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ABSTRACT
This case study seeks to understand the policy-making of the Jakarta bay reclamation project through the analytical
lens of the policy networks. It posits that different policy networks would possibly produce or condition different
policy outcomes in the project. The study uses a qualitative secondary data analysis. The study found: First,
policy changes in the project, from initiation to implementation and finally termination, might be explained
through the formation and transformation of different types of policy networks. Overall, the networks were
characterized by fluctuating interactions among actors and the persistent power struggle between economic,
environmental, and societal interests. Second, the networks’ type changes were possible due to two factors: (1) the
political context of the 2017 gubernatorial election; and (2) the influences of environmental and societal ideas.

Keywords: Issue networks, Jakarta bay reclamation, policy community, policy networks, power relations

ABSTRAK
Studi kasus ini berupaya untuk memahami pembuatan kebijakan proyek reklamasi teluk Jakarta
melalui lensa analitik policy networks. Studi ini berasumsi bahwa jenis policy networks yang berbeda
mungkin akan menghasilkan atau mengkondisikan hasil kebijakan yang berbeda dalam proyek
tersebut. Hasil studi ini menemukan beberapa temuan. Pertama, perubahan kebijakan dalam proyek,
dari inisiasi hingga implementasi dan akhirnya penghentian, dapat dijelaskan melalui pembentukan
dan transformasi berbagai jenis policy networks. Secara keseluruhan, networks tersebut ditandai oleh
interaksi yang berfluktuasi di antara para aktor dan perebutan kekuasaan yang terus-menerus antara
kepentingan ekonomi dan lingkungan dan masyarakat. Kedua, perubahan jenis networks tersebut
kemungkinan disebabkan oleh dua faktor: (1) konteks politik Pilgub 2017; dan (2) pengaruh gerakan
pemikiran lingkungan dan sosial.

Kata Kunci: Issue networks, policy community, policy networks, relasi kekuasaan, reklamasi Teluk Jakarta

INTRODUCTION

The Jakarta Bay reclamation project continues to be a contested policy issue in Indonesia.
It covers an extended period, going through different political administrations, from the
Soeharto administration to the current one of Jokowi. It began in 1995 when President
Soeharto issued Presidential Decree No. 52 of 1995 on the project’s initiation (PT. Kapuk
Naga Indah 2012, pp. 1-2; Himawan, 2016). And since then, there have been many
different, even conflicting, policies or regulations issued by other government institutions
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(Velarosdela, 2018). In addition, due to its multidimensional nature, the project also involves
diverse actors from a wide range of sectors; government, private and societal actors who
belong to the economic and urban planning sector to that of environment and fishery
(LembagaBantuanHukum Jakarta, 2019; hereafter LBH).

As such, it is not surprising that it continues to attract much attention from the public
and academia. Accordingly, such a complex and multifaceted issue invites scholars from
a wide range of disciplines to offer insightful explanations and understanding about it.
Until recently, studies mainly focused their analyses on a thorough examination or
assessment of the project’s impacts, negative or positive, or cost and benefit. They mostly
come from disciplines such as Civil Engineering, Environmental Studies, Fisheries, and
Marine Sciences, and so on (Arsyad, 2008; Rudianto, 2014; Supartono et al., 2015;
Ramadhan et al., 2016; Irianto et al., 2017; Colven, 2017; Salim et al., 2019).

Nevertheless, a few policy studies offer insights into the complexity of the policy-
making process of the Jakarta reclamation project. These studies mainly focus their analysis
on two themes. First, the overlapping and contradictory regulations of the project among
different departments, of either the Central Government or Provincial Government of
Jakarta (Mutia and Asteria, 2008; Karim n.d.). Second, conflicting economic and political
interests among government and other actors underpin the power struggle in the
reclamation project (Mutia and Asteria 2008; Mahdi 2017; Rahmawati and Firman 2019;
Adharani et al. 2019). We argue that the concept of policy networks would offer alternative
insights about the issue and thus enrich and further expand the extant policy discourses.

In that relation, the study seeks to explain the policy outcomes of the Jakarta
reclamation project as an empirical case through the analytical lens of the policy networks.
To that end, the study attempts to (1) identify the type of policy networks, and their
changes; (2) analyze the effect of different types of the policy networks on the reclamation
policy; (3) explore what constitutes changes in the policy networks.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Policy Networks

The concept of policy networks continues to develop along with its diverse
epistemologies, methodologies, and approaches. The earlier conception of policy networks
developed by Marsh and Rhodes and Smith was understood as a model of interest group
representation (Marsh, 1998, p. 5-7). Supporting that view, Daugbjerg and Marsh (1998)
argue that policy networks “are crucial political structures through which we are governed
or ruled (p. 55).” Following a typical political analysis of “who gets what and how,”
Rhodes unequivocally states that policy networks talk about the actors, the interests they
pursue, and the way or mechanism of the policy formulation and implementation (Rhodes,
1997, p. 10).
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Another group of scholars focuses on the patterns of governance. For instance, Klijn,
Koppenjan, and Termeer (1995, p. 439) characterized policy networks as patterns of
relationships between interdependence actors involved in processes of public policy-
making. To them, the concept centered on interdependence as a keyword in the network
approach. They argue that as a game about policy-making, the effects of policy networks
lie in the effective management of the network (p. 441-443). As Rhodes (2007) argues
that the essence of policy networks is “Institutional linkages between governmental and
other actors structured around shared interests in public policy making and
implementation (p. 2).” This earlier band of heavily British-minded scholars treated the
policy networks as a form of governance that focused their analysis on institutional linkages
between government and other actors. Or later on, known as the structural approach.

Later scholars shift the approach from structural to more societal orientation and
public participation.  For instance, Coleman and Skogstad focused on those actors excluded
from and critical to the exclusive policy-making circles (Skogstad, 2005, p. 3). Similarly,
Laumann&Knoke (cited in Yi &Scholz, 2016, p. 254) view policy networks as a set of
actors with significant concern about a substantive area, whose preferences and actions
on policy events must be taken into account by the other domain participants. Börzel
advances the approach by bringing more analytical functions to it by specifying the policy
networks into interest intermediation or governance (Börzel, 2002, p. 255-258; Bevir and
Richards, 2009, p. 4). This band of scholars views the policy networks as a typology of
interest intermediation rather than a form of governance (Richardson, 2000).

More importantly, there has been inconclusive debate about the analytical utility of
the policy networks. As a model, it has been under severe criticism for its lack of analytical
function. Policy scholars have attempted to better operationalize the model through
different approaches (Marsh, 1998, p. 185-190). Marsh and Rhodes’ structural approach,
for instance, has been known for three characteristics. First, it is essentially structural and
downplays the importance of agents. Second, the structure of the network affects policy
outcomes. Third, it suggests that exogenous factors affect the change in both policy
networks and policy outcomes. The underlying assumption is that the driving force of
change in the network and the effect lies in broader economic and political instability
and differences in knowledge.

In contrast, Dowding (1995) criticizes the structural model as failing to collect sufficient
detail about the interactions within the networks. Proposing a rational approach, he
argues that resource exchange among agents within the networks affects the outcomes.
Therefore, for Dowding, such a model might rather be considered a metaphor (Dowding,
1995, p. 137-138). In response, Marsh and Smith (2001, p. 535-538) later developed a
more comprehensive model, paying attention to structure and agent and capturing the
iterative interaction between policy networks and outcomes, which they called a dialectical
model. In essence, these approaches posit that both network structure, agency, and their
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interactions relatively significantly affect the policy outcome. In sum, as Marsh and Smith
(2000) declare, policy networks refer to the fact that relatively small groups make a great
deal of policy of closely linked actors.

Classifying Policy Networks: Policy Community and Issue Networks

Marsh and Rhodes (1992) developed a generic classificatory scheme of policy networks
as a continuum that distinguishes policy community and issue network. There are four
dimensions along which networks vary; interest, membership, interdependence (vertical
and horizontal), and resources. But the empirical investigation is concerned with the
degree to which anyone or set of characteristics is present (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992, p.
250-252). Both policy community and issue networks are seen as types of relationships
between interest groups and government. Networks can vary along a continuum according
to the closeness of the relationship within them. The policy community is at one end of
the continuum consisting of stable, exclusive and close networks; while issue networks
are at the other end, composed of multiple, inclusive, or loosely networks (Rhodes, 1997,
p. 44-45).

Furthermore, Peterson (2003, p. 4) simplified the model by focusing on three key
dimensions to determine policy networks in a specific sector. First, the relative stability of
a network’s membership. It concerns whether the same actors tend to dominate decision-
making over time or is membership fluid and dependent on the specific policy issue under
discussion. Second, the network’s relative insularity. It concerns whether it is a conspiracy
that excludes outsiders or is it highly permeable by a variety of actors with different
objectives or not. Third, the strength of resource dependencies. It concerns whether network
members depend heavily on each other for valued resources such as money, expertise,
and legitimacy. Are most actors self-sufficient and thus relatively independent of one
another?

Notwithstanding criticism from many scholars about the risk of oversimplification,
the network’s typology has a relatively demonstrated explanatory function on the policy
outcomes (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992, p. 250). We assume that networks, as Atkinson and
Coleman (1992) argue, “are governed by sets of rules which determine how decisions are
made and who participates in policy making (p. 172).” A similar position taken by Marsh
and Smith (2000, p. 4) argues that policy networks as the structure can determine the
roles actors play within the networks and choose an issue over others as an agenda-
setting stage in the policy-making process. Accordingly, many researchers used this
typology as either an independent or intervening variable in their studies to analyze policy
outcomes at a given policy issue or sector. For instance, adopting Peterson’s approach,
Bomberg (1998, p. 167-184) examined different effects in European environmental policy
caused by the issue networks.
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Theoretical Propositions

Drawing mainly on the literature, we argue that we could explain policy outcomes of
the Jakarta reclamation project by using the policy networks as an analytical lens.  As
such, the study posits the following theoretical propositions to examine the Jakarta
reclamation case empirically at hand: (1) Relative stability of networks’ membership,
relative insularity, and strength of resource dependency together would affect formation
and transformation of policy networks; (2) The formation and transformation of policy
networks would likely affect policy outcomes of the reclamation project; (3) In sum, it
argues that changes in the type of policy networks as are embedded in its three dimensions
would likely produce policy changes in the reclamation project.  The propositions are
illustrated as follows:

Figure 1. Theoretical Propositions
Source: Compiled from different sources

RESEARCH METHOD

The debates in the study of policy networks also centered on the methodological
distinction between qualitative and quantitative analyses (Börzel, 2002, p. 255). As the
study aims at both explaining the uniqueness of the case and generalizing its analytical
themes in terms of policy networks, it accordingly follows a kind of crucial single case
study (George and Bennett, 2005, p. 101-102; Yin in Bickman and Rog, 2009, p. 256-257;
Yin, 2018). Practically, this case study uses a qualitative secondary data analysis. It uses
the extant qualitative reports, mainly in text data, and re-analyzes them through the
policy networks’ perspectives.

The study uses and analyses secondary data collected mainly from online newspapers,
relevant organizations’ websites, previous studies, and other sources in the following
forms (Hakim, 2000, p. 24-25). First, official documents from government and non-
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government organizations include laws, regulations, decrees, statement declarations, etc.
Second, media-based data such as news items, talk shows, dialogue, and debates are
covered by print and electronic (Elliott and Squire, 2017). We focus on the reports or
news items covering the pre-and post- periods of the 2017 gubernatorial election, from
2015 to 2019. We present the data in a historical or chronological narrative and then
interpret them with reference to the extant studies, particularly in light of theories of
policy networks (George and Bennett, 2005, p. 157-159; Yin, 2018). By that, we could
reach a fresh understanding of the case.  To ensure the validity of its findings, the study
adheres to strict methodic-ness, seeks multiple sources of data, and looks for
counterexamples (Yin, 2011, p. 78-82).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The Long Road of Reclamation Policy: An Endless Power Struggle

We could identify three periods of the Jakarta reclamation policy. This periodization
is based on two criteria. First, it is based on policy outcomes to either implement the
reclamation project or stop it. Second, it is based on the relative significance of policy
sectors. For instance, at a particular point in time, the reclamation was put under the
command of the environmental industry. Resultantly, those actors in this sector, such as
the Ministry of Environment and Ministry of Marine and Fishery, got more political
leverage. While at the other period, it was considered under the domain of urban
development and planning. The actors from this sector, such as the Provincial Government,
developer companies, the National Board of Urban Planning and Development, might
gain a more decisive role.

The first period of reclamation policy began from its initiation in 1995 to 2003. To
implement Presidential Decree No. 52/1995 and Provincial Regulation No. 8/1995, the
reclamation project was initially implemented through a joint project by Provincial
Government and developer company Kapuk Naga Indah Ltd. In 2003, the Ministry of
Environment and Forestry took a decisive role by stating that the reclamation was not
feasible and had to stop through Ministerial Decree No. 14/2003 (Himawan, 2016; Setiaji,
2019). So, the reclamation policy changed. The main actors during this period were mainly
the Ministry of Environment and Forestry, the Provincial Government, and the Developer
Company.

The second period started from 2007 to 2016. This period began with the companies’
decision to sue the Ministry of Environment in 2007. It ended with the decision to
Coordinating the Ministry of Maritime Affairs to resume implementing the reclamation
project in 2016. During this period, the policy outcome was to continue the implementation
of the project. Except for a brief interval in 2016 when a joint committee chaired by the
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Coordinating Ministry of Maritime Affairs consisted of the Ministry of Environment,
Ministry of Marine and Fishery, and Provincial Government issued the decree to
temporarily halt the project (KemaritimandanInvestasi, 2016a; Simbolon, 2016). Mostly
upheld explanations behind this brief policy change are twofold: Firstly, the then Minister
of Maritime Affairs, Rizal Ramli, has been well known for his strong leadership, the
outspoken activist and somehow pro- environmentalist agenda; and secondly, resultantly
the civil societies and fishery communities had more chance to have their voices taken
into account in the policy making process.

The Minister admitted that the reclamation project had potential floods
(KemaritimandanInvestasi, 2016b). The Minister also showed his political will to listen to
public concerns such as Jakarta Bay Fishermen or fishery communities
(Kemaritimandaninvestasi, 2016c). Moreover, the Ministry of Environment insisted that
this reclamation project did not fully comply with the Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) requirement and thus needed re-evaluation (Gabrillin, 2016). But the tide changed
when Luhut Binsar Pandjaitan took over the post of Coordinating Ministry of Maritime
Affairs. The moratorium was revoked, and the project was once again given a go-ahead
instruction (Fadhilah, 2016; Harahap, 2016). During this period, the policy-making
involved more diverse actors and more dynamic political interactions.

The third period started from 2017 to the moment the newly elected Governor
eventually stopped the project in 2018. It dated back to the 2017 gubernatorial election,
during which the contending candidate, AniesBaswedan, made a commitment to halt
the project if he got elected. During the campaign, he took a side with civil societies such
as the Indonesian Forum for the Environment (WahanaLingkunganHidup Indonesia/
WALHI), People’s Coalition for Fisheries Justice (Koalisi Rakyat untukKeadilanPerikanan/
KIARA), Indonesian Center for Environment Law (ICEL), and some others who often
worked together under the platform of KoalisiSelamatkanTeluk Jakarta (KSTJ/ Save the
Jakarta Bay Coalition). On many occasions, he unequivocally refused to continue the
reclamation project as it brought about environmental damages and negative impacts to
coastal and fishery communities (Fadhil, 2016; Pratiwi, 2017; Putera, 2017). As he got
elected in 2018, he abolished the extent of problematic regulations and issued Governor
Decree No 58/2018 to form a kind Reclamation Management Board (BKP) to re-evaluate
the reclamation project thoroughly.

As such, the Governor meant to restructure the networks and demonstrate his
authoritative position on it (Agung, 2018a; Nailufar, 2018). The policy was also intended
to materialize the Governor’s campaign promise to accommodate the environmental
agenda and societal interests. But the policy was again severely criticized by civil societies
as a half-hearted alignment to the environmental plan and the interests of the Jakarta
fishing communities. For instance, KSTJ even decided to continue the project rather than
stop it (Damarjati, 2018). The Governor responded that such a decree was a must-to-do
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step to stop the reclamation (Azhar, 2018) legally. Experts agreed that such a decree was
indeed a necessary initial step to resolve the timely complicated reclamation issue (Agung,
2018b). After a few months of investigation, validation, and verification processes, the
board recommended the Governor to put the project to a halt. By the end of 2018, the
new Governor formally sealed the reclamation project, symbolizing policy change in the
long journey of Jakarta bay reclamation (Pradewo, 2018; Sari, 2018).

Using the analytical lens of policy networks, we could see that all these twists and
turns in the Jakarta reclamation project reflect the underpinnings power relations of the
networks. The very concept of policy networks captures this kind of power relationship
between the actors in the policy-making arena (Skogstad, 2005, p. 3). Even Atkinson,
Coleman, and Skogstad further classified different types of power relationships between
state and non-state actors such as “state-directed networks, clientele pluralist networks,
corporatist networks (cited in Skogstad, 2005, p. 4).” In this case, the power relationships
were seen as blatant conflicting interests between actors in the economic camp and those
in the environmental and societal one (Mutia and Asteria, 2008, p. 5). Studies even posit
that the political economy aspects of the reclamation project have attracted much public
attention than its pure economic or environmental one (Mahdi 2017, p. 41-43).  This
power relationship demonstrated masculine or patriarchal power syndrome and thus
unfriendly to the environment, local communities, families, and women aspirations
(Rahmawati and Firman, 2019, p. 57-59).

The power struggle was further fueled by overlapping and sometimes contradictory
laws and regulations (Mutia and Asteria, 2008, p. 4; Karim n.d., p. 3). For instance, some
limitations give different authorities to different institutions on the reclamation policy
such as Presidential Decree No. 52/1995 and No. 122/2012 on Reclamation in Coastal
Areas and Small Islands, Government Regulation No. 5/2010 on Navigating, Law No.
23/2014 on Local Government, and so on (Mutia and Asteria, 2008, p. 5). Thus, by
stopping the project, the Governor indeed rebalanced the power of the extant reclamation
regime and changed the very nature of the established policy networks (Henaldi, 2018).
Borrowing Marsh’ word, the Governor is an agent who ultimately “…bargain, conflict
and break up networks (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992, p. 195).”

Explaining the Reclamation Policy Outcomes through the Policy Networks

The above results shed light on some critical points. First, the policy formation of
Jakarta’s reclamation is vertically multilayer and horizontally complex. Vertically, it
involves different Government institutions such as Ministries and agencies of the Provincial
Government of Jakarta. Horizontally, it involves diverse actors from other sectors and
policy agendas, ranging from government institutions, developer companies, civil societies,
media, and even academia. Applying Peterson’s approach is therefore helpful because it
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helps explain the varying strength of different actors in different policy sectors and
agendas. Its emphasis on resource dependencies helps identify which actors have a more
decisive role in the policy formulation and implementation and further explain why.
Second, the long on/off policy indicates that actors cannot exercise a firm and stable
policy position in an extended period. Third, the reclamation policy is characterized by
continuing, even sometimes rapid changes and fierce power struggles between two actors’
camps. Thus, the networks were unstable.

Furthermore, drawing on Peterson’s approach, we might explain the formation and
transformation of the policy networks across different project periods. First, in terms of
the relative stability of a network’s membership, it is argued that the Provincial
Government (the Governor) and developer companies had been the dominant actors in
the reclamation policy during the first period. Until finally, in 2003, the Ministry of
Environment rebalanced the power structure and took a decisive role by arbitrarily
declaring it as not feasible and had to stop. But the point is it was a tight interaction and
involved very limited actors. There were only three actors directly involved, and the rest
were by and large excluded from the policy-making process.

While more diverse actors got involved in the policy-making process in the second
period, the dominant actors were relatively still the same and limited. Especially those
actors who champion economic agenda such as the Ministry of Maritime Affairs, Provincial
Government and developer companies, had a more decisive role in the critical phase of
policy formulation and implementation. Those environmental and societal champions
gained a more significant role in the last period by forming a joint strategic pact with the
newly elected governor. By issuing Governor Decree No 58/2018, the newly elected
Governor changed the network structure into a loosely network with multi actors who
could put influences into policy formulation. The Coordinating Ministry of Maritime,
Ministry of Environment, Governor, and developer companies were not the only actors
who had a decisive say. Civil societies such as WALHI, LBH, KNTI, and others also exercise
public control over government policy.

Second, in terms of the network’s relative insularity, it is argued that in the first and
second periods, the insularity was highly exclusionary. Many actors, mainly from civil
societies and other less relevant institutions were not adequately considered board. Their
positions were primarily at the periphery of policy networks. Even if they exercised their
power, they were overpowered, and more authoritative and influential actors stepped
aside. The Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries and Ministry of Environment and
Forestry, for instance, had been consistently critical of the environmental impact of the
reclamation project (Andinni, 2016; Hidayat, 2016; Tim, 2018). While in the last period,
it was more permeable, wherein many diverse actors with different interests had relatively
equal access to the policy process. Through the 2017 gubernatorial election, those actors



173Policy Networks: Actors, Interests, and Power Relations
in the Jakarta Reclamation Project

P-ISSN 2579-4396, E-ISSN 2579-440X

who had been critical to the reclamation project could channel their agenda. And finally,
got due roles to advocate their different interests.

Third, the strength of resource dependencies might answer why a particular actor
was more dominant than the others. It is argued that in the first and second periods, the
economic interests of developer companies were dominant due to an asymmetric resources
exchange between them and government institutions; Provincial Government, and
Ministries. The companies’ resources are mainly financial resources, technical or
technological expertise of reclamation projects, legal standing, and the government ambition
to generate more incomes by establishing new business hubs, urban development, coastal
recreation, and so on. At the same time, the companies’ alliance with the government
was also entirely independent from civil societies. During this period, the interaction was
very tight in that civil societies, let alone the public, were hardly able to access the policy-
making process. The relationship was asymmetric in terms of resource dependencies.

Meanwhile, the new Governor, Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Marine and
Fishery, and civil societies gained a significant role in the last period. He was able to
rebalance the resources of companies and coordinate the Ministry of Maritime Affairs.
Their resources were in the form of legitimacy and intellectual expertise, primarily in
critical studies or thoughtful opinions from academia. In this regard, think tanks such as
the Coalition of Inter-disciplinary Experts (KoalisiPakarInterdisiplin) played a role by
diffusing objective information, forming public opinion, and thus promoting knowledge-
based policy. The reclamation policy was one of the demarcating platforms between the
contending candidate who sided with civil societies and the incumbent who sided with
the companies and those actors from the economic camp (Kompas.com TV, 2016;
Metrotvnews, 2017). Accordingly, when the contender won the election, it was interpreted
as a public mandate to terminate the reclamation project (CNN Indonesia, 2018).

The newly elected Governor and his strategic allies from the environmental and societal
camp gained more political leverages to directly challenged the Minister of Maritime Affairs
(Ambari, 2017; Redaksi, 2017). Initially, the Minister and companies threatened to sue
the new Governor if he dared to revoke the permits (Kuwado, 2017). But the Governor
did not bow to their threat (Metrotvnews, 2018). In sum, the interactions pattern during
this period was fluid, loosely, and based on relatively similar resource dependencies. The
actors’ composition and position of different networks types in the Jakarta reclamation
policy can be seen in the following table:
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Table 1. Actors Composition and Position in Jakarta Bay Reclamation

Source: Proposed by authors based on data analysis

Is it not too heuristic to conclude such networks types and make them fit into the
policy changes or outcomes? Apart from Peterson’s analytical lens above, we could
comprehend the network’s changes and policy changes in the Jakarta reclamation project
from the following evidence. First, changes in compositions and boundaries of the networks.
As Atkinson and Coleman (1992, p. 172) argue, the inclusion of new actors into the
network or their changing positions from relatively peripheral positions to the core ones
would indicate changes of the policy networks. This is particularly true regarding the
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“attentive public” who were previously excluded from the networks. It is evident from
the table above that in the second period, the networks were dominated by actors who
primarily pursued economic interests. At the same time, those actors who advocate the
environmental and societal interests were either in peripheral positions such as the Ministry
of Marine Affairs and Fisheries, Ministry of Environment and Forestry, or being excluded
from the networks at all such civil societies WALHI, KNTI, LBH, etc. Contrastingly, in
the third period, those “‘attentive public” could join the networks or exert more influence
on the policy-making agenda.

Second and most evidently, the changes in terms of resources and interests. Perhaps
the most important indicators of any policy changes are interests (Skogstad, 2005, p. 8).
The demarcating characteristic between different types of policy networks is policy interest.
Economic interests of big corporates dominated the policy agenda in the first and second
periods; while in the third one, the environmental and societal plan were able to rebalance
the power structure of the networks. It is also true in terms of resources. Technological
and technical expertise, which companies previously monopolized, become dispersed
relatively equally among many actors within the networks and without. The actors’ position
and interactions of the issue networks that took place in the third period of the Jakarta
reclamation policy might be better illustrated in the following figure:

Figure 2. Actors’ Position and Interactions of the Issue Networks
Source: Proposed by Authors based on Data Analysis
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The figure demonstrates two differentiating dimensions in identifying actors’ position
and interactions in the issue networks of the Jakarta reclamation project. The actors were
positioned according to either economic or environmental and societal welfare policy
interests on the Y-axis. The preceding discussion shows us that civil societies, the Ministry
of Environment and Forestry, the Ministry of Marine and Fishery, and the Governor of
Jakarta were positioned as pro-environment and societal interest. In contrast, developer
companies and the Ministry of Maritime Affairs were set as champions of economic interest.
But a more interesting discussion is on interactions among actors. Since civil societies and
the Governor were on the environment and societal welfare, their relations with developer
companies and the Ministry of Maritime affairs must be logically rivalry. And vice versa.
But it is not the case with the Ministry of Environment and Forestry and Ministry of
Marine and Fishery. Although they were based on the environment and societal interest,
their relations to developer companies and the Ministry of Maritime Affairs were quite
different. While they took a rivalry stance toward developer companies, they seem
uncritical and powerless against the Ministry of Maritime Affairs, which strongly
advocated the economic interest. At the same time, notwithstanding their support for
civil societies, they kept a distance from the Governor. On the X-axis, it is evident that the
Governor and Ministry of Maritime Affairs had a more decisive role in the policy-making
process of the reclamation project.

CONCLUSION

We might argue that the model of policy networks by Marsh and Rhodes is helpful to
explain this empirical case. It helps us comprehend the actors, interests and power relations
in the very complex policy making of the Jakarta reclamation project. Moreover, the model
also serves to analyze the context and conditions of policy changes across different periods
of the reclamation project as follows. First, policy changes in the project might be explained
through the formation and transformation of different types of policy networks. The
policy change from implementation to stop in the first period I (1995-2003) was conditioned
by formation of the policy community. Whilst, brief policy changes in the second period
(2003-2017) were conditioned by transformation from the policy community with
relatively small number of actors to that one with more actors. And finally, the termination
of the project in 2018 was conditioned by formation of the issue networks. Overall, the
network was consistently characterized by fluctuating interactions among actors and
persistent power struggle between economic and environment and societal interests.
Second, the changes in the types of policy networks were possibly due to two factors: (1)
political context of 2017 gubernatorial election and new political legitimacy of Provincial
Government; (2) ideational factors in that the environmental and societal ideas penetrated
public discourses and were able to exert influences into the policy formulation and
implementation.
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