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Abstract

Both natural and non-natural disasters greatly affect human life, including business 
actors. The government is urgently required to solve the emerging problems caused 
by the disaster. This study aims to determine collaborative governance in handling 
natural and non-natural disasters that affect the business actors in Palu City. This study 
used a quantitative approach with a series of statistical tests. The sample of this study 
consisted of 207 respondents who are government and the business actors in Palu City 
affected by natural and non-natural disasters. Data were collected through observation, 
questionnaires, and documentation. Then, the data were analyzed with statistical test-
ing including descriptive statistics and a T-Test (comparative test). The results showed 
a significant difference between collaborative governance during natural and non-nat-
ural disasters. Further, the differences in collaborative governance can be seen in the 
leadership and initial condition variables. When a natural disaster occurs, leadership 
is urgently required, while a non-natural disaster caused by the COVID-19 is highly 
determined by the initial conditions. It means that government decision-making to 
deal with non-natural disasters from the start is urgently required. The evidence can be 
seen from some countries and regions with slow response to the COVID-19 resulting 
in difficulty in controlling the spread of the virus. 
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INTRODUCTION

Collaborative governance becomes the main topic in current pub-
lic administration studies as it focuses on public policies and issues 
(Ansell & Gash, 2008). The current public issue relates to policies and 
both natural and non-natural disasters. The level of frequency of dis-
asters in Asia is getting higher and even destructive (Douglass, 2016), 
including Indonesia. Natural disasters in Indonesia often cause a 
large number of casualties. Thus, it requires the government to man-
age it through collaboration with various groups and stakeholders. 
At present, the discussion on collaborative governance and public 
sector management is necessary (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson & 
Nabatchi, 2015). This requires the government to actively collaborate 
with various groups and stakeholders to reduce the impact of disasters. 
However, the existence of different interests in collaborative govern-
ance can hinder innovation (Bruno, 2020).

The government is urgently required to collaborate with the commu-
nity and business actors to solve this problem (Douglas et al., 2020). It 
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means that it is not always the government that starts the collaboration. Collaboration between the gov-
ernment and business actors can work, but it will be better if they support each other. The government 
is a policymaker that will certainly help the business actors, especially during both natural and non-nat-
ural disasters. A natural disaster (7.4 magnitude earthquake) in Palu City on September 28, 2018, which 
resulted in tsunamis and liquefactions affected people’s lives, and especially business actors. It caused 
many businesses to close due to damaged and destroyed business infrastructure.

Concerning the disaster in Palu City, this study focuses on business actors who are directly affected by 
the natural disasters of tsunamis and liquefactions and business actors who were relocated by the Palu 
City government from the coast to the Palu City forests affected by non-natural disasters (COVID-19). 
Natural and non-natural disasters that occurred in Palu City made the business decline, and even some 
were closed. When a natural disaster occurs, the business actors quickly got up and runs their business 
again. Meanwhile, non-natural disasters caused by the COVID-19 pandemic made business get worse 
because business actors are unable to run their business as usual due to the government policy. The im-
pact of this COVID-19 pandemic is worse than the natural disaster. 

The large impact of natural and non-natural disasters makes business actors need the role of the govern-
ment. It is because the government can formulate policies to help them to rise, survive, and even develop. 
It can be done through government collaboration with various stakeholders. This collaboration is an 
effort to manage and develop businesses in Palu City and it can be done with collaborative governance 
in handling natural and non-natural disasters in Palu City. It is crucial to assist disaster management. 
Studies on disasters and their risks are still limited, especially related to disaster management (Tierney, 
2012). Therefore, this study aims to identify collaborative governance in handling natural and non-nat-
ural disasters that have an impact on business actors in Palu City. The governance is very useful to ease 
the burden on businesses affected by the disaster, as the business actors in Palu City has just recovered 
from the natural disaster and worsened with a non-natural disaster (COVID-19 pandemic) that affects 
human life in all aspects.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW  

AND STUDY FRAMEWORK 

1.1. Collaborative governance

A collaborative approach is an approach that helps 
to solve complex public problems and it is widely 
applied in some policies (Emerson, 2018). Recently, 
continuous and increasing governance challenges 
have emerged at all levels from national to local 
rooting from declining public trust in government 
(Weymouth & Hartz-Karp, 2015). Collaborative 
governance is a government arrangement in which 
one or more public agencies directly involve pri-
vate stakeholders in a formal, consensus-oriented, 
and deliberative collective decision-making pro-
cess to create or implement public policies (Ullah 
& Kim, 2020). The challenge of implementing 
collaborative governance is the existence of mul-
tiple stakeholders and multilateral decision-mak-
ing. Thus, the government needs to design public 

policies that create and support a platform with a 
structured framework for implementing collabo-
rative governance (Bell & Scott, 2020).

Collaborative governance in good governance 
tends to develop when the collaborative process 
focuses on a “small victory” that deepens mutual 
trust, commitment, and understanding (Ansell & 
Gash, 2008). It is because collaborative governance 
has many challenges related to trust, commitment, 
transparency, accountability, and representation of 
multiple interests (Dapilah et al., 2021). A decrease 
in stakeholder engagement and internal communi-
cation in collaboration has been shown (Heikkila 
& Gerlak, 2016; Hui et al., 2020; Scott et al., 2020). 
There is no guarantee that any collaboration will 
be successful (Ulibarri et al., 2020). However, there 
are examples of successful collaboration (Heikkila 
& Gerlak, 2016). Currently, studies on collaboration 
have been widely carried out and produced various 
models of collaboration structures and ways of im-
plementing them (Diaz-Kope et al., 2015).
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Collaborative governance is widely studied in 
journals of public administration and manage-
ment and they show that governance practices in 
many countries change in the formulation and 
implementation of public policies (Douglas et al., 
2020). The existence of collaboration and involve-
ment of various parties in the concept of collabo-
rative governance is a solution to overcome many 
social problems in a sustainable society (Beyers 
& Heinrichs, 2020). Collaborative governance is 
considered important as a solution to deal with 
the complex issues of change (Dapilah et al., 2021).

1.2. Disaster management

Disaster management is not a new topic; even though 
it causes fast and unpredictable changes, it has be-
come a global concern (Miller & Douglass, 2016). 
Challenges for disaster management can be found all 
over the world (Tierney, 2012). Even a few centuries 
ago, natural disaster management procedures were 
thoroughly regulated (Duda et al., 2020). Disaster 
conditions today require new knowledge, mitigation, 
and response (Suzuki & Kaneko, 2013), as knowl-
edge management is a part of disaster preparedness 
(Kusumastuti et al., 2021). However, the field showed 
many problems in disaster management, not only 
for the affected but also for non-affected individuals 
(Meriläinen et al., 2020).

Disaster risk reduction can be done by prevention 
through disaster management (Sandoval & Voss, 

2016). Lam and Kuipers (2019) found that good dis-
aster governance does not exist so that the main 
objective of governance is to try to remain resilient. 
Therefore, it is necessary to coordinate between gov-
ernment players at various levels. Disaster manage-
ment requires the role of the central and local gov-
ernments as actors and implementers of policies 
(Blanco, 2015). It is because when a disaster occurs, 
policies need quick changes.

Disaster management experiences many disruptions 
when a disaster occurs, especially if a large disaster 
occurs so that the government and stakeholders in-
cluding non-governmental organizations need to act 
quickly and frequently (Zurita et al., 2015). The pres-
sure caused by disasters makes it a political responsi-
bility as it has a major impact on the country’s econ-
omy (Biggs, 2012; Bussy & Paterson, 2012; Cohen & 
Werker, 2008; Van den Honert & McAneney, 2011). 
This condition requires disaster management, in 
which governance is not only implemented but also 
applied and disseminated to stakeholders involved 
in disaster management (Zurita et al., 2015).

1.3. Framework of the study

Studies on the impact of disasters have been car-
ried out widely and produced various models, 
but no model relates to the reduction of physical 
and social impacts of disasters (Lindell & Prater, 
2003). Thus, this study offers a framework that 
is considered effective in the management of 

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

Figure 1. Collaborative governance in disasters

Collaborative governance in disasters

Initial conditions

Institutional designLeadership

Stakeholder commitment

Collaborative processes
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natural and non-natural disasters. According 
to Ansell and Gash (2008), developed collabora-
tive governance includes four variables, namely 
initial conditions, institutional design, leader-
ship, and collaborative processes. However, this 
study added one variable to make collaborative 
governance effective in disasters, namely stake-
holder commitment.

Collaborative governance in disasters is a vi-
tal process. During the earthquake in Palu 
(Indonesia), collaborative governance did not 
work as proposed by Ansell and Gash (2008). 
Thus, the results of this study added the variable 
of stakeholder commitment to complete and im-
prove the collaborative governance process in dis-
asters. Initial conditions cover some aspects that 
have to be fulfilled in collaboration by preparing 
resources such as trust, conflict, social capital; 
and institutional design including regulations 
governing collaboration. Leadership plays a role 
in facilitating all parties involved. Collaborative 
processes are a process carried out repeatedly 
and not in the same direction. Stakeholder com-
mitment is a variable that improve collaborative 
governance in disasters. Stakeholder commit-
ment emphasizes the commitment to coopera-
tion and mutual trust among stakeholders (gov-
ernment, community, and private sector).

2. METHODOLOGY

This study used quantitative methods with a se-
ries of statistical tests. It also combined primary 
and secondary data sources collected from ob-
servation, questionnaires, and documentation. 
The validity and reliability of the questionnaire 
were tested first before being distributed to the 
respondents. The validity test was to determine 
the validity of the research instrument, while the 
reliability test was to check its consistency (Heale 
& Twycross, 2015). The validity was determined 
by comparing the corrected item-total correla-
tion value with a correlation coefficient of 0.3. If 
the corrected item-total correlation value is high-
er than the correlation coefficient, the instrument 
is declared valid. Meanwhile, the reliability value 
was obtained by comparing the Cronbach’s alpha 
value of 0.7. If Cronbach’s alpha obtained is higher 
than 0.7, then it is reliable.

The sample of this study involved 207 respondents, 
who are government and business actors affected 
by natural and non-natural disasters. The sam-
ple was determined using a purposive sampling 
technique with the consideration that the sample 
understand the objective of the study. Then, the 
data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and 
a T-Test or comparative test. However, there were 
validity, reliability, and normality tests conducted 
before the statistical tests. Descriptive statistical 
analysis was guided by the mean value obtained 
from the SPSS. The obtained mean value was in-
terpreted with the categories of very high (4.20-
5.00), high (3.40-4.19), moderate (2.60-3.39), low 
(1.80- 2.59), and very low (1.00-1.79). 

2.1. Hypotheses

The hypotheses are based on the results of the 
T-Test referring to the Sig value (2-tailed), with a 
basis for decision-making:

H1: If the Sig value (2-tailed) is < 0.05, there is a 
significant difference between the collabora-
tive governance of the Palu City government 
during natural disasters and non-natural 
disasters.

H2: If the Sig value (2-tailed) is > 0.05, there is no 
significant difference between the collabora-
tive governance of the Palu City government 
during natural disasters and non-natural 
disasters.

3. RESULTS

The results of this study cover the validity and re-
liability of research instruments, descriptive sta-
tistics, data normality test, and T-Test (hypothesis 
testing).

3.1. Validity and reliability of results 

Table 1 presents the results of the validity and 
reliability tests related to collaborative govern-
ance carried out on the same sample in different 
situations.

The results of the validity and reliability tests 
showed that all items were declared valid and reli-
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able. It was based on the corrected item-total cor-
relation value which is higher than 0.3 and the re-
liability was based on Cronbach’s alpha value of 
0.7 or higher.

3.2. Results of descriptive statistics 

Table 2 shows the results of the descriptive statis-
tics, which are to provide an overview of the col-
laborative governance variable in handling both 
natural and non-natural disasters.

The results of the descriptive analysis showed that 
there are different views of collaborative gover-
nance in Palu City during natural and non-nat-
ural disasters. The natural disaster is the earth-
quake that occurred on September 28, 2018, which 
caused a tsunami and liquefaction. Meanwhile, 
the non-natural disaster is the COVID-19 pan-
demic, which causes changes in all aspects of life.

The results of this study indicate that collaborative 
governance in natural disasters is highly deter-
mined by the leadership dimension meaning that 
business actors have a commitment to collaborate 
with the government or partners such as banking, 
pawnshops, cooperatives, etc. (with a mean value 
of 3.6570) during the natural disaster; before es-
tablishing the collaboration, the government and 

business actors mediate/coordinate with partners 
such as banks, pawnshops, etc. (with a mean value 
of 3.6522); and before establishing collaboration, 
business actors explain the business conditions 
to the government and partners, such as banks, 
pawnshops, cooperatives, etc. (with a mean value 
of 3.6232). Meanwhile, very low responses were 
found in the collaboration process indicating that 
during the collaboration process with the gov-
ernment, business actors have less opportunity to 
take more advantages (mean value 2.9227).

Based on the descriptive results, it can be con-
cluded that collaborative governance in natural 
disasters in Palu City is highly influenced by the 
leadership dimension, in this case, government 
leadership, but business actors are less satisfied 
because the government does not provide space 
for business actors affected by natural disasters 
(earthquake, tsunami, and liquefaction) to obtain 
more advantages. Direct observations in the field 
showed that the government’s attitude is not prof-
itable as the government focuses on post-disaster 
recovery. Thus, it does not focus on providing op-
portunities for the community to take advantage 
of the collaborative process.

On the other hand, the collaborative governance 
during the natural disaster is different from that in 

Table 1. Item-total statistics collaborative governance

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

Item

Natural disaster condition Non-natural disaster condition 
Corrected 

item-total 

correlation
Notes

Cronbach’s 

alpha if item 

deleted

Notes

Corrected 

item-total 

correlation
Notes

Cronbach’s 

alpha if item 

deleted

Notes

Q01 .745 Valid .935 Reliable .653 Valid .924 Reliable 

Q02 .767 Valid .934 Reliable .579 Valid .926 Reliable 

Q03 .799 Valid .933 Reliable .591 Valid .925 Reliable 

Q04 .701 Valid .936 Reliable .592 Valid .925 Reliable 

Q05 .721 Valid .935 Reliable .399 Valid .933 Reliable 

Q06 .732 Valid .935 Reliable .730 Valid .922 Reliable 

Q07 .694 Valid .936 Reliable .790 Valid .921 Reliable 

Q08 .747 Valid .935 Reliable .698 Valid .923 Reliable 

Q09 .761 Valid .934 Reliable .691 Valid .923 Reliable 

Q10 .592 Valid .938 Reliable .623 Valid .925 Reliable 

Q11 .579 Valid .938 Reliable .778 Valid .921 Reliable 

Q12 .599 Valid .938 Reliable .631 Valid .925 Reliable 

Q13 .361 Valid .946 Reliable .705 Valid .923 Reliable 

Q14 .677 Valid .936 Reliable .587 Valid .926 Reliable 

Q15 .735 Valid .935 Reliable .631 Valid .925 Reliable 

Q16 .720 Valid .935 Reliable .657 Valid .924 Reliable 

Q17 .644 Valid .937 Reliable .573 Valid .926 Reliable 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of collaborative governance

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

No. Statement N
Natural disaster condition Non-natural disaster 

condition

Min Max Mean Min Max Mean

1

The government collaborates with business actors 

affected by the disaster and facilitates cooperation 
with banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, etc.

207 1.00 5.00 3.2126 1.00 5.00 3.6232

2

Since the beginning of the disaster, the government 
and business actors have trusted each other in the 

collaboration with banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, 
etc. to get out of the difficult conditions caused by 
the disaster.

207 1.00 5.00 3.4686 1.00 5.00 3.6570

3
Business actors affected by the disaster have a 
balanced knowledge of resources to collaborate. 207 1.00 5.00 3.4058 1.00 5.00 3.4541

4
In the collaboration with business actors, the 
government provides incentives. 207 1.00 5.00 3.3720 1.00 5.00 3.5362

5

There is no obstacle in the collaboration between 
the government and business actors, including 

with other parties such as banks, pawnshops, 
cooperatives, etc. in a disaster condition.

207 1.00 5.00 3.2947 1.00 5.00 2.9227

6
The government and business actors affected by the 
disaster have stipulated basic rules for collaboration. 207 1.00 5.00 3.3623 1.00 5.00 3.2899

7
The government shows transparency during the 
collaboration and vice versa 207 1.00 5.00 3.5507 1.00 5.00 3.3671

8

Before the collaboration, the government and 
business actors mediate/coordinate with partners 
such as banks, pawnshops, etc.

207 1.00 5.00 3.6522 1.00 5.00 3.4444

9

Before the collaboration, business actors explain 
business conditions to the government and partners, 
such as banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, etc.

207 1.00 5.00 3.6232 1.00 5.00 3.3961

10

Since the beginning, business actors have committed 
to collaborate with the government or partners such 
as banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, etc.

207 1.00 5.00 3.6570 1.00 5.00 3.1353

11

Since the beginning of the collaboration, business 
actors and the government have shared a common 

understanding.

207 1.00 5.00 3.4541 1.00 5.00 3.0676

12
During the collaboration process, business actors, 
government, and partners commit to building trust. 207 1.00 5.00 3.5362 1.00 5.00 2.8986

13

During the collaboration process with the 
government, business actors have the opportunity 
to take advantage.

207 1.00 5.00 2.9227 1.00 5.00 3.2705

14

During the cooperation process, business actors 
highly depend on the government and partners such 
as banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, etc.

207 1.00 5.00 3.2899 1.00 5.00 3.5942

15

During the cooperation process, business actors 
complete common goals with the government and 
partners such as banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, 
etc.

207 1.00 5.00 3.3671 1.00 5.00 3.6522

16

During the collaboration process, business actors, 
government, and partners provide general benefits 
to other business actors.

207 1.00 5.00 3.4444 1.00 5.00 3.4348

17

During the collaboration process, business actors 
meet and negotiate with the government and 
partners such as banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, 
etc.

207 1.00 5.00 3.3961 1.00 5.00 3.5797
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the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic in Palu city. 
The dimensions of the initial conditions showed 
that the government is highly responsive in collab-
orative governance. Further, the dimension of the 
collaboration process got a positive response from 
business actors affected by the COVID-19. Since 
the beginning of the disaster, the government and 
business actors have trusted each other in the col-
laboration with banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, 
etc., to get out of difficult conditions due to dis-
asters (with a mean value of 3.6570); the govern-
ment collaborates with business actors affected by 
the disaster and facilitates collaborates with banks, 
pawnshops, cooperatives, etc. (with a mean value 
of 3.6232). In collaborating with business actors, 
the government provides incentives (with a mean 
value of 3.5362), while the dimension of the collab-
oration process showed that business actors can 
complete common goals with the government and 
partners such as banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, 
etc. (with a mean value of 3.6522 ); during the col-
laboration process, business actors highly depend 
on the government and partners such as banks, 
pawnshops, cooperatives, etc. (with a mean value 
of 3.5942); and during the collaboration process, 
business actors meet and negotiate with the gov-
ernment and partners such as banks, pawnshops, 
cooperatives, etc. (with a mean value of 3.5797). 
However, the weaknesses in the collaborative gov-
ernance during the COVID-19 pandemic showed 
that business actors, government, and partners 
are less committed to building trust in the collab-
oration process (with a mean value of 2.8986).

The results of the descriptive analysis of collabora-
tive governance during the non-natural disasters 
(COVID-19 pandemic) showed that the Palu City 
government has carried out a collaborative process 
with business actors affected by the COVID-19 
since the beginning of the pandemic. The gov-
ernment, business actors and partners trust each 
other, facilitate, and provide incentives to main-
tain the sustainability of the business. Further, in 
the collaborative process, the government, busi-
ness actors, and partners have the same goal to get 
out of the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic and 
business actors depend on the government and 
partners. On the other hand, the problem in the 
collaboration process is the lack of commitment of 
business actors, government, and partners.

3.3. Hypothesis testing 

This study used a T-Test for hypothesis test-
ing and it was preceded by the data normality 
test. Besides the histogram, P plots can be used 
to check the normality (Garson, 2012). The da-
ta normality test was based on the results of the 
Normal Q-Q plots. The determinant of the nor-
mality of the data is the suitability of the lines 
formed with the P-P plot and it showed a normal 
distribution (Garson, 2012).

After getting the normal distribution, then it was 
continued with the hypothesis testing. The hy-
pothesis testing used the T-Test. Table 3 shows 
the result. 

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

Figure 2. Normal Q-Q plots
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The results showed that the Sig (2-tailed) 0.022 is 
< 0.05, thus it can be concluded that there is a sig-
nificant difference between collaborative govern-
ance during natural and non-natural disasters. It 
means that the hypothesis is accepted.

4. DISCUSSION

Public policy management sees collaborative 
governance as a process and structure in deci-
sion-making that includes government, public, 
private, and civil society and it facilitates many 
people to achieve goals (Emerson et al., 2012). 
Innovative partnerships in the public sector are 
required to solve various problems experienced 
by public administrators (McNamara, 2012). 
Collaborative governance can involve many peo-
ple or stakeholders to achieve common goals 
because collaboration requires them to discuss 
problems, plan, and implement governance pro-
grams, especially those related to both natural and 
non-natural disasters. Natural disasters cover un-
controllable or non-predictable disturbances such 
as earthquakes that cause tsunamis and liquefac-
tion, while non-natural disasters include pandem-
ic such as the current COVID-19-pandemic.

The natural disaster that occurred in Palu City on 
September 28, 2018, caused severe impacts includ-
ing death, especially those affected by the tsuna-
mis and liquefactions as well as the earthquake. 
The disaster became the world’s concern with a 
large amount of aid from various countries and re-
gions for this city. A large amount of aid does not 
directly solve the problems faced by the communi-
ty; it even creates new problems. The community 
faced increasingly complex problems because the 
aid was not distributed evenly so that many people 
were disappointed with the government’s role in 
disaster management in this city.

The government has not been able to resolve com-
plaints from the public concerning disaster man-
agement in Palu City in the last three years causing 
many problems. While the government handles 
the natural disasters, a new problem has emerged, 
namely, the COVID-19 pandemic, which shocked 
the world including Palu city. The natural and 
non-natural disaster conditions are burdensome 
for the government causing less optimal manage-
ment and many complaints from various levels of 
society, especially people who are below the pov-
erty line. Indeed, poor people are highly affected 
by the disaster (Ritchie & Roser, 2014). It is be-
cause economic activity is hampered due to dam-
ages affecting the production of goods and servic-
es (Cavallo & Noy, 2011).

The disaster management in Palu City, including 
both natural and non-natural disasters, has collab-
orated with various stakeholders. However, when 
a natural disaster occurs, it seems that the govern-
ment does not function well due to poor leadership, 
even though it has collaborated with many stake-
holders. Collaboration requires leadership and in-
stitutional design to unite various parties (Agranoff, 
2006; Bryson et al., 2006; Margerum, 2008). The 
results of the study showed that collaborative gov-
ernance in natural disasters in Palu City is highly 
influenced by the leadership dimension, in this case, 
government leadership. However, in the collabora-
tion process, the business actors are not satisfied 
because the government does not provide opportu-
nities for business actors affected by natural disas-
ters (earthquake, tsunami, and liquefaction) to take 
advantage. Direct observations in the field showed 
that the government’s attitude is not profitable as 
the government only focuses on post-disaster re-
covery but not on providing opportunities to take 
advantage of the collaborative process carried out. 
The government only wants the business actors in 
Palu City to survive amid the difficult conditions.

Table 3. Paired samples test

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

Paired differences

t df
Sig 

(2-tailed)Mean
Std. 

deviation
Std. error 

mean

95% confidence 
interval of the 

difference
Lower Upper

Pair 1
Natural disaster – Non-

natural disaster 
.68599 4.28737 .29799 .09848 1.27350 2.302 206 .022
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The efforts of the government of Palu City in col-
laborative governance are also demonstrated by 
the collaboration with various non-governmen-
tal organizations to assist in disaster recovery. 
Collaboration between the private parties and the 
government is required in providing infrastruc-
ture and services to the community (Dapilah et 
al., 2021). Besides, there is a need for communi-
cation between the government, business actors, 
and partners. Collaborative governance requires 
and emphasizes the importance of dialogue, 
building trust and commitment, and having the 
same goal (Ansell & Gash, 2008). The government, 
community, business actors, and partners need to 
build commitment and mutual trust to have the 
same goal. Ansell and Gash (2008), and Innes and 
Booher (2018) showed that trust is needed in col-
laborative governance, and even interdependence 
among stakeholders makes them want to be in-
volved. Therefore, leadership in collaborative gov-
ernance to address natural disasters is important. 
Leadership is crucial to deal with every problem in 
collaboration because leadership can initiate and 
sustain collaboration (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Ansell 
et al., 2020; Crosby & Bryson, 2005; Emerson & 
Nabatchi, 2015; Page, 2010). Besides, leadership 
plays a role in producing disaster management 
regulations in collaboration. Collaborative regula-
tion is important to receive stakeholder input and 
shorten the approval process (Scott et al., 2020) 
as the long process of managing disasters can re-
sult in new problems affecting the communities of 
Palu City.

The management of natural and non-natural dis-
asters in Palu City is different as explained in the 
results of the descriptive analysis. The collabo-
rative governance in non-natural disasters (the 
COVID-19 pandemic) showed that the city gov-
ernment has carried out a collaborative process 
with business actors affected by the COVID-19 
since the beginning of the pandemic. Further, the 
government, business actors, and partners trust 
each other, facilitate, and even provide incentives 
to maintain the sustainability of the business. In 
the collaborative process, the government, busi-
ness actors, and partners have the same goal to 
get out of the impact of the COVID-19 pandem-
ic (Kornelius et al., 2020). The business actors de-
pend on the government and partners. The prob-
lem during the collaboration process is the lack 

of commitment of business actors, government, 
and partners. Ansell and Gash (2008) explained 
that collaborative governance requires commit-
ment. Meanwhile, in natural disasters, the col-
laboration has a low commitment among stake-
holders involved such as the government, business 
actors, and partners such as banks, pawnshops, 
etc. The role of stakeholders is vital in collabora-
tive governance (Sedlacek et al., 2020). The role 
of government, trust in stakeholders, and the use 
of government and community knowledge are 
key in strengthening collaborative mechanisms 
(Ishiwatari, 2019).

Descriptive results showed that there are differ-
ences in the collaborative governance performed 
by the Palu City government in handling natu-
ral and non-natural disasters. It is supported by 
the results of the T-Test in which there is a signif-
icant difference between collaborative govern-
ance during natural and non-natural disasters. It 
means that the hypothesis is accepted. The signif-
icant difference of the collaborative governance 
in this city in handling natural and non-natu-
ral disasters is the commitment. It means that 
commitment is urgently needed in collaborative 
governance to deal with natural and non-natu-
ral disasters. Recovery from the earthquake that 
caused the tsunami and liquefaction resulted 
in commitment among stakeholders in natural 
disaster management. Meanwhile, non-natural 
disasters caused by the COVID-19 pandemic 
indicate a lack of commitment to collaborative 
governance.

The low commitment in governance can be seen 
in the COVID-19 pandemic in which many busi-
ness actors do not comply with government reg-
ulations or health protocols causing more diffi-
culties for government to control the spread of 
the COVID-19 pandemic in Indonesia, especial-
ly in Palu City. The government regulations and 
appeals during the COVID-19 are directions for 
the success of the collaboration carried out by the 
government at various levels with the private sec-
tor. Direction is needed in collaboration but direc-
tion must not be from above (Bingham, 2011). It 
means that the direction is not a force to suppress 
the community, but rather invites the community 
to obey the regulation and appeals issued by the 
government.
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CONCLUSION

Collaborative governance in natural and non-natural disasters is quite different. In natural disasters 
such as earthquakes, government leadership is urgently needed to produce regulations that can help 
business actors to survive and grow in difficult situations. The absence of the government in the natural 
disaster in Palu City made the community get more difficulties resulting in public dissatisfaction with 
the role of the government. Meanwhile, in non-natural disasters or during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
the dimensions of the initial conditions proposed by Ansell and Gash (2008) are important because 
a quick response can determine many things. It means that the government’s response through deci-
sion-making is needed to stop the spread of the COVID-19 as delays in decision-making at the begin-
ning of the pandemic made the spread of the COVID-19 even more difficult to control.

Based on the dimensions developed by Ansell and Gash (2008), including initial conditions, institu-
tional design, leadership, and a collaborative process, this study can complement those dimensions in 
which collaborative governance in both natural and non-natural disasters highly requires stakeholder 
commitment. The results of this study emphasize that commitment to collaborative governance is im-
portant; especially commitment to collaborate between the government, business actors, and partners 
such as banks, pawnshops, cooperatives, etc. The goal is to jointly build and get out of the difficult 
situation caused by the disaster. The implication of this study is expected to be applied not only to ar-
eas experiencing natural disasters such as earthquakes and non-natural disasters due to the pandemic 
(COVID-19) but also to other disaster conditions such as floods, landslides, storms, etc.
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