysis in incubation period phase
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Pasikola teamwas inchargeof the technicalaspectsof thesolution.ThePasikola teamworked
closelywithBaKTIduring thisphase tooperationalizeand improve thesolution.The teamalso
conductedseveralfieldsurveys,interviews,anddiscussionswithPasikolausersforanyimprovement
suggestions.Theusersgaveseveralfeedbackstotheteam.SeeFigure13forthestakeholderanalysis
schemeofthisphase.

Reflectingonthestakeholderanalysisresult,weobservedthatthestakeholdersinvolved
intheprocesshavedifferentlevelsofpowerbasedontheirinstitutionprofile.Atthebeginning
theprogramwasdesignedtobeimplementedbycooperatingwiththeMunicipality,progress
relatedtotheprogramhadtobealwaysreportedtotheMunicipality,inthiscasetheMayorand
TransportationAgency(thepoliticalandadministrativestructure).InIndonesia,theMunicipality
hasafullauthoritytocontrolanyprogramsrelatedtothem,includingtheco-creationprocess
whichresultedinPasikola.Therefore,thestakeholders,likeUNDPandBaKTIFoundation,had
to informtheMayorandTransportationAgencyall the time.TheMayorandTransportation
Agencycouldinterveneintheprocessatanyphasebecausetheprogramwasconductedintheir
administrativearea(thisrelatestotheadministrativestructureandlegalprocessduringtheco-
creationprocess).Therefore,Municipalinstitutionshavethehighestpowerinthisprocess.UNDP
BRHandUNDPIndonesiaarethethirdpowerfulgroupbecausetheymadetheprogramconcept
(thewholeidea)andhadthenetworksaswellasfunding.ThisrevealsthattheMunicipalityand
UNDPneededeachothertooperationalizetheprograminMakassarCity.However,thebiggest
powerisstillattheMunicipalityside.Inaddition,asUNDPBRHchoseBaKTIasalocalNGO
tocoordinateandorganizetheprogram,thisfoundationisthefourthpowerfulstakeholder.The
foundationhadacrucialroleinbridgingtheUNDPwithlocalstakeholdersinimplementing
thewholeprogram.PulseLabcanbeseenasthelowestpowerfulstakeholderbecausetheyonly
supportedUNDPandBaKTIinconductingamobilitystudy,facilitatingthedesignworkshop,
and being a consultant in the incubation period. Later, the role of Pulse Lab was no longer
neededandreplacedwiththePasikolateamthatconductedanytechnicalaspectsofthesolution.
Therefore,therearefivestakeholderswhocanbeidentifiedasthekeyplayerswhoplayarole
toencourageandinfluencetheprogram.

Figure 13. Stakeholder analysis in piloting phase
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4.3. Success Factors of the Pasikola Co-Creation Process
Based on the phases and stakeholder interactions in the co-creation process, we revealed five
importantfactorswhichcontributetothesuccessoftheprocess,namely(1)backupfromtheMayor
(2)variousstakeholderinvolvement(3)localNGOfacilitation(4)internationalNGOfacilitation
and(5)acommittedteam.First,thebackupfromtheMayorwasnecessarytogainlocalpolitical
and institutional support which contributed to the successful conduction of the mobility study,
stakeholderengagement,resultlegitimation,andlegalizedprocesses.Asalocalleader,theMayor
couldinfluencekeystakeholderstoparticipateintheprocessandatlast,asaresultoftheco-creation
process,thePasikolaprojectcouldbelegitimatedbyformalizingthroughaMayor’sdecree.Atthe
endofpilotingstep1.5(March2018),theMayorissuedadecreeregulatingseveralaspects,such
asthePasikolaservicepre-requirement;thepartnershipagreementbetweenPasikolaandselected
schoolsanddrivers;adriverrecruitmentandtrainingprocedure;thevehicleprovision,recruitment,
andmodificationprocedure;theroutedetermination;theservicefundingsourceandpayment;the
evaluationandmonitoring;andatlastanadministrativesanction.

Second,variousstakeholders8involvement,ahiredprofessionalfacilitator,andexperiencedgroup
facilitatorsintheprocessinfluencedtheemergenceofinnovativeideas.Asaresult,theemerged
innovativeideacouldbeimplementedbycollaborationamongthestakeholders.Itcouldincrease
awarenessamongthestakeholdersandtheresultcouldbecomeacommonidea,notjustasingle
person’s/group’sidea.

Third,thelocalNGOFacilitation(theBaKTIFoundation)contributedtheirresources(human
resources,facilities,networks)tomaketheprocesssuccessful(frominitiationtopiloting)byorganizing
stakeholders, becoming a facilitator and offering a shared knowledge platform, behaving as an
intermediaryactortobridgethestakeholderswiththeMayorandUNDPBRH.Alltheseelements
alsocontributedtothecontinuityofthePasikolaimplementation.

Fourth,theinternationalNGOFacilitation(theUNDPBRH,UNDPIndonesia,andPulseLab
Jakarta)contributedwithseveralkeyresourcestoinitiatetheprocess.UNDPBRHcontributedseed
fundingandtogetherwithUNDPIndonesia,theyarrangedtheprocessbyallocatingtheirhuman
resourcestotheprocessandusedtheirnetworktohirefacilitators,consultants,andthelocalNGO.
PulseLabJakarta,hiredbyUNDPBRH,alsocontributedtotheexecutionofthemobilitystudy,
facilitationofthedesignworkshop,consultationduringtheincubationperiod,andpublicationof
reportsrelatedtotheprocessforknowledgesharing.TheinternationalNGOsalsoofferedthelocal
government,NGO,andstakeholderscapacitybuildingbyimplementingaco-creationapproachin
MakassarCity,whichisnotacommonapproachforalocalgovernmentinIndonesia.Italsorevealed
thatprograminitiationfromaninternationalNGOoffersopportunitiesforlocalactorstogathernew
knowledge,skills,andexperiencesincopingwithurbanchallenges.

Last,acommittedteamtodevelopandimplementtheideaofPasikolawasimportantbecause
itinfluencedthecontinuityofthePasikolainitiativeinthefuture.Anyinstitutionaltransitionhasto
bedonecarefullytoensurethatanewteamtomanagePasikolahas,atleast,similarperformance
tothepreviousteam.

Thesefivefactorsseemtorelatetothegovernanceaspectinsolvingurbanproblems.Itseems
thatgovernanceisanessentialaspecttobedevelopedandmaintainedbystakeholderstoimplement
aco-creationprocesssuccessfully.

5. dISCUSSIoN

Duringtheco-creationprocessofPasikola,severalelementsoftheco-creationframework(Figure
3)andcollaborativeplanningconcept (Table1)couldbe identified.Additionally,we found that
the process is related to a top-down approach and a co-creation approach. At the beginning of
theprocess, theUNDPBRHengagementwith theMunicipalitycanbecategorizedasbothhard
infrastructureandsoftinfrastructureelements(seealsoTable1).Thehardinfrastructureelements
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ledtoapoliticalstructure(engagementwiththeMayor),anadministrativestructure(engagement
withtheTransportationAgency),andalegalprocess(legalcooperationbetweenUNDPBRHand
theMunicipality) and canbe identified as a top-downapproach,needed to start the co-creation
process.Withinthesoftinfrastructure,weidentifiedthattherelationbuildingisrepresentedbythe
cooperationbetweenUNDPBRHandtheMunicipality.

Wecannotposition themobilitystudyphase in theco-creationframeworkbyOertzenetal.
(2018).Itseemsthattheremightbeaprocesspriortotheco-ideationstepaimingtounpackchallenges
thatwouldbesolvedthroughtheco-ideationprocess.Thenextphase, thedesignworkshop, isa
combinationoftheco-ideationandco-valuationstepswhichrepresentsaregenerativeprocessof
theco-creationprocess.Involvement,engagement,andparticipationofvariousstakeholdersledto
theutilizationofsoftinfrastructureelements,whicharerelationbuilding,consensusbuilding,and
sociallearning.Duringthisphase,aco-creationapproachwasrevealedinwhichstakeholderswere
giventheissuesandstepstobetaken,whiletheyonlyhadtogenerateideastosolvetheissue.A
top-downapproachwithhard infrastructureelements (politicalandadministrativestructure)was
alsovisiblewiththeMayors’directiontoseveralinvitedstakeholderstocometotheworkshop;the
selectionoftheinvitedstakeholdersbyUNDP,TransportationAgency,andBaKTIFoundation;and
theselectionofideasbythejury.

Theincubationphaseisacombinationofco-valuation,co-design,andco-teststeps.Aregenerative
process,whichledtoanoperativeco-creation,seemstotakeparthere.Inthisphase,allthesoft
infrastructureelementswerestillutilized.Duringthisphase,amoreco-creationapproachwasadopted
inwhichsolutionswereexploredbytheincubationteam.However,intheparticipatoryprocess,a
top-downapproachwithahardinfrastructureelement(politicalstructure)couldbeidentifiedwith
theMayors’directiontotheincubationteamatthekick-offeventandtheconsultant’sdirectionon
themethodthatshouldbeusedbytheteam.

Thepilotingphasecontainsacombinationofco-design,co-test,co-launch,andco-production
steps.Amoreoperativeco-creationtookparthere.Inthisphase,acombinationofsoftandhard
infrastructure elements took place. The soft infrastructure elements seem to appear more in the
PasikolateamwhoalwaysbuiltconsensusandlearntsociallybothamongteammembersandPasikola
users.Thehardinfrastructureelementsseemtoappearmoreinthegovernanceaspectduringthe
operationalizationofPasikolawhichreliedonthepoliticalpoweroftheMayor,theadministrative
authorityoftheTransportationAgency,andthelegalprocessthathadtobetakencareofamong
Pasikolateamandtheusers.Duringthisphase,aco-creationapproachwasadoptedinwhichthe
solutionwasiteratedcollaborativelywiththeusersuntilitmetthemostoptimal,acceptable,and
stablecondition.Atop-downapproachwithahardinfrastructureelement(politicalstructure)could
alsobeidentifiedasthePasikolateamneededtheMayortocommunicatewithallpotentialusers
(publictransportorganization,drivers,schools,students,andparents).

Afterthepilotingphasewesawthatco-productionandco-consumptionstepscanbeidentified
intheimplementationofPasikolaasfrom2018untilnow,ithasbeenasmallbusinesswithlegal
mattersundertheTransportationAgencyauthority.Studentsarenowchargedforusingthisservice.

Wesawthatafurtherdiscussionontheinteractionbetweentop-downpolicyandaco-creation
approachisneededtohaveadeeperunderstandingontheutilizationoftheinteractioninsolving
urbanchallengeseffectively.Attheend,wealsoincludedanotionaboutstakeholdermotivationin
theco-creationprocess.

5.1. Co-Creation as an Alternative Approach in Solving Urban Challenge
Aco-creationprocessinthePasikolaprojectrepresentsaparticipatoryapproachwithacollaborative
planningprocess,coveringbothsoftandhardinfrastructureelements.Regardingthesoftinfrastructure,
variousstakeholderscouldnoticeablywork togetherduring thedesignworkshop, the incubation
period,andthepilotingphase,offeringsolutionsforaspecificurbanissue.The“worktogether”
aspectcoverselementswithinthesoftinfrastructure,namelyrelationbuilding,consensusbuilding,
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andsociallearning.Conceptualsolutionsproducedbythestakeholdersthemselvesandsharedwith
otherscouldbenicelydoneviathephases.Everystakeholderhasroomforlearningfromeachother,
sharinginformation,brainstorming,andidentifyingpotentialresourceswhichcouldnottakeplace
whenapplyingafullytop-downapproachlikemostgovernmentsdo(Voorbergetal.,2017).Regarding
thehardinfrastructure,bothgovernmentalandnon-governmentalstakeholdersworktogether,backed
upbythepoliticalpowerfromtheMayor.Theformalpoliticalpoweringovernmentalbodieshas
apositiveimpactonthesolutiondevelopmentandimplementation.Theeffectsarelikelytohave
governmental support for the process, policy support for the solution, and authority support in
socializingandapplyingthesolutionwithinthecity.Therefore,italsorepresentstheadministrative
structureandlegalprocesses,whichareinvolvedinthepolicy-makingprocessforasolution.

However, there isa lowcontribution throughaco-creationapproach to the interlinkageand
coherencebetweenthegeneratedideasfromtheprocessandthegovernment’spolicyorprogram.
Theideaexplorationanddevelopmentseemuncertainandtheimplementationisflexible,basedon
iterativediscussions,improvements,andfieldtests.Additionally,theimpactforasolutionemerging
fromaco-creationprocessis,atfirst,smallandtherewillbealongerwaytogotoseeatangible
impactfromit;yetasmallimpactcanefficientlysolvetheselectedproblemastheexecutorsonly
focusonasmallscalearea,thereforeallresourcescouldbecombined.

On theother hand, in a fully top-down approach, thenon-governmental stakeholders could
only contribute through a limited coordination meeting and discussion, aiming to formalize a
governmentalpolicyorprogramforthecityandsharetheirresourcesfortheprogram(i.e.funding,
networks,knowledge,experiences,andinformation).Thepolicyorprogramasasolutionforthe
city’sissueisformalizedbythegovernmentthroughthehardinfrastructureelementswithoutoffering
anyoptionstothenon-governmentalstakeholderstoproposetheirideasandimplementittogether.
Thisapproachhasalowcontributionontheinnovationprinciplewhichisoneofthecoreelements
oftheco-creationapproach.Mostgovernmentalprogramsareusuallydevelopedinatechnocratic
andpoliticalway(Blomkamp,Sholikin,Nursyamsi,Lewis,&Toumbourou,2017)whereasthereis
ahuge“power-distance”9inIndonesianbureaucracycontext(forfurtherexplanationseeHofstede,
2011).Inthisgovernmentalorganizationculture,wecannotexpectinnovationtodevelopwithinthe
governmentalbodiesandworktogetherwiththenon-governmentalsectorsinaprogramaimingto
solveacity’sissue.

5.2. Proposing an Effective Approach: Strategic Top-down 
Policy with a (Participatory) Co-Creation Approach
Both the top-down approach and the co-creation approach have their strengths and weaknesses,
butbothbringbenefitsforsolvingacityissue.Itseemsbetterifbothapproachesarecombinedin
aproblemsolvingprocessofacity.Thetop-downapproachcouldberepresentedthroughamore
strategicthancomprehensiveplan,meaningthatthegovernmentonlyformulatesanultimategoal,
prioritizestheirissueandindicatorsrelatedtotheultimategoal,andsetsambitionsforsolvingeach
issueandachievingeachindicator.Forinstance,ifthegovernmenthasagoaltobeazerocongestion
city,theymightprioritizeprivatevehiclereductionasanissuewhichhastobesolvedfirst, then
set ambitions for solving itbyhaving somekindof “public transportation revitalization”within
acertaintimeframe.Thegovernmentcouldalsomakeatimeline,offeranindicativebudget,and
describerequiredactionstosatisfytheambitions(forreferenceonastrategictop-downapproachsee
AmsterdamMunicipality,2009;2015;2016).

Intheco-creationapproach,astakeholdercouldexamineastrategicplantohaveitinterlinkedand
coheredwiththegovernment’sstrategyonsolvingacityproblem.Anon-governmentalstakeholder
couldrefertothegovernmentalgoalandprogram,ortheambitions(ifthegovernmenthasmadea
strategicplan)inselectingacityissuebecausethiscanbethefirststeptoensurethatthegenerated
ideaisalignedwiththegovernment’sgoalandprogram.Itcouldalsoleadtoa(small)adjustmentof
thestrategicplanafterspecificfindings.
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However, whether a process uses a fully top-down, participatory, or combination of both
approaches, it is important toalwaysengagealocalpolitical leader(e.g. theCityMayor) inthis
processbecausehe/shehasthemostpowerandinterestintheprocess.Withabackupfromalocal
politicalleader,theprocesswilllikelybesmoother,moresuccessful,andimprovedcontinuity.It
illustratesthataprojectneedsahardinfrastructureelement.Additionally,asolutiongeneratedfrom
theprocesscouldbelegitimatedbytheMayormorequicklybecausehe/sheisalreadyfamiliarabout
theprocessandsolution.However, taken thepower-interestdynamicsbetweenstakeholders into
consideration,itisdifficulttomakeanequalpoweramongstakeholderswithinaco-creationprocess
(Farr,2018).Tomitigatethepowerdynamicswithintheco-creationprocess,thereareatleasttwo
effortstobedone.First,itisnecessarytoalwayshaveacriticalandreflectivedialogueduringthe
processtoempowerpeopleandreducepowerdomination(Farr,2018).Second,itisalsonecessary
toencourageatransparentresultreportingandshareddecisiononeveryimportantaspectineach
step(DavisandAndrew,2017)

Alsothemoderatororfacilitatorroleseemsimportanttosupportthesoftinfrastructureelements,
linking relation building and coming to consensus within the project. The combination of both
approacheswiththeutilizationofdigitalmeans,eitherduringtheprocessorfortheimplemented
solution,couldbeanewwaytoplanandmanageacontemporary(Indonesian)city.Thetypeofdigital
meansthatcouldbeutilizedduringtheprocessisrelatedtocommunicationandcoordination,such
ase-mail,WhatsApp,andskype.Digitaltechnology,whichisusuallyusefultosupportaco-creation
solution,isanonlineapplication(i.e.website,mobileapplication,andsoftware).

5.3. Stakeholders’ Motivation: Important Attribute 
for a Successful Co-Creation Process
Basedonthestakeholderanalysisresult,wetriedtoformulateastakeholderlevelofmotivationin
participatinginaprocess(seeFigure14).Best,Moffett,&McAdam,(2019)showedthatstakeholder
salience is akey resource inaco-creationapproach.Byunderstanding the stakeholder salience,
whichleadstotheirinterests(motivation),itcouldmaketheoutcomeofaco-creationprocessmore
valuable, impactful, and effective (Best et al., 2019). Additionally, Pera, Occhiocupo, & Clarke
(2016)statedthatthereisaspecificmotivationinputfromeachstakeholderinparticipatinginaco-
creationprocess,suchasreputationenhancement,experimentation,andrelationbuilding.Therefore,

Figure 14. Stakeholder level of motivation in co-creation process (Source: Developed from Pedrosa, 2009)
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itrevealsthatthereisasignificantinfluenceonthemotivationofeachstakeholderasparticipantin
aco-creationprocess.Furthermore,referringtothemotivationconceptelaboratedinsection2,the
stakeholderlevelofmotivationisbasedonintrinsicandextrinsicmotivations.Thiswillbepresented
inthestakeholderlevelofmotivation.

TheformulatedlevelofmotivationwasenrichedbyastudyofPedrosa(2009)onpeoplemotivation
inco-creationprocess.Topresentthelevelofpeople’smotivationongettingtheirneeds,wemadea
pyramid-likescheme(seeFigure14).Thestakeholderlevelofmotivationintheco-creationprocess
alsoseemstobealignedwiththehierarchyofneedsbyMaslow(1943),butitisrepresentedata
differentscale(acommunalandindividualone).TheinterlinkagebetweenMaslow’sdiagramand
thisstakeholderlevelofmotivationisthatthestakeholdermotivationisfoundinbelongingnessand
love,self-esteem,andself-actualizationneeds.Bymeetingpeople, theparticipantsmadefriends
witheachother(belongingness)andrespectedeachotherwhiletheytriedtofinisheverystepofthe
process(self-esteem).Alongwiththeprocess,theyexposedtheircreativity,problemsolvingskill,
andacceptanceofothers’arguments (self-actualization).Thatcould takeplace inevery levelof
stakeholdermotivation.

Inthismotivationpyramid,wecanobservethatthehigherthelevelofmotivation,thelesspeople
aremotivatedfortheprocess.Wecanalsoseethatmorepeoplehaveanextrinsicmotivation(from
level1to3),whilefewerpeoplehaveanintrinsicmotivation(atlevel4and5).Atthefirstlevel,
moststakeholdersparticipatebecausetheyjustfollowordersfromtheirinstitutions.Asaninitiator
sendsoutaninvitationletterforallstakeholderstoattendtoadesignworkshop,institutionswhich
receivetheinvitationusuallydelegatetheirstafftoattendtheworkshopandreporttotheirboss.Itis
evidentfromaninterviewwithBaKTIFoundation,thattherewereseveralpeoplefromgovernment
institutions,NGOs,andprivatesectorwhoattendedtheworkshopjustbecausetheirbossaskedthem
tocome.Theinterviewalsorevealedthatseveralpeoplefromalocalpublictransportinstitutionand
mediawerewillingtoattendtheworkshopjustbecausetheywereaskedbytheMayor.Thislow
motivationmadethedelegationtojustbepresentandattendtheworkshopwithoutanysincerityto
contributesomethinguseful.However,peopleatthislevelcanbemoremotivatedifgiveninteresting
materialandpotentialbenefitseitherforthemselvesortheirinstitutions,thustheywillmovetoahigher
level,yetthereisnoguaranteethattheywillgetdirectlytothetoplevel.Infact,mostofthepeople
participatingintheworkshophadthis(low)motivation,includingthosefromthegovernmentalsector.

Atthesecondlevel,thereareseveralpersonswhonotonlyfollowtheirinstitutionorder,but
alsoareawarethattheywillbepaidforparticipatingintheworkshop.Afinancialincentivewasnot
onlyofferedfromthecommitteeoftheworkshopbutalsofromtheirinstitution(i.e.transportcost).
Inthedesignworkshopinvitation,itwasstatedthattheparticipantswouldgetremunerationifthey
attendedtheworkshop,sotheycouldbeawareofit.Theinitiatorcanactstrategicallybygivingthe
moneyonthelastdayoftheworkshop.

Atthethirdlevel, themotivationisnotaboutorderandmoneyanymore,butaboutbuilding
relationswithnewpeopleduringtheworkshop.Asthiswasamulti-stakeholderworkshop,thiswas
thebestopportunityforaparticipanttoapproachsomeonefromotherinstitutionsorcommunitiesto
justeithermakeanewfriendorcommunicateaboutpersonalorinstitutionalbusiness.

Capturingnewknowledgeandexperienceatthefourthlevelisconsideredamorevaluablemotif
becauseoncetheparticipantsareinterestedintheknowledgeemergingfromtheworkshop,theyare
morelikelytocontributetotheissue.Additionally,particularexperiencesthattheygatherhelpthem
divedeeperintotheissueandcontributemoreduringbrainstormingsessions.

Thetoplevelcontainspeoplewhohavehighmotivationtocopewithanissueandbringcreative
solutionsforit.Itmeansthatthosepeoplearestillmotivatedeveniftheyarenotorderedbytheir
institution,notpaidfortheirparticipation,andnotmotivatedinmakingnewrelations.Theywill
always be curious about every knowledge that they can gather in each step and are progressive
ineverydiscussion.Unfortunately,thereareonlyfewpeoplewhohavesuchmotivationduringa
workshopsession.Theinitiatorcouldselectthesepeopletocontributeinthenextphases,namely
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incubationperiodandpilotproject,becausetheywillactnomatterwhattheconditionisandhavea
highmotivationtosolveanissue.

6. CoNCLUSIoN

Studyingtheco-creationprocessofPasikola,theIndonesiangovernmentcouldlearnthataconcrete
actiontocopewithanurbanproblemcanbeconductedbycombiningatop-downapproachwithaco-
creationapproach.Aco-creationprocessprovidesroomforcollaborationamongvariousstakeholders,
inwhichitenablesthemtosharetheirknowledge,buildrelationandconsensus,andlearnfromeach
other.However,ittakestimetodevelopandimplementasolutionandseeatangibleimpactfromit.
Yetasmallimpactwithinthedescribedcaseefficientlysolvedtheselectedproblemastheexecutors
onlyfocusonasmall-scalearea,thereforeallresourcescouldbebroughttogether.Italsohasalow
contributiontotheinterlinkagesandcoherencetothegovernment’sagendaastheimplementationof
theselectedsolutionisuncertainandflexiblewhichisbasedoniterativediscussions,improvements,
andfieldtests.Ontheotherhand,afullytop-downapproachhasalowcontributionintermsofthe
innovationprinciple.Mostgovernment’sprogramsareusuallydevelopedinatechnocraticandpolitical
waywhichofferslimitedspaceforinnovationandworkingtogetherwithnon-governmentalsectors.

Collaborationbetweenthetop-downapproachandco-creationapproachgivesanopportunity
foramoreeffectiveandimpactfulurbansolutionimplementation.Inthetop-downapproach,the
government’splancouldbemorestrategic.Thegovernmenthastoonlyformulateanultimategoal
andsetambitionsforachievingthegoal.Theycouldalsosetupatimeline,offeranindicativebudget,
anddescribe requiredactions to satisfy theambitions. In theco-creationapproach, stakeholders
couldexaminethegovernment’sstrategicplan,sothatitwillinterlinkandcoherewiththegoals
andgovernment’sstrategyonmanagingtheircity.Thenon-governmentalstakeholdercouldreferto
thegovernmentgoalandprogram,ortheambitions(ifthegovernmenthasmadeastrategicplan)in
selectinganurbanissuetoensurethatthegeneratedideawouldbealignedwiththegovernment’s
goalandprogram.Aformulationoftheusedindicatorisalsonecessarytomeasuretheimpactof
thesolution.Thecombinationofbothapproacheswiththeutilizationofdigitalmeans,eitherduring
theprocessorfortheimplementedsolution,couldbeanewwaytoplanandmanageacontemporary
(Indonesian)city.Thetypeofdigitalmeansthancouldbeutilizedduringtheprocessisrelatedto
communicationandcoordination,suchase-mail,WhatsApp,andskype.Digitaltechnologywhich
is usually useful to support a co-creation solution is an online application (i.e. website, mobile
application,andsoftware).

Relatedtothestakeholderengagementandsuccessfactorofaco-creationprocess,thehigherthe
levelofmotivation,thefewerthepeoplemotivatedfortheprocess.Italsoshowsthatalocalpolitical
leaderisimportanttobeengagedashe/shehasthemostpowerfortheprocess.He/shecouldbackup
theprocessandlegitimateasolutiongeneratedfromtheprocess.Thisstudyrevealedfiveimportant
factorscontributingtothesuccessofaco-creationprocess,namelybackupfromtheMayor,avarious
stakeholderinvolvement,localNGOfacilitation,internationalNGOfacilitation,andacommittedteam.
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ENdNoTES

1 City-I-LEAPS(CityInnovationthroughLearning,Exchanging,Adapting,PrototypingandScaling)is
ajointinitiativeofUNDPBRHandtheSeoulMetropolitanGovernmenttofacilitateideasofvarious
stakeholderstodevelopsolutionsthatmeetsocialneedsusingacitizenengagementapproach.Itwasalso
doneinothercitiesoutsideIndonesia.

2 E-orientedtechniquesrefertoanyutilizationofdigitalmeansbothduringtheco-creationprocessand
forthegeneratedsolution.

3 Arnstein(1969)proposedanotionthatexplainsdifferentrunglevelofparticipationwhichformulize
threekindsofparticipation,namelynon-participation(manipulationandtherapy);degreesoftokenism
(informing,consultation,andplacation);degreesofcitizenparticipation(partnership,delegatedpower,
andcitizencontrol).

4 Friedmann(1973)proposedanotionthatexplainstheimportanceofdialoguebetweenplannerandcitizen
affectedbyaplanningprojectwhichemphasizesoninteractionbetweenthetwoactorsthroughintensive
communications.

5  Healey (1997) proposed a notion that explains the different elements of collaboration, namely soft
infrastructure and hard infrastructure. It emphasizes on the utilization of government’s and citizen’s
resourcesinplanningaprojectcollaborativelythroughcommunication,knowledgesharing,andcollective
intelligence.

6 PulseLabJakartawrotetheirfindingsontheMakassarmobilitystudyinareportcalled“MakassarMobility
Project:StudyMainFindings” in2016whichcoversbaselineassessmentofMakassar transportation
condition,mainchallengeswhichhavetobesolved,andpreparationonthedesignworkshop.

7  Pulse Lab Jakarta wrote the design workshop (co-creation process) techniques in a report called
“NavigatingtheTerrain:AToolkitforConceptualizingServiceDesignProjects”in2017whichcovers
severaltechniquesusedduringtheco-creationprocessofPasikolaandcanbeinspirationsforco-designers
inreplicatingtheapproach.

8 ThestakeholdersincludegovernmentalbodiesofMakassarMunicipality;schools;police;localpublic
transportationbusinessorganizations;publictransportationusers;localNGO;localmedia;privatesectors;
creativecommunities;experts/academicsfromlocaluniversities;localstart-ups

9 Power-distanceis“theextenttowhichlesspowerfulmembersoforganizationsandinstitutionsaccept
andexpectthatpowerisdistributedunequally”(Hofstede,2011,p.9).
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