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Abstract—The phenomenon of stunting is one of the priority
issues of national health development in the Republic of
Indonesia. In Lampung Province, the government responded to
this problem by establishing the Lampung Stunting Agency
(LSA), which facilitates collaboration between various parties to
overcome stunting. In connection with this development, this
article tries to measure the governance of collaborative practices
in managing stunting in Lampung Province. This article define
collaboration as process in which autonomous or semi-
autonomous actors interact through formal and informal
negotiation, jointly creating rules and structures governing their
relationships and ways to act or decide on the issues that brought
them together. It is a process involving shared norms and
mutually beneficial interactions and consists five dimensions
(governance,  administration,  organizational autonomy,
mutuality, and norms). The researcher distributed questionnaires
to 200 respondents who were selected purposively, both offline
and online, who intersect with LSA. Primary data were analyzed
using principal component analysis (PCA) techniques, reliability
test, and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The results of PCA
indicate that all governance indicators in this study are
unidimensional and have internal consistency. The finding
confirms that there is governance in the reduction of stunting in
Lampung Province empirically. However, this governance still
needs to be strengthened, especially in the context of formal
agreements, collective decision making, and informal relations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Stunting is synonymous with health problems because it is
related to issues of access to quality, healthy food, and
nutritional literacy for pregnant women. In Indonesia, the
proportion of stunted children under five years old reaches
27.67 percent or 6.3 million children. This number exceeds the
maximum standard (20 percent of the total number of children
under five years old in a country) set by WHO [1]. In Lampung
Province, according to the 2013 Basic Health Research Survey
(RISKESDAS) results, the stunting rate reached 42.6% and
decreased to 27.28 percent in 2018. The Government of
Lampung Province (GLP) has identified four districts as
priority locations for stunting management: Lampung Tengah,
Lampung Selatan, Lampung Timur, and Tanggamus [2].

To respond the stunting phenomenon, Lampung Provincial
Government has formed the Lampung Stunting Agency (LSA),
which is regulated by the Lampung Governor Regulation
(PERGUB) Number 19 of 2019 on the Acceleration of
Stunting Reduction in Lampung Province. According to this
regulation, the LSA is a communication forum for strategic
alliances from various stakeholders, regional work units,
professional organizations, community organizations, health
study programs, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
related to accelerating the reduction in the prevalence of
stunting in order to ensure the quality of gold generations in
Lampung Province. This definition implicitly confirms that the
LSA adopts collaborative governance in intervening of stunting
in Lampung Province.

Scientifically, the issue of governance in reducing stunting
has not yet received researchers' attention in Indonesia.
However, it has been voiced by several researchers [3,4]. The
results of the literature review show that previous research on
stunting is more concerned with: (a) risk factors, for example,
the Human Development Index [5], household welfare [6],
sanitary facilities and water treatment [7], and service
institutions [8], income and employment [9], infectious
diseases [10], food insecurity [11], lower birth weight, six
months breastfed or more, having parents who were
underweight, and mothers who never attended formal
education [12]; (b) protective factors, such as direct cash
assistance and prosperous rice program (RASTA or Beras
Sejahtera), the Program of Family Hope (PKH or Program
Keluarga Harapan) [13-15], education, maternal knowledge
and feeding practices [16-18], access to animal products [19].
However, there are not many studies that measure how
collaborative practices in governing stunting in Indonesia.

Conceptually, the definition of collaboration that a common
and accepted does not exist. This lack of clarity around
collaboration is considered an obstacle to supporting and
improving collaboration [20]. However, there are generic
definitions that suggested for the purpose of the study:
“collaboration as process in which autonomous or semi-
autonomous actors interact through formal and informal
negotiation, jointly creating rules and structures governing their
relationships and ways to act or decide on the issues that
brought them together. It is a process involving shared norms
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and mutually beneficial interactions” [21]. The definition
emphasizes that collaboration is a multidimensional, composed
five key dimensions, structural in nature (governance and
administration), social capital dimensions (mutuality and
norms), and agency (organizational autonomy) [21].

One critical component of the term is “governance”.
Kooiman defines governance as the forms in which public or
private sectors engage in problem solving, not separately but in
conjunction with other actors in society [22]. This approach,
therefore views governance as forms of multiorganizational
actions rather than involving only state institution [23] as stated
by other researchers [24,25]. For this research, we adopt
Stoker’s claim that governance is also about collective decision
making that includes both public and private actors specifically
[26]. Although public agencies may have the ultimate authority
to make a decision, the goal of collaboration is typically to
achieve some degrees of consensus among stakeholders [27],
especially how to solve the collective action problems they
face, which actions are allowed or constrained, what
information need to be provided, and how cost and benefits are
to be distributed [21].

Il. METHODS

This study uses a quantitative approach. There were 200
respondents who were selected purposively and involved in the
LSA. Data collection by questionnaire, both offline and online
via google form.

Because there is no evidence of an existing collaboration
measure in Indonesia, use of an international instrument was
considered appropriate. The study adopted a research
instrument developed by Thomson, Perry, and Miller [21]. This
instrument was developed to address the lack of a common
theory of collaboration, in order to inform practice. The
instrument measures collaboration in general business, not
industry-specific settings, and have been empirically tested and
proven by other researchers in different research contexts [20].
For these reasons, this instrument is considered suitable for
measuring collaborative practice in Indonesia context.

Respondents were asked to choose one of the five answer
options available: 5 (strongly agree), 4 (agree), 3 (do not
know), 2 (disagree), and 1 (strongly disagree). Data were
analyzed in the following stages: (a) data entry and cleaning;
(b) PCA analysis to knowing the degree of unidimensional
measurement; (b) reliability test (o < 0.70 = not reliable; o >
0.70 = reliable) to see the internal consistency of the
measurement; (c) normality test to see data distribution; (d)
CFA analysis to see the relationship between latent variables
(governance) and the indicator/measured variable/manifest
variable (12 statement items). The primary data analysis
process was carried out using STATA 15.1 for Mac software.
This research uses CFA because it commonly uses in social
sciences to test whether measures of a construct or data are
consistent or fit with the nature of that construct or
hypothesized measurement model based on theory and/or
previous analytic research.
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I1l. RESULTS

A. Descriptive Statistics

The number of respondents in this study was 200 people
with various socio-demographic attributes. The average age of
the respondents was 36.24 years. The youngest respondent was
20 years old, and the oldest respondent was 58 years old. In
other words, all respondents are of productive age. In terms of
gender, this study was not too gender-biased because the
difference between the number of male respondents (54.50%)
and female respondents (45.50%) was not too large, only 9%.

Respondents' domicile is quite varied because they are
spread over several districts/cities in Lampung Province. Three
districts account for more than 10 percent of respondents: West
Tulang Bawang District (46.50%), Pringsewu District
(16.50%), and North Lampung District (15.50%). The rest
contributed respondents below 10 percent. Although the
distribution of respondents between districts/cities is not evenly
distributed, the total districts/cities that are research locations
are already more than half of the total districts/cities in
Lampung Province. In other words, research respondents can
be considered to represent Lampung Province.

In terms of ethnicity, respondents came from ethnic
Javanese (56.00%), Sundanese (3.50%), Lampung (30.50%),
South Sumatra (6.50%), West Sumatra (2.50%), North Sumatra
(0.50%), and Aceh (0.50%). The composition of respondents
based on ethnicity represents the current condition of the
population in Lampung Province. Meanwhile, if viewed from
the respondents' education level, most respondents in this study
have an education of under-graduate/equivalent (57.50%) and
high school/equivalent (22.50%). Outside this level of
education, the proportion of respondents is smaller than 10
percent.

The majority of respondents (60.50%) came from the
Ministry of Villages and Disadvantaged Areas (Kemendesa
and PDT). The second position is respondents representing
village government institutions. Other respondents came from
district/city governments (3%), provincial governments (4.5%),
educational institutions (3.50%), central government/vertical
agencies (1%), community/professional organizations (0.50%),
and international non-governmental organizations (INGO) as
much as 0.50%.

B. Principal Component Analysis

Before being analyzed by CFA, the first step is to
determine whether the twelve statements refer to one
dimension of a construct/factor/latent variable or not. Based on
the results, it is known that the eigenvalue score of the twelve
statements reaches 3.89. All factors of loading variable score in
the Factorl column are > 3, which indicates that all items are
good indicators for the governance construct (see Figure 1).

C. Reliability test

Based on the results, it is known that all statements' alpha
(o) score reaches 0.7874. Because this score is above the
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minimum score of reliability (0.70), the twelve statement items
above are considered reliable or have internal consistency to
explain the concept of governance (see Figure 2).

D. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To obtain the final model, researchers conducted three CFA
analyzes. Modification in model 1 and 2 resulted in model 3,
which is the final model produced by this study.

Factor analysis/correlation Number of obs = 200
Method: principal-component factors Retained factors = 3
Rotation: (unrotated) Number of params = 33

Factor Eigenvalue Difference Proportion  Cumulative
Factorl 3.89411 2.59782 8.3245 8.3245
Factor2 1.29629 0.28607 @.1080 8.4325
Factor3 1.e1e22 8.83689 0.08842 8.5167
Factord 8.97333 8.085537 @.0811 8.5978
Factor5s 8.91796 0.13029 9.8765 8.6743
Factoré 8.78768 8.85989 8.8656 8.7400
Factor? 8.72779 8.13580 0.08606 8.8006
Factors 9.59279 0.02576 0.0494 0.8500
Factorg 8.56703 0.07044 0.0473 8.8973
Factorle 8.49659 0.07243 0.0414 0.9386
Factorll 8.42415 8.11287 8.8353 8.9740
Factorl2 8.31208 0.08260 1.e000
LR test: independent vs. saturated: chi2(66) = 556.68 Prob>chi2 = @.0008
Factor loadings (pattern matrix) and unique variances

Variable Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Uniqueness

govl 0.4414 -8.1624 8.6016 9.4168

gove 0.5687 9.0933 -0.0653 0.6636

gov3 0.4860 0.0432 0.1998 e.7220

govd 0.6306 -0.4320 0.0027 9.4158

gov5s 8.7242 -0.3318 -0.2174 0.3186

govh 0.4648 8.4329 -8.4762 8.3697

govi 0.5737 -0.0855 0.1422 0.6433

gove 0.6823 -0.3837 -0.2115 0.3425

gov9 0.6202 0.3584 -0.2519 9.4235

gov1e 0.6093 -0.0056 -0.0463 0.6266

govll 0.5917 9.3506 0.4098 @.3590

govlz2 0.3175 0.6081 0.1774 0.4979

Fig. 1. The output of PCA.
Test scale = mean(unstandardized items)
item-test item-rest interitem

Item Obs Sign  corr. corr. cov. alpha  Label

govl 200 + 0.4748 0.3249 .1176875 0.7844 govl

gov2 200 + 8.5671 0.4410 .1125171 0.7718  gov2

gov3 200 + 8.4900 0.3720 .1188433 0.72777 gov3

govd 200 + 8.5634 0.4782 .1180859 0.7702 govd

gov5 200 + 0.6484 0.5572 .110804 0.7607 gov5

gové 200 + 8.4949 0.3640 .1174683 0.7789 gové

gov? 200 + 0.5586 0.4534 .1155815 0.7703 govi

gov8 200 + 0.6075 0.5257 .1157378 0.7661 gové

gov9 200 + 0.6267 0.52780 .1111421 0.7629 govd

gov1e 200 + 0.5925 0.4884 .1132389 0.7668 gov1e

govll 200 + 0.6455 0.5207 .1056592 0.7620 govll

govi2 200 + 0.4439 0.2596 118931 0.7972 goviz

Test scale .1146414 ©.7874 mean(unstandardized items)

Fig. 2. The output of reliability test.
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Chi-square(26) = 52,63, p<0.001
RMSEA = 0,07
CFl=0,93

SRMR =0,05
N=200

p reliability = 0,78

‘gova75 gov5| govSl govS‘
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Fig. 3. The visualization of the final model.

The final model is not perfect (does not reflect empirical
data in the field), X? (26), p <0.001, because many other
indicators have not been included in the model. However, the
model is viable and proper, because it passes the goodness-of-
fit test. This is indicated by the ideal RMSEA (0.072), CFlI
(0.933), and SRMR (0.053) scores (RMSEA: 0.05 - 0.08), also
ideal (CFI: 0.95), and ideal (SRMR): <0.08) (see Figure 3).

1V. DISCUSSION

The CFA analysis results confirm the existence of empirical
facts about governance practices in reducing stunting in
Lampung Province. Of the nine indicators, the gov5 indicator
(Partner organizations (including your organization) formally
evaluate the success of the collaboration) has the highest
loading factor/path loading (See appendix 1), which is 0.67. It
indicates a policy learning process between the collaborating
actors. However, to what extent this policy learning process
has an impact on improving governance as a whole still needs
to be further explored.

The gov5 indicator correlates with the gov8 indicator (Your
organization knows the reasons why the partner organization is
part of the collaboration). The gov5 and gov8 indicators' total
measurement errors contributed as much as 0.34 percent
significantly to the overall model. The factor loading indicator
gov8 is also convincing (0.61), taking the second place
alongside the gov4 indicator (Partner organizations take your
organization's views seriously when decisions about
collaboration are made). The gov8 indicator means an
exchange of ideas, discussion, dialogue in the process of
overcoming stunting. Meanwhile, the gov4 indicator indicates
a collective decision-making process characterized by
negotiation, compromise, and sharing perspectives.

Indicator of gov2 (Your organization relies on standard
operating procedures (such as rules, policies, forms)
established by partner organizations to coordinate the activities
of each other in collaboration), gov7 (Your organization knows
what resources (such as money, time, expertise) the partner
organization brings to the collaboration), gov9 (Your
organization brainstorms with partner organizations to develop
solutions to mission-related problems encountered in the
collaborative process), and govl0 (Your organization is
involved in implementing specific solutions to mission-related
problems facing collaboration) has a factor loading of 0.54,
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0.51, 052, and 0.55, respectively. It means that the
collaborative process in tackling stunting in Lampung Province
is formal and uses modern administration (gov2), triggers an
exchange of resources (gov7), an exchange of perspectives, and
policy learning (gov9), and collective action (gov10).

There are only two indicators that have a factor loading of
0.4: gov3/ Your organization participates in a board/steering
committee/agency specially created to make decisions about
collaboration (0.45); and govll/ Partner organizations
(including your organization) rely on the mission statement for
collaboration that is different from the respective partner
organizations' mission statements (0.49). The gov3 indicator
confirms the existence of a governance structure in overcoming
stunting in Lampung Province. In contrast, the gov11 indicator
shows a shared mission and sharing agenda-setting in the
collaborative process. So, although each actor has their agenda,
they can agree on issues that become common agendas that
require collective action.

Of the twelve indicators of governance, three indicators
have a factor loading of < 0.4: govl (Your organization relies
on a formal agreement that describes the relationship with
partner organizations), gové (All partner organizations
(including your organization) must agree before decisions
about collaborative goals and activities are made), and gov12
(Your organization relies on informal personal relationships
with partner organizations when making decisions about
collaboration). It indicates a weak point of the governance in
tackling stunting in Lampung Province. Formal agreements
(govl), mutual consent (gov6), and informal relations (gov12)
are still very minimal in tackling stunting in Lampung
Province. These three things can be a starting point for
strengthening governance in Lampung Province, especially in
stunting.

Although there is already a collective decision-making
process that prioritizes negotiation, compromise, and sharing
perspectives (govs), this process does not always guarantee
that the final decision regarding collaboration gets mutual
agreement (gov6). Some actors may take decisions unilaterally
because of certain considerations that may not be agreed by all
parties. This analysis strengthens theorists' arguments about the
influence of governance structures, political-economic
interests, authority structures, and motivations that affect the
collaboration process [28,29]. Consequently, today's collective
action (gov10), mission and agenda-setting (govll), and
participation in governance structures (gov3) are artificial, for
example, a collaborative process that is thought to emerge top-
down.

This study's results strengthen the instrument developed by
Thomson, Perry, and Miller [21] as a good measuring tool for
analyzing governance phenomena in the context of
collaboration. The existence of a policy learning process
(govb), dialogical communication (gov8), negotiation, and
compromise (gov4) strengthens previous theoretical arguments
about mutual adjustment and shared perspectives between
actors in the collaboration process [30]. The exchange of
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resources (gov7) that occurs between actors in the prevention
of stunting in Lampung Province also strengthens the results of
previous studies [29,31]. The lack of informal relationships
(gov12) reinforces the argument about the importance of
building effective personal relationships [32].

Based on the above findings, this study recommends that
the parties, especially the Provincial Government of Lampung,
are involved in the management of stunting reduction to
strengthen collaborative practices into certain legal agreements.
LSA institutions need to be strengthened with education and
training. LSA is also advised to immediately prepare a road
map and document best practices as part of efforts to manage
knowledge (knowledge management) to prevent stunting.
Informal meetings between actors must be held frequently to
improve the quality of informal relations between actors.

V. CONCLUSION

Collaborative practice in reducing stunting in Lampung
Province requires strengthening in the aspects of formal
agreements, collective agreements, and informal relations.
Therefore, there are two main agendas that need to be
prioritized; First, related to the governance structure, there
needs to be clarity on the position and role of the district/city
government in LSA. Second, the need for community
participation in educating nutritional issues, and promoting
stunting as a common problem that must be intervened with the
voluntarism mechanism. The need to package a variety of
nutrition education messages (text, images, audio, and
audiovisual) that are most readily accepted by the community.
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