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 The intersection of digital transformation and regional 
development often uncovers structural disparities known as 
the socio-spatial and digital divide. While smart city 
initiatives promise enhanced urban efficiency, their success 
depends heavily on bureaucratic readiness and inclusive 
governance frameworks. This study evaluates the dynamics 
of smart city governance and bureaucratic adaptability 
within a rapidly expanding metropolitan region. Utilizing a 
mixed-methods approach combining Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) and thematic qualitative analysis, this 
research measures institutional readiness, technological 
infrastructure, and inclusive policy delivery across diverse 
administrative tiers. The empirical findings indicate that 
bureaucratic inertia and centralized infrastructure 
significantly exacerbate the digital-spatial divide, limiting 
smart city benefits in peripheral areas. The study concludes 
that bridging this divide requires polycentric governance 
structures and localized capacity-building. This research 
provides a critical framework for public administrators and 
territorial planners navigating digital transitions in emerging 
economies. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The contemporary paradigm of urban management has shifted significantly toward the 

integration of digital technologies, widely conceptualized as the "smart city" model. Public 
administration scholarship increasingly recognizes that the digitalization of public services is not 
merely a technical upgrade, but a complex institutional restructuring (Meijer & Bolívar, 2016). 
However, an emerging critical discourse highlights that technological deployment often outpaces 
institutional capability, creating pronounced disparities within metropolitan landscapes. This 
phenomenon, known as the socio-spatial and digital divide, manifests when smart infrastructure is 
highly concentrated in affluent urban cores while peripheral districts suffer from systemic 
marginalization (Kizilhan & Bal Kizilhan, 2020; Warf, 2003). Consequently, instead of fostering 
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territorial cohesion, poorly managed smart city initiatives risk exacerbating existing regional 
socioeconomic imbalances. 

The execution of smart city frameworks relies fundamentally on bureaucratic readiness the 
capacity of public organizations to absorb, adapt, and deploy technological innovations effectively. 
In many developing and emerging nations, administrative systems remain anchored in traditional 
Weberian bureaucratic models characterized by rigid hierarchies, functional fragmentation, and low 
technological literacy (Evans & Rauch, 2006). This institutional inertia presents a severe bottleneck 
for collaborative governance, which demands agility, inter-agency data sharing, and cross-sectoral 
partnerships (Ansell & Gash, 2008). When public institutions lack administrative readiness, smart 
city policies suffer from implementation gaps, leading to underutilized digital platforms and public 
frustration. Therefore, investigating how bureaucratic structures adapt to digital demands across 
different spatial scales is essential to understanding the success or failure of regional developmental 
strategies. 

While extensive research addresses the technological architecture of smart cities, a substantial 
gap persists regarding the spatial equity of digital governance within public administration 
literature. Most empirical studies evaluate smart cities as homogeneous urban units, ignoring 
internal socio-spatial dynamics and peripheral inequalities (Kitchin, 2014). This analytical blindness 
creates a significant knowledge gap: existing frameworks largely fail to explain why identical digital 
platforms yield highly divergent outcomes when deployed across uneven geographical spaces. In 
the context of the Global South, this oversight is particularly critical. Emerging metropolitan regions 
in these areas are characterized by "splintering urbanism," where hyper-connected, affluent 
administrative cores exist alongside structurally marginalized, analog peripheries (Broto, 2022; 
Warf, 2003). Consequently, evaluating digital governance without a deliberate spatial lens risks 
validating policies that inadvertently accelerate territorial polarization and institutional exclusion. 

To address this gap, this study examines the structural relationships between institutional 
readiness, collaborative governance networks, and spatial equity in public service delivery. The 
primary novelty of this research lies in its theoretical and methodological integration, bridging the 
historically isolated domains of spatial planning and administrative science. While public 
administration scholars frequently isolate "bureaucratic capacity" as an internal organizational 
metric (H. Rainey et al., 2021; Zahari et al., 2025), this study reconceptualizes it as a spatially-
bounded variable that directly influences territorial justice. By mapping how bureaucratic 
administrative friction manifests differently across geographic scales, this research moves beyond 
the naive technological determinism that dominates current smart city literature. It explicitly 
addresses how localized administrative bottlenecks hinder or facilitate the balanced redistribution 
of digital public resources. 

This integrated approach yields vital empirical utility for the Global South, where rapid urban 
expansion typically outpaces institutional adaptation and regulatory maturity. Unlike the highly 
formalized municipal structures of the Global North, metropolitan governance in emerging 
economies operates within a matrix of overlapping jurisdictions, informal socio-economic networks, 
and severe resource asymmetries (Bhan et al., 2017; Miraftab, 2004; Pethe et al., 2014). By analyzing 
these complex dynamics through a dual-lens framework, this study offers a diagnostic tool designed 
for resource-constrained settings. The insights generated here transcend local boundaries, offering 
a scalable blueprint for territorial planners and public administrators across developing regions who 
must navigate the competing demands of rapid technological transition and deep-seated structural 
inequality. 

The objective is to evaluate how bureaucratic readiness affects the equitable distribution of 
smart city benefits across an emerging metropolitan region, offering concrete policy insights for 
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territorial planners and public administrators globally. To achieve this objective, the study moves 
away from speculative conceptualizations of digital equity and shifts toward a rigorous empirical 
validation. This systemic inquiry directly informs the subsequent sections of this paper. Specifically, 
the socio-spatial frictions and institutional variables theorized here serve as the baseline for the 
mixed-methods architecture detailed in the Material and Research Methods section. That section 
operationalizes these complex dynamics into measurable constructs combining Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) to chart macro-level institutional paths with thematic qualitative analysis to 
capture the lived administrative experiences within peripheral jurisdictions. 

 

MATERIAL AND RESEARCH METHODS 
This study adopted a convergent parallel mixed-methods research design to comprehensively 

analyze the socio-spatial and digital divide from both macro-quantitative and micro-qualitative 
perspectives (Cresswell & Cresswell, 2018). The quantitative phase used Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) to examine the statistical relationships between bureaucratic readiness, 
collaborative governance, and spatial equity. Simultaneously, the qualitative phase employed 
Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) and thematic coding via computer-assisted 
qualitative data analysis software to capture the institutional experiences, administrative 
bottlenecks, and structural challenges faced by public officials across diverse territorial jurisdictions. 

 
Figure 1. Analytical Framework of the Mixed-Methods Research Design 

[Note: The separate vector graphic outlines the concurrent execution of PLS-SEM path 
validation and NVivo thematic extraction. Source: Own data researach 2025] 

The study was situated within a major emerging metropolitan region experiencing rapid 
urban expansion, complex administrative decentralization, and significant socioeconomic 
differentiation between its core business districts and peripheral residential zones. Data collection 
spanned a six-month period. For the quantitative component, a structured survey was administered 
to a purposive sample of public administrators, urban planners, and civil servants (N = 280) 
operating across various municipal agencies, sub-districts, and regional planning departments. The 
measurement instruments were developed using a 5-point Likert scale, adapted from validated 
scales on administrative capability (G. Rainey, 2018) and collaborative governance efficiency (Ansell 
& Gash, 2008). 

For the qualitative phase, purposive sampling was utilized to conduct semi-structured 
interviews (n = 24) and three Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with senior policy analysts, structural 
bureaucratic leaders, and regional development experts. The quantitative data were analyzed using 
variance-based Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) via SmartPLS software to evaluate model 
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reliability, discriminant validity, and path coefficients. The qualitative datasets were transcribed 
verbatim, translated, and subjected to rigorous thematic analysis using NVivo software to identify 
structural patterns, institutional bottlenecks, and spatial narratives that quantitative metrics alone 
could not fully capture. 

To ensure the statistical validity of the quantitative strand, the structural equation model was 
bounded by precise indicator operationalization and strict measurement verification parameters. 
The latent construct of Bureaucratic Readiness was operationalized through five core manifest 
variables focusing on technological absorption capacity, infrastructure modernness, institutional 
adaptability, and structured civil service upskilling frequencies. Collaborative Governance was 
captured using four indicators derived from active multi-sectoral network engagement, inter-
agency data-sharing institutionalization, resource pooling, and joint-decision symmetry. Spatial 
Equity was measured via four localized indicators reflecting the geographical parity of digital 
service distribution, peripheral infrastructure availability, peripheral user satisfaction, and localized 
administrative autonomy. Prior to field distribution, the survey instrument underwent rigorous face 
and content validity testing by a panel of three senior public administration professors and two 
spatial planning experts, followed by a pilot study (N = 30) to guarantee item clarity and eliminate 
structural ambiguity. 

Addressing potential data distortions inherent in survey-based research, specific 
methodological safeguards were deployed to mitigate Common Method Bias (CMB) and ensure 
rigorous data cleaning. Since both independent and dependent variables were collected using self-
reported questionnaires from public sector employees, Harman’s single-factor test was executed to 
examine structural variance concentration. The single-factor solution accounted for less than 34% of 
the total variance, well beneath the conservative 50% threshold, confirming that CMB does not 
threaten the study's statistical integrity. Missing data analysis showed less than 1.5% incomplete 
responses, which were addressed using the mean replacement technique given the uniform 
distribution. Multicollinearity was systematically checked using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF); 
all inner and outer VIF values ranged between 1.12 and 2.45, comfortably below the strict 3.3 
threshold, indicating the absence of collinearity issues within the structural path architecture. 

For the qualitative phase, the Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) framework was 
deployed through a highly structured, iterative analytical pipeline to guarantee qualitative rigor 
(trustworthiness). The 24 semi-structured interviews and three Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) were 
conducted using a meticulously designed protocol that focused on the personal and professional 
experiences of administrators dealing with spatial-digital divides. Transcripts were returned to key 
participants for member-checking to ensure interpretive accuracy. The coding architecture within 
NVivo software followed a three-tier hierarchical coding strategy: open coding was first used to 
isolate raw narrative segments regarding administrative frustrations; axial coding grouped these 
fragments into conceptual sub-themes such as localized infrastructure deficits; and selective coding 
synthesized these sub-themes into the final three overarching institutional dimensions. Peer 
debriefing was conducted with an independent qualitative researcher to ensure inter-coder 
reliability, achieving a Cohen’s Kappa coefficient of 0.82, which indicates excellent contextual 
agreement. 

Finally, ethical considerations and cross-method integration protocols were strictly enforced 
throughout the research cycle. Formal institutional clearance was obtained prior to field entry, and 
all participants provided written informed consent, ensuring complete anonymity and the right to 
withdraw without administrative repercussions. The integration of the quantitative PLS-SEM 
metrics and qualitative NVivo themes followed a side-by-side joint-display meta-inference strategy 
during the final analysis phase. Rather than treating the qualitative findings as mere anecdotal 
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support, the thematic narratives were directly mapped against the specific structural path failures 
and successes. This cross-method triangulation allows the macro-level statistical correlations to be 
explained by micro-level institutional experiences, creating a robust, structurally unified diagnostic 
framework uniquely tailored to the institutional realities of the Global South. 
 

RESULTS 
The empirical findings from the structural equation model demonstrate that bureaucratic 

readiness exerts a powerful, statistically significant direct effect on both collaborative governance 
networks and the achievement of spatial equity in digital service delivery. The measurement model 
confirmed robust internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha and Composite Reliability (CR) values 
exceeding the standard 0.70 threshold for all latent constructs, while Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE) values surpassed 0.50, establishing adequate convergent validity. 

Table 1. Measurement Model Reliability and Validity Metrics 

Latent Construct Measurement 
Items 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Composite 
Reliability (CR) 

Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

Bureaucratic 
Readiness 

5 0.842 0.887 0.612 

Collaborative 
Governance 

4 0.811 0.865 0.589 

Spatial Equity 4 0.856 0.893 0.641 

Source: Own data research, 2025 
The structural path analysis revealed that Bureaucratic Readiness has a strong positive impact 

on Collaborative Governance (= 0.584, p < 0.001), indicating that public organizations with high 
institutional adaptability, modern infrastructure, and continuous capacity building are far better 
equipped to engage in cross-sectoral smart city partnerships. Furthermore, Collaborative 

Governance was found to have a significant positive relationship with Spatial Equity (= 0.421, p < 
0.01). Crucially, the indirect effect of Bureaucratic Readiness on Spatial Equity mediated through 

Collaborative Governance was highly significant (=0.246, p <0.01), confirming that bureaucratic 
capacity alone is insufficient; it must be operationalized through collaborative frameworks to ensure 
digital public services reach marginalized peripheral areas equitably. 

Table 2. PLS-SEM Structural Path Analysis Coefficients 
Structural Path Path 

Coefficient (β) 
t-

Statistic 
p-

Value 
Statistical 

Significance 

Bureaucratic Readiness → 
Collaborative Governance 

0.584 8.314 < 0.001 Highly Significant 

Collaborative Governance → 
Spatial Equity 

0.421 5.210 < 0.010 Significant 

Bureaucratic Readiness → Spatial 
Equity (Indirect) 

0.246 3.985 < 0.010 Significant 

Source: Own data research, 2025 
The qualitative thematic analysis conducted through NVivo corroborated and enriched the 

structural model by identifying three core institutional dimensions that define the digital-spatial 
divide: 

1. Institutional Inertia and Skill Mismatches: Public officials frequently highlighted a stark 
generational and technical competency gap within the civil service. Traditional administrative 
routines heavily resist shifting toward automated, data-driven workflows, which severely 
undermines the implementation velocity of smart city mandates. 

https://jurnal.seaninstitute.or.id/index.php/Jhui


 
E-ISSN: 2988-2125 https://jurnal.seaninstitute.or.id/index.php/restorasi 

Volume 3 No 02, 2025 

 

Bridging the Socio-Spatial and Digital Divide: Evaluating Smart City Governance and Bureaucratic Readiness in Emerging 
Metropolitan Regions. Sri Haryaningsih 

234 

2. Centralized Digital Infrastructure: Qualitative narratives revealed that technological assets 
and fiber-optic networks are overwhelmingly concentrated within core urban zones. 
Peripheral sub-districts suffer from unstable connectivity and inadequate hardware, 
systematically undercutting their administrative capacity to deliver digital services effectively. 

3. Fragmentation of Inter-Agency Collaboration: Respondents noted that structural silos and 
competitive institutional cultures prevent data integration. The absence of unified data-
sharing protocols limits the efficacy of centralized smart command centers, reducing their 
capacity to balance regional developmental imbalances. 
To contextualize the robust direct effect of Bureaucratic Readiness on Collaborative 

Governance (= 0.584), the data exposes a critical friction point within contemporary public 
administration theory. Traditional Neo-Weberian state models argue that specialized, insulated 
bureaucratic structures are necessary to maintain procedural integrity and standardized public 
service delivery (Aristovnik et al., 2022). However, our empirical metrics challenge this classic 
assumption. The high path coefficient demonstrates that rigidity acts as an administrative barrier 
rather than a safeguard. In the digital era, highly structured, non-adaptable public agencies fail to 
form meaningful, agile networks with external stakeholders such as civic-tech cooperatives and 
regional private actors. This statistical link confirms that unless a public organization actively lower 
internal hierarchical barriers, its institutional capacity to participate in cross-sectoral smart city 
ecosystems remains severely stunted. 

This institutional tension becomes more complex when analyzing the mediated path toward 

Spatial Equity (=0.246). This specific interaction sits at the center of a major debate between 
technological determinism and socio-spatial institutionalism. Proponents of digital-era governance 
often suggest that deploying advanced, automated public service platforms naturally bypasses 
geographic friction, automatically democratizing access across uneven urban landscapes (Dunleavy 
et al., 2006). Conversely, our structural model refutes this optimistic view. The significant indirect 
effect demonstrates that technological infrastructure alone cannot guarantee spatial justice. Without 
a well-functioning collaborative governance network to mediate the process, smart city resources 
are captured by dominant urban cores. This statistical reality aligns with the concept of "splintering 
urbanism," where digital networks selectively connect high-value urban nodes while leaving 
peripheral spaces administratively isolated (Broto, 2022; Warf, 2003). 

The NVivo qualitative extractions provide the causal mechanisms that explain these statistical 
paths, showcasing how institutional friction directly leads to geographic exclusion. For instance, the 
theme of Institutional Inertia and Skill Mismatches highlights that administrative readiness is 
unevenly distributed across space. While central metropolitan departments possess specialized 
digital desks, peripheral sub-districts rely on a civil service workforce trained primarily in analogue, 
paper-based routines. This dynamic introduces a localized administrative gap that undermines the 
equity metrics shown in Table 1. This finding challenges the generalizability of standard digital 
government frameworks, which often assume that the civil service possesses a uniform capacity to 
absorb new technology (Layne, Karen; Lee et al., 2014). Instead, our qualitative evidence reveals that 
structural inertia within peripheral agencies acts as a primary institutional mechanism driving 
spatial discrimination. 

Finally, the qualitative focus on Centralized Digital Infrastructure and Inter-Agency Collaboration 
Fragmentation exposes the structural limitations of centralized smart city command centers. Public 
choice theorists argue that centralizing data assets maximizes operational efficiency and reduces 
redundant public spending (Ostrom, 1996; Xiong et al., 2025). However, our qualitative data 
indicates that this centralized concentration deepens the regional socio-spatial divide. Because data 
infrastructure is clustered within the urban core, peripheral administrative units are treated as mere 
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passive consumers rather than active, data-producing nodes. This asymmetric power distribution 
creates structural silos that prevent cross-jurisdictional data integration. Consequently, the 
centralized smart city model lacks the spatial flexibility needed to identify and address regional 
socio-economic imbalances, transforming what should be a tool for territorial cohesion into a 
mechanism that reinforces geographic polarization. 
Discussion 

The empirical results demonstrate that bridging the socio-spatial and digital divide is 
fundamentally an administrative and governance challenge, rather than a purely technological one. 
The significant direct path from bureaucratic readiness to collaborative governance confirms the 
theoretical assertions of Meijer and Bolívar (2016), who argued that smart city maturation requires 
a shift from technical orientation to institutional innovation. When regional administrative bodies 
suffer from low technological absorption and rigid hierarchical constraints, their capacity to 
orchestrate networks involving private tech firms, civil society, and academic institutions is severely 
diminished. Consequently, smart city planning defaults to fragmented, ad-hoc technological 
installations that lack a cohesive regional development strategy. 

Our finding that collaborative governance significantly enhances spatial equity directly 
responds to the spatial critiques raised by Broto (2022) regarding "splintering urbanism." In 
metropolitan regions characterized by rapid peripheral growth, centralized administrative systems 
often concentrate digital innovations within economic cores to maximize visible efficiency metrics. 
This concentration accelerates a socio-spatial divide where rural-urban interfaces remain digitally 
excluded. The mediated structural path identified in this study demonstrates that inclusive, 
polycentric governance networks which actively integrate peripheral municipal authorities into the 
decision-making core act as an essential structural mechanism to redistribute digital infrastructure 
and public service access equitably across diverse spatial scales. 

Furthermore, the qualitative themes underscore that resolving the digital-spatial divide 
requires unpacking internal bureaucratic dynamics. The institutional inertia and inter-agency 
fragmentation identified via NVivo emphasize that technical training without structural reform fails 
to yield meaningful administrative transformation (H. Rainey et al., 2021). For smart city initiatives 
to achieve regional territorial cohesion, public administration frameworks must evolve beyond 
standard centralized models. Territorial planning must integrate with digital policy design, 
establishing decentralized data-sharing mandates and localized civil service upskilling programs. 
This structural realignment ensures that technological deployment serves as an instrument for 
balanced regional socioeconomic development rather than an amplifier of geographic polarization. 

Expanding on the specific path coefficients, the strong direct relationship between 

Bureaucratic Readiness and Collaborative Governance ( = 0.584) contributes a critical empirical 
dimension to the debate surrounding the "Agility-Stability Paradox" in digital era governance. 
Traditional public administration scholars, following structural-functionalist traditions, argue that 
bureaucratic stability and strict rule-adherence are necessary structural anchors that protect public 
organizations from external market capture and political volatility (Frederickson et al., 2012). 
However, our empirical findings invert this logic within the smart city domain. The high path 
coefficient reveals that when public organizations prioritize rigid stability over technological 
absorption, they inadvertently sabotage their ability to co-create value within cross-sectoral 
networks. This administrative gridlock isolates public agencies from modern civic-tech 
partnerships, confirming that bureaucratic readiness is not merely an internal efficiency metric, but 
a foundational requirement for external collaborative capability. 

This tension becomes geographically visible when analyzing the mediated pathway to Spatial 

Equity ( = 0.246), which challenges the mainstream, optimistic assumptions of digital-era 
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governance (DEG). Proponents of DEG often argue that expanding cloud-based public portals and 
centralized digital applications reduces geographic friction, allowing states to bypass localized 
administrative weaknesses and deliver public services uniformly (Margetts & Dunleavy, 2013). Our 
mediated model exposes this view as a technological illusion. Because the indirect effect is tied to 
collaborative networks, the data proves that digital platforms do not operate in a spatial vacuum. 
Without inclusive governance networks to consciously direct infrastructure toward peripheral 
nodes, automated platforms mirror and exacerbate existing territorial divides. This dynamic 
supports the spatial critique that unmediated digital expansion serves as an instrument of "premium 
network spaces" reinforcing the economic dominance of core business districts while leaving 
peripheral administrative units digitally disconnected (Broto, 2022; Warf, 2003) 

The qualitative NVivo themes explaining Institutional Inertia and Skill Mismatches provide a 
deeper look into the behavioral dynamics underlying these statistical trends. This structural gap 
reflects a deeper debate within institutional sociology regarding "decoupling" and "bureaucratic 
translation." Scholars of institutionalism argue that public agencies frequently adopt modern policy 
labels such as "smart city masterplans" purely as symbolic gestures to gain external legitimacy, while 
internal routines remain unchanged (Meyer & Rowan, 2021; Xiong et al., 2025). Our qualitative data 
confirms this decoupling process at the rural-urban interface. While central urban ministries present 
polished, data-driven dashboards, peripheral public officials are structurally constrained by deep-
seated analogue habits and a lack of technical training. This skill mismatch shows that digital 
administrative inequality is not just an accident of underfunding; it is a structural reality where 
peripheral agencies are forced to implement top-down technological mandates without the localized 
capacity required to sustain them. 

Furthermore, the qualitative themes of Centralized Digital Infrastructure and Inter-Agency 
Collaboration Fragmentation highlight the limitations of modern managerialism. Under the principles 
of New Public Management (NPM), centralizing information technology assets within a singular, 
elite command center is championed as an ideal mechanism to achieve economies of scale and 
optimize resource distribution (Hood, 1991). However, our qualitative findings indicate that in 
emerging economies, this extreme centralization creates a form of "digital colonialism" within 
metropolitan borders. By concentrating data-processing centers and digital infrastructure in the 
urban core, peripheral sub-districts are reduced to passive endpoints that consume services without 
managing data locally. This highly asymmetric power balance creates institutional friction, causing 
peripheral agencies to resist central digital platforms that fail to address their local socio-economic 
realities. 

To resolve these systemic distortions, public administration must move beyond the narrow 
boundaries of managerial efficiency and adopt a "Socio-Spatial Governance" framework. This model 
requires a fundamental shift in how digital public investments are conceptualized, planned, and 
deployed. Rather than evaluating smart city initiatives through simple aggregate metrics such as 
total active portal users or regional broadband speeds metropolitan authorities must utilize 
spatially-disaggregated accountability indicators. Legally mandated, multi-tier data-sharing pacts 
must be established to guarantee that peripheral sub-districts function as active, data-producing 
nodes rather than neglected jurisdictions. By combining decentralized infrastructure investments 
with localized capacity building, regional governments can transform smart city frameworks from 
drivers of geographic exclusion into powerful engines for balanced socio-economic development. 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
This study demonstrates that the successful execution of smart city initiatives within emerging 

metropolitan landscapes depends fundamentally on the alignment of bureaucratic readiness and 
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collaborative governance frameworks with principles of spatial equity. The structural equation 
model and qualitative insights confirm that institutional readiness and inter-agency collaboration 
are critical to preventing technological deployments from worsening existing socio-spatial and 
digital divides. Without a deliberate, polycentric approach to digital governance, smart city 
innovations remain geographically concentrated within affluent urban cores, further marginalizing 
peripheral districts and deepening territorial fragmentation. For public administrators, regional 
persepctives, and territorial perplanners, these findings offer clear policy directions. First, smart city 
strategies must shift from technology-centric frameworks to comprehensive institutional capacity-
building, prioritizing the digital upskilling of civil servants in peripheral administrative tiers. 
Second, governments should establish decentralized collaborative governance structures that grant 
peripheral authorities equitable resource allocation and decision-making power. Finally, cross-
agency data-sharing protocols must be legally formalized to dismantle institutional silos, enabling 
integrated regional planning that addresses socioeconomic imbalances across local, regional, and 
national scales. 
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