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Abstract: The construction of a fence in the sea made of bamboo sticks along the coastal areas of
Tangerang, Indonesia, caused controversies and many public debates in most Indonesian media. The
case is, however, not unique. It provides a means to pose three questions: (1) which controversies
and contradictions between formal procedures and informal practices related to land and sea rights
exist (2) which values and perceptions of the involved stakeholders play a role in these controversies
and contradictions (3) which kind of boundary work or boundary objects could resolve these
controversies and contradictions. The theoretical embedding lies in the theories of territory and space
on the one hand and formal institutional models of land and sea on the other hand. The analytical
model to evaluate the controversies and contradictions constitutes the 7S model, while the data are
extracted from journalistic public media reports and social media. The results show a significant
discrepancy in shared values when formal and informal territorial claims emerge, as well as a lack of
enforcement capacity and/or excessive and uncontrolled discretionary space. The boundary work lies
in better enforcement and stricter control of procedural steps and in softer government campaigns to
raise awareness and reflexivity into emerging or hidden spatial plans in land and sea.

Keywords: pagar laut; coastal management; land and sea rights; 7S model

1. Introduction

The construction of a fence in the sea made of bamboo sticks along Tangerang, Banten,
Indonesia's coastal areas, has been controversial and broadly discussed in most Indonesian media.
The fence reached a length of more than 30km and became visible to the local population and by
aerial and satellite images. The fence closed off a bay to local fishing traffic and appeared to be an
initial delineation of what looked like a reclamation plan. Various stories emerged on who
constructed this fence and why. Moreover, who authorized this construction, and why was the local
population apparently not involved in the planning and evaluating possible impacts? Was there a
plan at all, and had rights and responsibilities already been surrendered or allowed outside standard
institutional and legal procedures? Was this a unique case of apparent informal or extra-legal
demarcation of sea territory, or was this a signal that a broader process is taking place whereby
individuals, private and/or public organizations can claim and demarcate sea and land rights
themselves rather than rely on officially approved procedures and participatory, inclusive processes?
If so, are alternative institutional processes emerging alongside the formal ones, or in the lack of
effective formal ones?

This article starts by selecting two theoretical modelling perspectives on integration: a
territoriality and space perspective on the one hand and an institutional perspective on the formal
legal procedures of how Indonesian laws regulate the steps to create structures and buildings for
land and sea. Both perspectives serve as a basis to compare the emerging practices of the specific case
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of the sea fences in Tangerang (with the information available through recent and accessible
documentation) to analyse : (1) which controversies and contradictions between formal procedures
and informal practices related to land and sea rights exist (2) which values and perceptions of the
involved stakeholders play a role in these controversies and contradictions (3) which kind of
boundary work or boundary objects could resolve these controversies and contradictions.

2. Theoretical Embedding

The theoretical embedding starts by viewing land and sea from the perspective of territoriality
and space. From this conceptualisation, one can describe how Indonesia has regulated their territory
and space of both land and sea.

2.1. Territoriality and Space

Territory refers to the authority and responsibility of a certain space within boundaries.
Territoriality refers to the process of establishing ownership and control over a space, whether it is a
physical location or a broader neighborhood [1]. A key factor is the debate about the legitimacy of
control over space. The debate around its legitimacy is the question of the extent to which the physical
environment interacts with social factors to shape an individual's behavior. Or, in other words, once
any actor claims a space, when or how will that claim become legitimate, legal or illegal, and which
authority has the mandate and the adequate enforcement power to rule over this space, even if this
means involuntary eviction?

The conventional manner of gaining and documenting legitimate claims or formal rights is either
by adjudicating and delineating these rights, followed by cadastral mapping and registration and/or
recording process in a formally recognized legal database. Common is also to use Land
Administration Domain Models (LADM) in which the actors, space, rights, restrictions and
responsibilities are described and formally connected. Similar models exist for sea or marine rights
[2].

There are, however, several situations when the conventional approaches are challenged. In
coastal areas affected by tidal floods, formally registered land may become permanent or semi-
permanent sea space. In these cases, the land right still exists, at least for some time, until there is a
formal declaration that space has become sea instead of land [3]. This declaration automatically
changes the spatial authority, as different ministries or agencies are mandated to allocate rights,
restrictions, and licenses over sea or coastal areas instead of land areas.

Another situation concerns reclamation. This changes the control over space in the other
direction, from the sea or water bodies to land agencies and municipalities. The newly reclaimed land
typically becomes subject to the same landownership laws as existing land, meaning it can be owned,
sold, or used under local regulations. The reclaimed land can be subject to zoning laws and
development regulations, like other land areas. Land reclamation reduces the sea area, and the former
seabed becomes land, impacting the extent of the territorial sea and other maritime zones. Land
reclamation can have implications under international law, particularly concerning the delimitation
of maritime boundaries and the rights of coastal states. Reclamation projects are often subject to
environmental regulations and assessments to minimize their impact on the marine environment.

A third situation which confuses who has control over space concerns the construction of houses
on or on top of the water. [4] describe how the Bajau tribe in Indonesia construct their houses and
entire community areas on top of water or sea areas. From a land registration point of view, the
ownership or land rights of the community members are difficult to register, as the properties are not
on land and thus cannot be connected to coordinates on land. [5] argue that their rights can be
protected through so-called HGB rights, which in Indonesian land law refers to the right to build and
own buildings on land that is not theirs. In the case of the Bajau tribe, these HGB certificates were
provided for a maximum period of 30 years, with an extension possibility of 20 years. According to
Article 35 of the Indonesian land law, such building rights can even be transferred to any third party,
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and the right can be upgraded to a Freehold title by applying to upgrade the status of Land Rights

under applicable laws and regulations.

A last comment on the lawful or unlawful claiming of land or sea concerns the activity of fencing
and fencing off. [6] describe how large landscapes of grazing land are being fenced off in Kenya to
exercise influence and power in a conflict over statutory and pastoralist land tenure. They argue that
‘While fences fill in landscapes, and grazing restrictions are set within (still unfenced) conservancies,
the dependency on the commons may sooner or later push these hybrid pastoral practices to a point
where their grazing practices are no longer compatible with a fully fenced landscape’. In other words,
fencing is a means to control space, yet ultimately leads to a tragedy of the commons or the public
benefits.

From these quandaries and contradictions, one can derive the following key adapted principles
of territoriality and space with a specific reference to integrating land and sea rights, restrictions and
responsibilities:

e  The current spatial boundaries between land and sea create an institutional vacuum and overlap,
contradicting operational procedures and expectations. Therefore, the control over land and sea
should be inter-connected and reflect both a spatial and legal continuum. This can be the basis
for a single (omnibus) law.

e  Spatial planning laws and regulations should integrate procedures considering all values and
claims from all affected stakeholders on land and sea.

¢  Ownership and use models of spatial entities should be possible for hybrid constructions on
land and sea

2.2. Institutional Models of Land and Sea Rights in Indonesia

Land and sea rights are typically managed in two separate institutional systems: spatial
planning and land administration (including cadastral surveys and registration of land rights,
restrictions and responsibilities) and ocean, marine and fisheries management. On top of that, the
coastal local and regional governments manage the coastal spaces. Analysing how such systems
operate can rely on various logic and principles, which determine inter-and intra-organisational and
institutional relations and interactions. The formal rules prescribe the expected ‘humanly devised
constraints in behaviour’, whereas the de facto practices reveal the ‘rules, norms, and social structures
created by people that shape and limit individual behaviour within a society’ (using the classical
definition of [7]). Comparing how and why these differ can reveal the causes and effects of
controversies and contradictions.

The formal procedures in Indonesia to obtain ownership, use, building rights, licenses, etc., and
decide on responsibilities, restrictions, ramifications, sanctions, penalties over non-compliance with
land and sea laws, etc., depend on different laws which overlap and interact. These include:

e Law No. 5 of 1960 concerning Basic Agrarian Principles (UUPA). This law regulates all land-
related rights, restrictions, and responsibilities matters in Indonesia, including land ownership
and utilisation. It also provides the basis for all rights related to the Earth, the sea, and space.

e Law No. 26 of 2007 on Spatial Planning. This law governs spatial planning across Indonesia,
which is crucial for managing land and coastal areas.

e Law No. 27 of 2007 (amended by Law No. 1 of 2014) on the Management of Coastal Areas and
Small Islands: This legislation explicitly addresses the management of coastal regions and
small islands, which is vital for regulating sea rights and the interface between land and sea.

e  Regulation of the Minister of Agrarian Affairs and Spatial Planning/Head of National Land
Agency Number 17/2016 regarding Land Management in Coastal Areas. This regulation
provides detailed guidance on land management within coastal areas, including the provision
of land rights.

e Law No. 32 of 2014 concerning Maritime Affairs. This law is also very important for the
regulation of sea rights, including the utilisation and management of marine resources.
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e Government Regulation Number 18/ 2021 regarding Management Right, Land Right,
Apartment Unit, and Land Registration. This regulation provides detailed guidance on the
implementation of management rights, land rights and land registration. It outlines the
procedures for granting management rights (HPL), cultivation rights (HGU), building rights
(HGB), and use right (HP) over land, including reclamation land.

e  Presidential Regulation Number 122/ 2012 regarding Reclamation in Coastal Areas and Small
Islands. This regulation governs the procedures for implementing reclamation, including the
division of authority in issuing reclamation permits. Further details on the implementation are
regulated under the Regulation of the Ministry of Marine and Fisheries Number 25/ 2019
regarding the Reclamation Permit in Coastal Areas and Small Islands.

e  Regulation of the Head of the National Land Agency of the Republic of Indonesia Number
2/2013 regarding The Delegation of Authority to Grant Land Rights and Land Registration
Activities. This governs the distribution of authority for granting land rights, including SHM
and SHGB, to the Land Office (local level), Regional Office (provincial level), and Central
Government (national level).

According to Indonesian law, maritime and terrestrial areas are governed under different spatial
jurisdictional authorities. Terrestrial areas fall under the authority of the Ministry ATR/BPN, the
government body authorised to issue land certificates, including SHM and SHGB. Generally, SHM
and SHGB are issued by local Land Offices. However, for SHM with an area exceeding 3000 m? (non-
agricultural land) or 50,000 m? (agricultural land), and SHGB exceeding 3000 m? (for individuals) or
20,000 m2 (for legal entities), the authority to grant the rights is vested in the Regional Office or
Central Government. Furthermore, the authority over spatial conformity differs between terrestrial
and coastal areas. For land in terrestrial areas, spatial conformity refers to the Regional Spatial Plan
(RTRW) or the Detailed Plan of Spatial Planning (RDTR) issued by the Local Government, or to the
National RTRW if the area is designated as a National Strategic Area (PSN). Meanwhile, for coastal
areas, the spatial conformity refers to the Zoning Plan for Coastal Areas and Small Islands (RZWP3K),
which falls under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of KKP. The Ministry of Environment and Forestry
(KLHK) may also be involved in environmental impact assessment, particularly concerning
conservation areas. However, granting SHM and SHGB in coastal areas requires a Location Permit
from the Ministry of KKP, ensuring its alignment with the RZWP3K and approval of Marine Spatial
Utilisation Suitability (KKPRL). If the land originates from reclamation, it must be accompanied by a
Reclamation Permit issued by the Governor or Minister of KKP. We further present a comparison of
land certificate issuance (SHM and SHGB) between terrestrial and coastal areas, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Comparison between the issuance of land certificates (SHM and SHGB) in terrestrial and coastal

areas.

Aspect Terrestrial area Coastal area
The authority to The Ministry of ATR/BPN (either Land The Ministry of ATR/BPN (either Land
grant land rights Office, Regional Office or Central Office, Regional Office or Central

(including SHM Government, depending on the size and Government, depending on the size and
and SHGB) scope of the rights to be granted) scope of the rights to be granted)
Reference to The Regional Spatial Plan (RTRW) or Zoning Plan for Coastal Areas and Small
spatial ~ planning Detailed Spatial Plan (RDTR) issued by the Islands (RZWP3K) issued by the Regional
conformity local government Marine Affairs and Fisheries Office
Relevant The Ministry of ATR/BPN (including its The Ministry of ATR/BPN (including its
authorities representatives at the local or provincial representatives atlocal or provincial level),

level), Local government

local government, The Ministry of KKP,
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the Ministry of KLHK (if related to
conservation or protected forests)
Land status Originates from state land, private land, or Usually originates from state land. For
customary land land originating from reclamation, it is
first classified as state land before SHGB

can be granted.

3. Methodology

As the documentation on the controversies and contradictions connected to the ‘Pagar Laut’ is
relatively limited in scientific literature and publicly accessible government reports, the methodology
of data collection relied on a systematic search for grey literature, consisting of reliable and reputable
journalistic media, websites, and hard copy publications, as well as on the social media tags
#pagarlaut. Once these were collected, an interpretative review took place based on a set of prompts
derived from the McKinsey 7S Model [8-10]. This model served as an analytical model to evaluate
the actual practices of controversies and contradictions arising from the differences between formal
procedures and informal practices related to land and sea rights. This model connects the behaviour
and perceptions of interrelated stakeholders through the 7s’s, which represent Structure, Strategy,
Skill, System, Shared Values, Style, and Staff (presented in Figure 1). The 7S model posits that
organisations, or organisational systems, succeed and perform well when all these factors align and
mutually reinforce each other. Analysing where the factors do not align makes it possible to find
causes for controversies and contradictions and starting points for improving, regulating, or re-
engineering the organisational system.

Strategy Systems

Figure 1. The McKinsey 7S Model.
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4. Results
4.1. Study Site

The sea fence spans approximately 30.16 kilometres along the coastal waters of 6 sub-districts
and 17 villages within the Tangerang and Serang Regencies. Positioned about 200 — 500 offshore, the
barrier extends from Teluknaga to Kronjo. The surrounding are primarily consists of swamps,
fishponds and mangrove forests. A visual representation of the sea barrier is provided in Figure 2,
with an example of the existing conditions in Kohod Village, which has been at the center of media
coverage and discussion in this paper.

Legend
——  Sea fences (indicative)

Figure 2. Indicative sea fences’ location, delineated from Google Earth on April 12, 2025 and presentation
material from the Directorate General of Spatial Planning, Ministry of ATR/BPN. The site photos were obtained

through on-site field surveys.

4.2. Sequence of Events

The Indonesian newspaper Kompas reports on 23 January 2025 that since early January 2025,
the public has witnessed and has been shocked by the discovery of a mysterious 30.16-kilometre sea
fence in the waters of Tangerang Regency, Banten [11]. The sea fence is reportedly made of bamboo
that is stuck into the seabed. The initial issue surrounding the mysterious coastal fence was the illegal
and unlawful reclamation of coastal waters, which later expanded to include environmental, socio-
economic, and coastal management concerns. The report further states that several authorities have
intervened in dealing with the sea fence, from the local government to the central government. Some
parties admit to having a role in constructing the sea fence, while others deny it. Also, several officials'
names were dragged into the vortex of the Tangerang Sea fence case.

At roughly the same time, a report of the VOI reports that the Indonesian Ombudsman (ORI)
has investigated the case [12]. The ORI concludes that the 30.16 km long sea fence affected 16 villages
in 6 sub-districts, including Kronjo, Kemiri, Mauk, Sukadiri, Pakuhaji, and Teluknaga. This area is
included in the general utilization area regulated by Regional Regulation Number 1 of 2023. This area
covers critical zones such as fishery capture, fishing ports, tourism, and energy management. These
reported facts trigger discussions and critical remarks by experts, practitioners and politicians.
Marine expert from Airlangga University, Prof. Mochammad Amin Alamsjah, emphasizes that the
fence contradicts Article 33 paragraph 3 of the 1945 Constitution, which states that the state controls
the sea and the natural resources within it for the welfare of the people [13]. The legal argument is
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that the sea fence violates this law and can potentially damage the marine ecosystem. “This fence can
accelerate sedimentation, damage fish habitat, and threaten the life of marine biota such as coral reefs
and seagrass beds”. Another impact is that local fishermen have difficulty going to sea because their
access is restricted. As a result, they needed to look for new locations that were further away, required
more money, and impacted the decline in fish catches. “If this sea fence remains, fishermen will have
more difficulties. Productivity decreases, and their economy can be disrupted,” states Prof. Amin.

Despite reaching national notice in early 2025, officials were aware of the sea fence’s existence
some months previously. The Banten Provincial Marine and Fisheries Office (DKP) first received a
report concerning the structure on August 14, 2024. Five days later, a field inspection revealed that
the fence at that time extended approximately 7 kilometres. In early September 2024, DKP Banten, in
coordination with the Civil Service Police Unit (Polsus) from the Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries (KKP), conducted further site visits and discussions. Findings revealed that the construction
lacked official recommendations or permits from local sub-district or village authorities. Shortly
thereafter, the Ministry of KKP sealed off the structure, citing the absence of a Coastal and Small
Islands Zoning Utilisation Permit (KKPRL) and its location within designated Capture Fisheries and
Energy Management Zones.

Further investigation revealed that several land certificates had been issued in the coastal fence
area, comprising 263 plots with Building Use Right (SHGB) status — 258 owned by private entities
and 9 by individuals — and 17 plots held by individuals with private right (SHM). In a press
conference on 30 January 2025, current Minister of ATR/BPN, Nusron Wahid, stated that nearly all
of these certificates were issued through the conversion of traditional land rights (girik) that had been
issued in 1982, indicating that no new land rights were granted. Moreover, as the certificates were
issued between 2022 and 2023, less than five years since the issue arose, they may be revoked directly
without court proceedings due to administrative irregularities.[14]. In February 2025, the Ministry of
ATR/BPN revoked 193 certificates deemed illegal due to procedural errors, while 13 remain under
review, and 58 certificates were not revoked.

While some parties have claimed that the sea fences were constructed on submerged land to
prevent coastal abrasion, Gadjah Mada University (UGM) experts have refuted this assertion. A
study conducted by the UGM team, using satellite imagery, indicates that the area has historically
been part of the sea. The imagery reveals that since 1976, the shoreline has remained hundreds of
meters away from the current location of the sea fences. This pattern persisted through 1982.
Although there have been some land certificate claims, the satellite data consistently shows that the
area has never constituted dry land. Further analysis using Sentinel-2 satellite data suggests that the
sea fence was likely constructed around May 2024.[15]

There were also significant debates on the fences' legality and the information's transparency.
There were serious allegations of permits being obtained through questionable means. The issuance
of SHGB and SHM titles for the contested area suggests possible legal manipulation and land mafia
practice. According to the Agrarian Reform Consortium (KPA), the subdivision of SHGB into smaller
plots was mostly intended to allow registration and the local Land Office (district level), bypassing
central government oversight. Furthermore, SHGB titles cannot legally be issued over marine areas,
as stipulated in Government Regulation No.18/ 2021 in conjunction with Ministerial Regulation
Number 18/2021. KPA also noted potential alterations to land and marine spatial planning at the local
government level, which may have shifted coastal boundaries, enabling the issuance of location
permits (PKKPR) to support SHGB registration.[16]. The progression of the case was further
illustrated in the timeline presented in Figure 3.
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August 14,2024 September 4-5,2024 January 9,2025 January 22,2025
o Further investigation
Banten Provincial DPK was implemented; found KKP sealed the sea fence Indonesian Navy (TNI AL)
received reports of sea no recommendation or due to lack of permits dismantled the sea
fence construction permit from sub-distric/ fence
activity village authorities
—e @ L 4 & A

August 19, 2024 December 19, 2024

Banten Provincial DKP
conducted a field
inspection; 7 km of sea
fence detected

Banten Ombudsman
launched an
investigation into the
sea fence activity

Figure 3. Chronological overview of the major events and milestones related to sea fences’ case.

Besides the newspaper and grey literature articles, the online discussions with #pagarlaut
demonstrated a range of strong opinions. Drawing on the information gathered, the key controversies
are related to environmental damage, anticipated impact on local fishermen, issues of legality and
transparency and mere conflicting interests of stakeholders. The debates showed the conflicting
interests of stakeholders. The controversy highlights the tension between economic development and
environmental protection. Critics argue that the ‘Pagar Laut’ projects prioritize the interests of
investors over the well-being of local communities and the environment. The environmental damage
controversy concerns that the fencing structures could potentially harm the coast. The critique was
that the fences disrupt the natural water flow, leading to sedimentation and damage to marine
habitats. This disruption also poses a threat to the biodiversity of the area, affecting various marine
species . From the perspective of local fishermen, the main problems were that the ‘Pagar Laut’
structures had been accused of obstructing traditional fishing routes and access to fishing grounds.
This directly impacts the livelihoods of local fishermen, who rely on these areas for their sustenance.
Those fishermen feel they are being kept out of their own "home". The development of ‘Pagar Laut’
should be carried out with greater transparency and inclusive public engagement, and it is essential
that such initiatives consider the interests of multiple stakeholders, including local fishers and coastal
communities [17].

The lack of transparency in the planning and construction fuelled suspicion and distrust among
local communities. There were also allegations of corruption. The ‘Pagar Laut’ issue drew attention
from high-ranking officials, indicating the seriousness of the situation. There are calls for thorough
investigations and legal action against those responsible for illegal activities. Some expressed the
feeling that a "mafia" is controlling the progress of these projects, which could have legal and political
ramifications.

4.3. The Stakeholders Related to 7Ss in the ‘Pagar Laut” Case

Table 2 presents the stakeholders - persons or institutions - who are involved in the ‘Pagar Laut’
issue.

Table 2. Stakeholders involved in the issue of ‘Pagar Laut’.

Stakeholder Stakeholder Name Roles

Category

Government The Ministry of Agrarian Affairs Responsible for land administration and issuing
bodies and and Spatial Planning/ National land titles (such as HGB and SHM). They are
officials Land Agency (ATR/BPN) central to the controversy surrounding the

issuance of certificates on the ‘Pagar Laut’ area.
The Ministry of Maritime Affairs Concerned with marine and coastal affairs,

and Fisheries (KKP) including fisheries and coastal zone management
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Local
Communities and

Individuals

Organizations and

Experts

Local Government of Tangerang

National Government of Indonesia

Agus  Harimurti
(AHY)

Hadi Tjahjanto

Nusron Wahid

Yudhoyono

Local Fishermen/ Fishing

Communities

Head and Officials of Kohod

Village.

Individuals with Land Certificates

Konsorsium Pembaharuan Agraria

(KPA)

Universitas Gadjah Mada (UGM)

experts
Environmental

Activists

Organisations/

issues. They have been involved in investigations

and have taken action related to reclamation.

The regional administration is responsible for the
‘Pagar Laut’ area. They have roles in local
regulations, spatial planning, and interaction with
community.

With its various ministries and agencies, the
central government sets the overall legal and
policy framework for land wuse, coastal
development, and environmental protection.

The former head of the Ministry of ATR/BPN, who
has made statements about the issuance of the
certificates.

The former Head of the Ministry of ATR/BPN ,
who is replacing AHY, stated that he was unaware
of the certificate issuance during his time.

The current Ministry of ATR/BPN who has
provided information about the conversion of land
rights.

The traditional users of the ‘Pagar Laut’ area,
whose livelihoods and cultural practices are
directly affected by the developments.

Local administrators who have been implicated in
the case are sometimes portrayed as "scapegoats.”
(e.g., Head of Kohod Village, Arsin bin Sanip, and
Secretary of Kohod Village, Ujang Karta).

The people or entities who hold the HGB and SHM
certificates in the ‘Pagar Laut’ area. Their claims'
identities and legitimacy are a central part of the
controversy (there were 9 SHGB and 17 SHM

owned by individuals).

An NGO focused on agrarian reform and social
justice has criticised the issuance of land titles in
the area.

Academics who have provided expert opinions on
the legal and environmental aspects of the issue.
Groups and individuals concerned with the

environmental impact of development and the
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protection of coastal ecosystems, such as the
Association of Indonesian Fishermen (HNSI).
Other Actors Developers/ Companies Entities involved in land reclamation or other

development projects in the coastal area.

Law Enforcement/ Legal Agencies, which are responsible for investigating
Authorities alleged illegal activities and enforcing regulations.
Media News outlets that report on the issue shape public

opinion and hold stakeholders accountable.

4.4. The 75 Values

Analysing the stakeholders of the ‘Pagar Laut’ issue for similarities in behaviour, strategy, skills,
systems, values, presentation styles, and staff reveals a complex picture of convergence and
divergence. While some actors — such as local communities, civil society organisations, and
environmental experts — shared values rooted in ecological sustainability, transparency and social
justice, other actors, including certain government bodies and private developers appeared driven
by growth-oriented or profit-maximising strategies. Structural and systematic fragmentation among
institutions has led to inconsistencies in the application of land and marine spatial regulations, with
varying levels of institutional and legal capacity across actors. Although operating within a common
bureaucratic structure and legal framework, government bodies differ in their effectiveness and
public engagement approaches. They generally require legal expertise and public communication
skills. Local communities rely heavily on local knowledge and uphold values related to traditional
livelihoods and cultural preservation. Organisations and experts primarily engage in research,
advocacy, and legal reform. Developers and private companies, by contrast, emphasise legal
compliance, financial planning, and professional stakeholder presentations. These differences are
also reflected in strategic and skill-based approaches: developers and officials leverage legal,
financial, and economic tools, while civil society actors rely on advocacy, grassroots mobilisations,
and traditional practices to assert their rights. Communication styles further illustrate these divides,
with formal bureaucratic discourse often clashing with affected communities' direct, emotive
expressions. We summarise the findings of the 7 values of all involved stakeholders in Table 3.

Furthermore, we also present a colour-coded matrix in Table 4 to visualise stakeholder
alignment or divergence on each of the 7 elements. Red colours represent the highest distance (or
lowest likelihood) from reaching a consensus on this issue, orange represents a partial alignment,
and green implies the highest probability of reaching a consensus. The assessments in this table are
based on how firm and strict or inert each stakeholder is on the specific aspect, and the colour codes
are based on interpretations of verbal or documented evidence. Where the colour codes are orange
or green, the assumption is that there is some room for changing the fundamental positions on these
aspects, whereas a colour code red would imply no space for any change.

Table 3. 7S values of all involved stakeholders.

Key Government Local communities Organizations Other actors

element bodies and and individuals and experts (developers/
officials companies)

Structure  Hierarchical, Varied, from Varied, from Corporate, with

bureaucratic, with informal community formal NGOs to defined
defined roles and networks to academic hierarchies  and
responsibilities. individual institutions. business

livelihoods. objectives.



https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202505.0013.v1

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 2 May 2025

11 of 16

Strategy

Skills

System

Shared

values

Styles

Often

focusing on legal

reactive,

compliance, policy

implementation,

and public
relations. They
may employ
strategies of
damage control,

investigation, and
policy revisions.
Legal  expertise,
administrative
management,
negotiation, public
speaking, and

policy analysis.

Rely on
established legal
frameworks, land
administration
system, and
bureaucratic
procedures.

Ideally, upholding
the rule of law,
public  interest,
and  sustainable
development.
However, there
may be conflicting
values due to

political pressures

or economic
interests.

Formal, official,
often through
press releases,

official statements,

Advocacy, protest,

seeking legal

redress, and relying

on traditional
knowledge.

Local  knowledge,
community
mobilization,
negotiation, and

traditional resource

management.

Rely on traditional
practices,
community
networks, and
informal systems of
resource

management.

Strong connection to

cultural heritage,
traditional
livelihoods, and
environmental
sustainability.

Direct, emotional,
often through
community
meetings, protests,

Research,
advocacy, legal
challenges, and
public awareness
campaigns.
Research,

analysis, legal
expertise,
advocacy, and
communication.

Rely on research
methodologies,

legal frameworks,
and advocacy

networks.

Upholding

principles,

legal

environmental
protection,  and

social justice.

Formal, analytical,
often through
research reports,
legal briefs, and

public statements.

Profit-driven,
focusing on project
development,
legal compliance
(or
circumvention),
stakeholder

management.

and

Project

management, legal
expertise, financial
management, and

lobbying.

Rely on business
models, legal
contracts, and

financial systems.

Profit
maximization,
efficiency, and
project

completion.

Professional,
business-oriented,
often through
presentations,

legal documents,
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and legal and media and public
documents. interviews. relations.

Staff Civil servants, Community leaders, Researchers, Engineers,
legal experts, fishermen, and lawyers, activists, lawyers, financial
policy  advisors, individuals with and analysts, and
and local knowledge. communication project managers.
administrative specialists.
personnel.

Table 4. The color-coded matrix visualizing stakeholders alignment and divergence on each 7S elements.

Key element Government Local Organizations Other actors
bodies and communities and (NGOs) and (developers/
officials individuals experts companies)
Structure - Hierarchical M Informal [ semi- [ Structured
and structure formal corporate
bureaucratic structure. form
, yet marked
by
overlapping
authorities
and
jurisdictiona
1 conflicts

Strategy [ Relying on | Relying on 0 Ppartial Bl rrofit-
legal traditional alignment, driven,
compliance, knowledge relying on legal
sometimes , direct data, legal actions,
showed actions, challenges conflicting
misalignme conflicting and raising with local
nt  within with public communiti
government developers awareness es and
bodies and / NGOs
officials companies

Skills | Technical, [ Traditional [0 Legal, [ Financial,

legal / local analytics legal

System | Legal . Traditional [ Legal T structured

frameworks / local research corporate
system and form,
advocacy contractua
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1/ legal
tools
Shared (| Rule of law, [ Sustainabil [ Justice, B roofit
values but mixed ity equity and oriented
motives sustainabili
ty
Style | Formal, [ | Direct, [ Policy B Profession
institutional emotional oriented al through
establishe
d
procedure
s
Staff | Experts, - Communit [0 Experts and [ Profession
practitioners y leaders activists als and
, advisors experts

Aligned with formal systems or clear focus

Partial/ mixed alignment

Conflicting/ contrasting with others or misaligned with formal system

5.

)

iscussion

The analysis reveals key contradictions, boundaries, and areas of reaching potential consensus.
Firstly, significant contradictions emerged particularly in the domain of shared values. Government
bodies and organisations generally prioritise legal frameworks, regulatory compliance, public
accountability and public interests. In contrast, developers prioritise profit and efficiency, and local
communities emphasise cultural preservation, environmental sustainability and traditional
livelihoods. These differing values result in significant rigid and fixed positions and hence conflicts
in relation to the sea fence issue.

Secondly, clear cultural and organisational boundaries exist between stakeholders, especially in
structure, style and strategy. Government institutions and developers operate in a nodal cooperation
culture through a formal, hierarchical system with structured communication and strategic planning.
In contrast, communities often function through informal networks, relying on direct action,
pragmatic and ad hoc cooperative structures and emotive appeals. This divergence in operational
systems and communicative approaches reinforces divisions and can hinder mutual understanding
and boundary work. The informal nature of community organisation can also limit their ability to
develop and implement structured strategies, especially when engaging with institutional
stakeholders. Without formal frameworks, the community may struggle to maintain consistency,
coordinate efforts, or gain legitimacy in policy discussions, further widening the gap between them
and more institutionalised actors.

Thirdly, communication styles vary significantly among stakeholders, from formal government
statements to emotional community protests. The rigidity of structures and systems in which the
actors operate and interact influences the shared values in the operationalisation of strategies.
Discretionary spaces of decision makers and strategists expand and open the possibilities for
opportunistic behaviour and corruption. If the desired results cannot be achieved via formal
processes, actors start to reach their goals via informality and possibly illegality. Additionally,
multiple narratives start to emerge with processes of re-framing, blaming and shaming. Such novel
strategies may conceal the strategic informality and illegality. A panel discussion aired on YouTube
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revolved around the contrasting perspectives of the police and prosecutors, with the police focusing
on document forgery and the prosecutors leaning towards corruption. The panel highlighted the
importance of collaboration between the police and the prosecutor's office, potentially with KPK
assistance, to resolve the case effectively and transparently. The panel expressed public concern over
the release of the suspect due to the expiration of the detention period, emphasising the need for
justice and accountability. They stress that focusing on corruption charges could reveal a broader
network of involved parties beyond the initial four suspects. Ultimately, they urge the police to align
with the prosecutor's direction by investigating forgery and corruption to ensure a thorough and
credible legal process.

Finally, while Table 4 highlights the differences between the 7S and difficulties in reaching
consensus, Table 4 is also helpful in assessing the potential for so-called boundary objects or
boundary work to start or create a dialogue to resolve the differences. [11-13]. This could, for
example, start by identifying staff from different stakeholders with a similar educational or
geographical background. This background may epistemically and/or emotionally connect staff
members of various stakeholders and thus create a fundamental willingness to move forward and
adapt their positions in the debate. It may also be a start for further information exchange and
transparency in what is expected and what is being achieved and debunk some of the narratives
emerging in regular and social media. Another anchor to foster boundary work is to start the
exchange of formal academic/scientific knowledge and information, visible and manifested in
longitudinal geospatial information (for example, with multi-year remote sensing), with historical
community-based experiences of managing the land and water in coastal areas. Connecting these
through open and iterative dialogues could generate new perspectives and chances for the
development and relevance of coastal areas.

6. Conclusions

The analysis revealed that there is no shortage of laws and rules to regulate land and water
rights, restrictions and responsibilities. Nevertheless, the case of the sea fence also revealed that these
contradict each other. This is rooted in the legal ambiguity when referring to coastal spaces, which
include terrestrial areas immediately adjacent to moving coastlines and coastal water areas where
land-based constructions are planned. Additionally, spatial land use plans affect land and water
institutional mandates differently, creating ambiguity in the responsibilities and thus creating flexible
and opportunistic strategies for all stakeholders, which may not serve the public interest. The
controversies occur especially in the operationalisation of the strategies and the mandates of the
different organisations, as they operate with varying systems, staff and styles, which are so rigid that
reaching consensus is difficult. On the other hand, it also opens discretionary spaces for involved
parties, which creates the potential for bypassing formal rules, opting for informality, and ultimately
for corruption.

The values of the involved stakeholders which play a role in the controversies and contradictions
are the perceived obviousness of adhering to the rule of law, the perceived necessity of public
interests, the perceived relevance of cultural heritage, the perceived relevance and urgency of
environmental sustainability and social justice and the perceived priority of profit maximisation and
cost efficiency. As stakeholders rank these values in different orders, the value conflicts lead to
insurmountable legal and institutional mandate operationalisation differences. The sea fences are a
manifestation of insurmountable differences in legal and institutional mandates, instead of being the
cause of these differences. In other words, the sea fences can emerge because the insurmountable
differences create discretionary spaces for the involved parties.

Despite the stakeholders' insurmountable differences in sea fences, the boundary objects of joint
epistemic values and dialogues on development opportunities in coastal land and water areas can
bring divergent positions closer together. Still, there also needs to be boundary work to foster public
interests and mutually beneficial outcomes. This will require, however, closer discretionary spaces
and/or more transparent operational processes.
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Further research is necessary to investigate other cases and locations where sea fences have
emerged, verify if similar value conflicts have occurred, and check if these have also led to informality
and illegality. Additionally, one could expand the research to locations where fences have been
created on land and assess if the role of coastal areas influences the outcomes in informality and
illegality. Finally, what was not part of the scope of this study, yet still relevant, is to investigate how
land and water rights can be unified into a single legal and institutional system such that ambiguities
in land management and land use planning can be diminished.
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Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

SHGB Building Right Certificate

SHM Individual Right Certificate

PKKPR  Location permit regarding spatial planning
RTRW Regional Spatial Planning

RDTR Detailed Plan of Spatial Planning

RZWP3K Zoning Plan for Coastal Areas and Small Islands
KKPRL  Marine Spatial Utilization Suitability

The
Ministry of
ATR/BPN
The
Ministry of The Ministry of Marine and Fisheries Republic of Indonesia
KKP

The

Ministry of The Ministry of Environment and Forestry

KLHK

The Ministry of Agrarian and Spatial Planning/ National Land Agency Republic of
Indonesia
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