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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Community-based forest management (CBFM) has been developed globally since the
1970s with various outcomes. In Indonesia CBFM policies began to be adopted and
institutionalized in the 1980s. Indonesia is yet to achieve sustainable and equitable
natural resource management, although some initiatives are developing communitybased management alternatives. Over the past 40 years, the achievements of CBFM
regimes have continued to expand across countries and regions with different political,
historical, cultural and economic contexts. Some countries, such as Indonesia, have
made major changes to forestry policy, through the introduction and institutionalization
of CBFM. These changes have been triggered by:
 Deforestation, poverty and social movements;
 Changing mind-sets of some bureaucrats and policy-makers, both at national
and local levels;
 Progress towards more democratic political systems;
 The dynamics of global geo-politics and local political conditions;
 Demands for enhanced governance within the forestry sector; and
 Demands for bureaucratic and institutional reforms.
Implementation of Indonesia’s CBFM policy and programs in the post-reform era has
not been easy. This is due to:
 Limited institutional support at the local level (e.g. limited supportive policies
from local governments);
 Extending market liberalization, and changes in the dynamics of the global
market (i.e. forest certification and eco-labelling);
 The presence and influence of modern culture (i.e., consumptive behaviours);
 Disconnections between private sector (i.e. businesses within the timber
industry) interests and community preferences regarding the timber species
being planted;
 Disconnections between the objectives of social forestry (SF) programs, termed
as Perhutanan Sosial (PS) within Indonesia forest policy (i.e., strengthening
farmers institution of community forest plantation) and rural development
programs (i.e. more focusing on infrastructure development program through
paving the village road); and
 Complicated timber regulations and high transaction costs in the timber
industry.
Indonesia’s national policy of allocating 12.7 million ha of state-owned land to be
managed by local communities is an important political decision that is expected to be
supported by all parties. Institutionalizing SF policies through various continuous
improvements, in the context of institutional innovation through the establishment of SF
working groups, bureaucratic and financial reforms, and mobilization of active
participation of all relevant stakeholders, has brought new hope that more widespread
CBFM can be achieved. It is intended that the national SF policy will improve the
access rights of local people to forest resources, and the economic independence and
welfare of local communities. This goal can only be realized if there is policy
consistency across different sectors, continuous reform of relavant administration and
bureaucracy (i.e, licensing procedures), and integrated related policies of different tiers
of governments.
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KEY MESSAGES
BETTER FOREST RESOURCE ACCESS
IS INADEQUATE WITHOUT IMPROVED
INSTITUTIONAL, FINANCIAL AND
MARKETING SUPPORT

The policy of allocating 12.7 million ha of stateowned land to be managed by local
communities will not automatically increase the
welfare of timber growers. Better access to
financial institutions, market information and
post-harvesting technology, and a
strengthening of farmer institutions providing
legal access rights is also crucial.

IT IS TIME TO SIMPLIFY TIMBER
TRADE AND REGULATIONS

IT IS TIME TO SUPPORT COMMUNITYBASED COMMERCIAL FORESTRY
(CBCF)
Timber production from community-based
commercial forestry (CBCF) is significant for
both local economies (e.g. farm forestry in
Gunungkidul, Yogyakarta) and the national
economy. It is therefore time for the
government and related stakeholders to
seriously develop the CBCF sector.

STRENGTHENED PARTNERSHIPS
BETWEEN GROWERS AND
MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES ARE
NEEDED

Key informants from Indonesian Forest
Business Association APHI believe the timber
industry and timber trade in Indonesia are
over-regulated. Developing of incentive
mechanisms (i.e., imposition of tax allowance
and tax holiday) is a much needed
improvement now to improve timber business
climate.

The lack of communication between farmers
and sectors of the timber industry is
problematic, making it difficult for the timber
produced by communities to be sold in the
market.

INVESTMENT CLIMATE AND LOW
TRANSACTION COSTS

ENHANCED CAPACITY OF
SMALLHOLDERS TO MAKE INFORMED
DECISIONS ABOUT CBFM

The growth of the timber industry is largely
determined by the investment climate and low
transaction costs. The government has
identified problems with licensing, raw
materials, export and import levies, and a lack
of incentives for Timber Legality/SVLK that are
blocking investment (See Berita Satu, 14 July
2018). According to the Capital Investment
Coordinating Board (BKPM 2018), these
problems are due to inconsistencies in
regulations and taxes, the quality of labor, land
availability, barriers imposed by establishment
permits, and the quality of infrastructure.
Kompas (3 November 2018) reported that
Indonesian licensing costs are US $130
compared to Malaysia where it is only US $35.
Additionally, Indonesia's investment climate
(i.e. the ease of doing business) still ranks 73
out of 190 countries.

Enhancing the capacity of smallholders (i.e.,
the selection of trees species in accordance
with the land conditions and markets, the
development of value-added products, and the
timber trade system and marketing of
products, local institutions as well as the
strengthening partnership with business
sector) is one of the important points to be
accelerated by related stakeholders.
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CHAPTER 1. BRIDGING HISTORICAL CRACKS: A CRITICAL
REVIEW OF CBFM IN INDONESIA
I.

Introduction: the search for community-based alternatives

As a manifestation of the failure of states and a lack of market mechanisms to
promote sustainable and equitable natural resource management, some developing
countries have initiated community-based resource management alternatives (Li,
2002), including CBFM (Puhlin, Inoue & Enters (2007). Over the past 40 years, the
achievements of CBFM regimes have continued to expand across countries and
regions with different political, historical, cultural and economic contexts (Gilmour,
2016). Across Southeast Asia, at least 140 million people depend on forest resources
and have developed their own forest-based livelihood systems based on local
practices, rules and traditions (Chao, 2012). For Indonesia, CBFM emerged as a state
initiative in the 1970s, and it has continued to develop alongside changes in the
government. The Forest Land Allocation Policy (2015-2019) dedicated an area of 12.7
million ha of state-owned land for community-based management. This has been an
important SF policy under President Jokowi's regime. This policy is widely considered
as an important leap in the changing politics of policy space of people's control in
forest governance (Hakim & Wibowo, 2017), and a new road for Indonesian forest
management (Awang, 2018). This policy is also seen as a driver of crucial political
momentum to address three major issues in the realm of forest resources governance,
namely social justice, democratic land governance, and forest sustainability (Hakim &
Wibowo, 2017).
The scope of this critical review of CBFM in Indonesia includes: first, the
changing CBFM policy trajectory during various political regimes in Indonesia; and
second, the surrounding issues and changes in global governance that potentially
affect the CBFM policy. This paper seeks to provide a critical understanding of
Indonesia’s CBFM policy and the influence of local, national and international political
changes on the policy implementation. In this review, we propose that the success of
the CBFM policy is not only determined by political changes not only determined by
political and governance changes, but also the extent to which the state is able to
organize, mobilize and recognize forest resource access rights of local communities
and the collective actions of local, sub-national and national communities and
institutions.
The point of departure of this critical review is from a variety of other critical
Indonesian and international studies. For example, Puhlin, Inoe and Enters (2007)
have conducted research focused on structural policy reform through CBFM policy in
the Philippines. They concluded that CBFM can be viewed as radical and progressive.
They further highlight that the CBFM policy has become a project rather than a
paradigm shift from a large-scale commercial management model to being locallybased. Tesfaye (2011) examined the contribution of CBFM to the quality of life of poor
forest-dependent people. He concluded that CBFM has not been successful in
improving the quality of life of the poor. According to Shively (2010), this is due to the
weakness of farmer institutions and associated leadership and power negotiations. In
addition, Wibowo, Race and Curtis (2013) focus more on the factors that suppress and
influence CBFM policies, such as migration and oil palm developments’. Suharjito
(2009) compared studies on the process of the devolution of forest management, both
in the Philippines and in Indonesia. In the Philippines, CBFM has not yet contributed to
1

significant improvements in forest quality and income, but it has improved local control
over state-owned forests. Indeed, this level of control has reached 20%, which is far
higher than in Indonesia. In another study, Moeliono et al. (2017) focus on the CBFM
definition debate, its multiple objectives and the spirit of SF and its practical
implementation.
In contrast to the previous studies and reviews, this section attempts to provide
a new perspective that CBFM policy changes are not always linear, historical and
evolutionary which tend to be a political. Borrowing from the Foucoults theory (Focoult,
2012) on Archeology of Knowledge, we discuss the CBFM policy changes in Indonesia,
but not in the form of a series of continuous events that are arranged chronologically or
merely as a study of causality relations between past events and the aftermath. The
perspective of the Foucoult theory is different from the historical approach and as such,
it sees the trajectory of CBFM colored by historical cracks called discontinuities. This
perspective is also consistent with Wiradi's views in Hakim & Wibowo (2017), which on
several occasions states that each regime has its focus agenda. The New Order
regime (1966-1999) certainly produced different CPBFM policies which focus on limited
access rights to local people and complicated processing procedures of getting
licenses, compared to the reform regime (especially 2014-onwards), focus on the two
main policies, namely access reform (SF) and assets redistribution (Agrarian Reform).
Likewise, in the context of political change, CBFM policies are also strongly influenced
or determined by the power relations between actors in each regime. Methodologically,
this section is a literature review of CBFM policy.
The structure of this policy review includes four main topics:
1) the evolution of community-based forest policy;
2) the dynamics of policy, politics and community management;
3) the achievements of policy initiatives, and
4) international pressures that influence the policies that frame CBFM
Indonesia.

II.

in

Evolution of CBFM policies and development

Community-based forest management (CBFM) concepts and models
developed in Indonesia in the 1970s until the 1990s were variously termed community
forest, collaborative forest management and SF (Asmin, 2016). CBFM is a policy of the
central government which entitles rural communities to access state-owned forest
areas to help them overcome poverty through the sharing of resources while also
maintaining sustainability (Purnomo & Anand, 2014). Another scholar defines CBFM as
a people-centered approach to development, which involves local people in decisions
that affect their well-being (Duinker, Matakala & Zhang, 1991). It is seen as a "vehicle"
and a "panacea'' for improving local peoples’ livelihoods, conserving forest resources,
and ensuring long-term sustainability (Nebel et al., 2003).
Deforestation has been one of the significant driving forces for the introduction
and institutionalization of CBFM in a large number of countries (Hindra, 2005; Gilmour,
Malla, & Nurse, 2004; Gilmour, King & Hobley 1989). In Indonesia, the CBFM policy
was believed to be an important policy option to curb deforestation (Hindra, 2005;
Lindayati, 2003). In many tropical countries, deforestation is occurring at an alarming
rate (Gilmour et al., 2004). For instance, Forest Watch Indonesia (FWI) reported that
deforestation ‘in the tropics’ during the 1980s-1990s reached 2 million ha per year
2

(Manurung, 2014). Another significant driving force for CBFM is poverty. Some policy
analysts have asserted that CBFM policy can be an instrument for positively
transforming the lives of the poor living in and surrounding forests (Peluso, 2006;
Hindra, 2005; Awang, 2018). The other significant driving force for CBFM is the
emergence of social movements demanding forest management equity and justice for
local people (Ribot, 2002; Di Gregorio, 2004; Peluso, Afif & Rachman, 2008; Fauzi,
2011).
The main goals of CBFM policies in the early stages of its implementation (e.g.
1970s) focused on halting deforestation (Hobley, 2007; Duinker et al., 2004) and
enhancing a sense of ownership of forest resources by local people’ (Duinker et al.,
1991). Today, CBFM efforts place more emphasis on improving the livelihoods of rural
communities (Hobley, 2007; Charnley & Poe, 2007; Duinker et al., 2004).
Many scientists from different disciplines have studied the means of
strengthening CBFM as a sustainable forest management model (Asmin, 2016). It is
believed that CBFM can be used as an alternative to traditional industrial-scale forest
management, helping to equitably share resources and better conserve the forest by
engaging local communities (Purnomo & Anand, 2014). In practice, CBFM has
contributed to the improvement of forest condition and people's livelihoods in two main
areas: Capital formation in rural villages, and policy and governance reforms of various
institutions and agencies (Pokharel & Nurse, 2004). Further, in this section it is
discussed how the Indonesian government has developed its CBFM policy, how this
policy has changed over time (and the main drivers of these changes), how the
country’s rural people have adopted it (Purnomo & Anand, 2014).
The emergence of CBFM policy in Indonesia is strongly influenced by the
dynamics of both global geo-politics and local politics. Asmin (2016) noted that the
World Forestry Congress in Jakarta in 1978 under the theme of Forests For People
was an important moment for promoting the adoption of CBFM in various countries,
particularly in developing countries. Resosudarmo (2005) argued that the CBFM policy
in Indonesia at the time was seen by many stakeholders as a solution various problems
that have been resulted in the policy on the capitalization forest management
happened since the 1970s The capitalization of primary forests through a licensing
regime not only produced revenue for the state, but according to Douvergne (1993) it
also resulted in the destruction of forests. Contreras-Hermosillo and Fay (2005)
suggested that this policy also produced social conflicts and threatened the livelihoods
of over 10 million Indigenous people in rural communities (Rhee et al., 2004).
Forest policy discourse developed by various NGOs and environmental activists
and academia have strongly influenced the development of CBFM policy in Indonesia
(Di Gregorio, 2004). In fact, NGO movements and critical forest policy discourse have
been intertwined with the growing movement against the New Order regime (Peluso,
Afif & Rachman, 2008). The political peak of this movement was happening during the
economic crisis and the political crisis that followed by the collapse of the New Order in
1998. In the early period of the political transition, the demands of the NGOs and civil
society movements were to enhance forest resource access for local communities and
improve governance in the forestry sector (Fauzi, 2011), which ultimately resulted in
changes to the Forestry Law (Law No.1941/1999).
Since the fall of the non-democratic regime in May 1998, the state has paid
more attention to CBFM (Kusumanto & Sirait, 2004). The political and government
system is now more democratic, with strong demands for public participation in policymaking and greater access to forest management, and a more decentralized forest
governance system (Safitri, 2006; Lindayati, 2003). The CBFM policy has a stronger
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political and legal position since the state revised the Basic Forestry Law (Law
No.5/1967 revised into Law No. 41/1999). The political demands for change in
community engagement and access to forest resources was not receding in the era of
transition; however, Safitri (2006) reported that the political changes made Indonesian
community forestry more complex and were a long pathway to an effective law, even
during the decentralization period. Djogo and Syaf (2004) stated the decentralization of
forest resource management authority to local governments has led to a situation in
which district governments are neither accountable to the central government or the
local people.
As a result of the many early failures of CBFM in Indonesia, Sunito (2005)
asserted that policy-makers in collaboration with activists continued to develop new
concepts and strategies focusing on the engagement of local communities in managing
forest resources. This included providing legal support and improved access with longterm management rights for the rural communities. Emila and Suwito (2007) stated that
in 2007, the demands of society and social movements to improve access to
production forest areas also indirectly correlated with the birth of the community forest
plantation policy, which had the dual aims of improving the productivity of the
production forests and enhancing the well-being of the local people. Moeliono et al.
(2015) added that a year later, the government launched launched the Forest Villages
Policy.
Meanwhile, on the one hand, the social movements demanding improved
access and the recognition of Indigenous peoples as well as the exclusion of
Indigenous territories from the state forest jurisdiction gained momentum after the
Constitutional Court’s decision No. 35/2012. This great political momentum was then
followed up by various social movements advocating for the recognition of the rights of
customary communities (Arizona, 2013). On the other hand, the central government
continued to improve the CBFM policy. In 2013, the government launched a new
policy calling for ‘forestry partnership scheme’ operations in production forests
(Diantoro et al., 2013). This policy is simpler than other CBFM schemes in terms of its
technical and administrative procedures, such as the process of filing the permit. Even
licenses under this policy can be issued at the site level by the head of the Forest
Management Unit.
Essentially, the CBFM policy reform in Indonesia has been strongly influenced
by three main factors: first, the emergence of alternative policy ideas supported by a
variety of actors who develop strong networks; second, the emergence of a number of
policy-makers who dare to to make politically risky decisions (Sutaryo, 2006); and third,
changes in social and political institutions in line with changes in power relations and
the distribution of authority as well as the emergence of political norms that are more
democratic (Lindayati, 2003).
Figure 1 illustrates the evolution of CBFM policy in a constantly changing
political regime in Indonesia. We split the CBFM policy evolution into two periods: nondemocratic and democratic decentralization. This division does not mean there is a
continuity of the policy evolution. In the period of non-democratic regimes, we consider
that the development of CBFM policy was still in what Lindayati (2003) described as
the formative stages. This is indicated by the efforts to test and craft CBFM through
demonstration plots (Safitri, 2006). In addition, Sutaryo (2006) noted that during this
time, some policy-makers were only beginning to learn about and recognize the
concept of CBFM (Hindra, 2005; Lindayati, 2000). The period of democratic
decentralization is one of institutionalization, consolidation and development, marked
by the improvements in policy regulations and implementation. From the perspective of
Foucoult in the Archeology of Knowledge (Foucoult, 2012), the period of democratic
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decentralization is not a continuation of the previous regime. He views there are
historical cracks and a discontinuity. In a non-democratic political regime, on the one
hand, the power relations are more dominated by the role of the state; while on the
other hand, the social movement that demands the active participation of local people
in forest management is easily controlled through political actions that violate the
principles of democracy. Therefore, it can be understood if the policy of forest
management does not provide a sufficient space or participation and community
access rights for the management of forest resources. Whereas in the era of
democratic decentralization, the state provides a wider space for local community
access to the forest. However, it is also very dependent on the regime that holds
power and the structure of power relations between the state, pressure groups or social
movements and other interest groups (Borras, 2016). Under the policy of Forest Land
Allocation (2015-2019), allocating an area of 12.7 million ha of state-owned land for
community management represents a crucial political leap and historical cracks of the
CBFM policy under the Jokowi regime. This policy is a manifestation of a social and
political contract between the Jokowi regime and his constituents that was promoted
during the political campaign and in the early period of his government. This political
commitment then translated into agenda setting within the Ministry of Environment and
Forestry. This policy aims to narrow the discrepancy in land control between
corporations (96%) and communities (4%).
Non-democratic regime

Global
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people
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NGOs and
universities
promoted
community
forestry

Democratic decentralization regime

NGOs, civil
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forest
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201
2
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forest
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Forest
partnership

2016
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The institutionalization, consolidation and development stages

Policies implementation

Figure 1. The evolution of CBFM policy development in a constantly changing political
regime in Indonesia
In reality, the development of a variety of CBFM programs has failed to slow the
rate of deforestation in Indonesia (Rosyadi & Sobandi 2014). Forest Watch Indonesia
have reported that the rate of deforestation during the late 1996 reached 2 million ha
per year. The highest levels of deforestation rates were recorded in the period from
1996 to 2000, at 3.51 million ha per year (MOEF, 2018). and about 1.5 million ha per
year between 2000 and 2009, before declining to 1.1 million ha per year from 2009 to
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2013. In 2014 to 2015, annual deforestation within the Forest Area was 0.82 million ha.
Amongst the major drivers were the forest fires of 2015 (MOEF, 2018). The decline in
the rate of deforestation is caused by the shrinking forest cover, not by the CBFM
implementation (Manurung, 2014). However, differently, CBCF schemes
(i.e.
community forest) implemented in Protected Area in Lampung could recover the
degraded lands. The schemes have contributed to an increase in forest cover of
about 14 % the Protected Area (Syam et al., 2012).
Indeed, the CBFM policy has much potential to halt deforestation and combat
poverty in rural areas; however, its implementation has been slow (Lindayati, 2003;
Hindra, 2005). For instance, during the first 10-15 years of CBFM implementation, the
focus was on testing and institutionalizing effective approaches for encouraging
community participation in the management and protection of forests. The main
objective is to protect and rehabilitate the degraded forests (Gilmour et al., 2004). The
main contributors to the slow progress of CBFM development are policy-related
problems, especially the processes of policy-making and its implementation.. First, at a
policy development level, the problems are connected to ineffective public participation,
poor policy communication, and inadequate tenure policy, especially related to the
control of and access to forest resources by the local people. Secondly, at the policy
implementation level, the problems relate to economic and political inequity, and
inadequate institutional development, especially at the local level (Wibowo, Race &
Curtis, 2012).
In summary, the challenge for CBFM policy implementation is a lack of
economic and political equity (Agrawal, 2001; Agrawal & Ostrom, 2001; Mahanty et al.,
2002). Equity means the fair distribution and allocation of socio-economic benefits and
resources (Kellert et al., 2000). Political inequity means that the policies have strong
control over the timber produced from the community-managed forests. In this
situation, the rural communities must gain additional permits and licenses to harvest,
transport and sell the timber, which is in contrast to large-scale commercial logging
operations (Mahanty & Guernier, 2008).

III.

Dynamics of the policy space

The transformation of CBFM policy continues in parallel with political change
both at national (i.e. demand for decentralization) and local level (i.e. demand for active
participation of local people) . The configuration and domination of policy in the public
space has witnessed changes and a significant structural transformation. Lefebvre
(2009) defines space as a social product that is dynamic and shaped by actors and
actor networks that have the control and dominance over the course of power (1991).
Habermas (1989), in his book The structural transformation of the public sphere: an
inquiry into a category of bourgeois society, defines public space as a medium in which
various actors can communicate their ideas, views, values and interests. Public space
may manifest physically, as a cafe, salon, discussion room or reading room, but also
non-physically, such as with policy in the public space. For Habermas (1989), dominant
power generally tries to influence, for instance the CBFM Policies, within public space
for the sake of their interests. Bryant (1998) noticed that the social construction of the
environment has facilitated the dominant forces for controlling of human and
environmental policies in the public space.
Public space is the space that bridges the relations and interactions between
the state and society. In summary, it can be said that the historical reality of policy in
the forestry sector shows that there are some policy improvements. However, these
are mostly the domain of interpretation and formulation of policies controlled by the
ruling authority or policy-makers both at national and local levels, meaning the policy6

making has not involved the public at large. Bryant (1998), Castree and Braun (2001)
argued that there is a battle of discourses, ideas and narratives as well as data related
to CBFM policies between various actors. For example, the institution authorized to
make a CBFM policy states that the total area of forest lands that can be allocated to
the CBFM program is 12.7 million ha while civil society states more than that number.
In connection with this battle for space, Gaventa (1980) saw space as a medium for
citizens to influence political decisions or policies. Gaventa (2006) later asserted that
the space itself is formed by the power relations system.
The mainstream public space of forestry policy in the New Order era continued
experiencing a structural transformation in the post-New Order (Safitri, 2006). Forest
policies oriented towards forestry investments which emphasize strengthening the
large-scale timber industry to support high economic growth did not become the
mainstream policy (Nurjaya, 2005). Kurniawan (2012) noticed that the classical model
of development that puts people as static objects has resulted in acute social,
economic and political problems. Thus, Lindayati (2003) saw saw the new policies,
such as CBFM models that are more oriented towards the society, continue to be built
and developed. The new policy are increasingly gaining powerful political positions in
the public sphere of the forestry policy.
CBFM policies - through several schemes such as Community Forests (HKm),
Village Forests (HD), Community Forest Plantations (HTR), Forestry Partnership (KK),
and Customary Forest (HA) - are important policies for involving the public that have
resulted from changes in the public space of forest policy. The allocation of 12.7 million
ha of state-owned land to be managed by villagers through various community-based
schemes is one of the most important forestry policy changes in contemporary forest
management in Indonesia. The policy gives the impression that the changes will be
implemented. This scheme became a symbol for the desired change of public
expectations (Asmin, 2016).
The forest land allocation policy has become a symbol that the government is
paying attention to public desires for an equitable distribution of the benefits from forest
resources (Asmin, 2016). After the previous period, especially during the nondemocratic regimes, the CBFM policies have not received serious attention in the
mainstream legal policy discourse (Nugroho, 2002, cited in Awang, 2003; Lindayati,
2000).
There are some political meanings of the strengthening of CBFM policies.
Political meaning behind the changes in the forestry policy space are:
• The belief of the government that the people are capable of managing the forest as
part of the forest management devolution process;
• Their efforts to reduce the magnitude of inequality between communities and
corporations in forest management (it is expected that the 3% of the forest area
managed by the people will increase to more than 10 %), and;
• An effort to improve the livelihoods of rural communities and to overcome social
conflicts. The Agrarian Reform Consortium (KPA) recorded around 1,772 cases of
agrarian conflicts from 2004 to 2015 coverings an area of about 7 million ha (KPA,
2016). These conflicts involved many sectors of development, including forestry
(Asmin, 2016), and;
• The policy also aims to support the development of sustainable forestryThe
consolidation process and strengthening of CBFM policies, as mentioned above, is
not without criticism and pessimism. Asmin (2016), for example, found that the
complexity and bureaucratic licensing procedures are still major barriers. When
various policy issues and technical implementation of the policy cannot be
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resolved, then the CBFM policy run by bureaucrats at both central and local
political levels becomes a ‘mere symbol’ for manipulating political alignments in
order to achieve certain goals.
The aforementioned changes in the public space of forestry policy have been
driven by changes in power relations between the state and the communities, civil
society and activists as well as academia. The change from a centralized political
system towards democratic decentralization has become one of the main drivers of
change in the power system. Yasmi et al. (2005) stated that the paradigm of policy
formulation and decision-making via a centralized and elitist technocratic approach is
being increasingly abandoned, with a new paradigm that is a more participatory and
emancipatory approach. Forest villagers and environmental activists are increasingly
engaging in the forestry policy-making process. For example, Kurniawan (2012)
pointed out that since the emergence of the environmental movement in the 1970s,
and in response to the development policy of the New Order, some NGOs have
become pioneers in the delivery of alternative discourses of human relations and the
environment. This discourse has essentially played an important role in the formation of
a new social reality in the forestry sector.
In addition to changes in power relations, the changing of the public space of
forest policy has also occurred due to difficult-to-resolve existential problems (Asmin,
2016), such as l land use and tenure conflicts, deforestation, forest fires and poverty.
The existential problems have made the policy-makers, both at the national and local
levels, more active in the field and increasingly open to the community’s voice. They
can no longer be just office-based decision-makers, and must instead also venture into
the field to hear first-hand the perspectives of many field-based actors (Sutaryo, 2006).

IV.

Policy practices and achievements

The implementation of CBFM policies in the field varies greatly between
different schemes and approaches. For example, the taungya system implemented in
Java in the 1970s was known as a prosperity approach. However, this approach failed
to address poverty and social conflict between forest villagers and a state-owned
company. These failures then encouraged changes and the SF scheme developed into
a collaborative forest management approach (Awang, 2003; Simon, 2006). In the outer
islands, programs of collaborative forest management first emerged in the early 1970s
with the Development Program of Forest Villages (PMDH). Then in 1995, the
government, through the Ministry of Forests, developed the HKm policy implemented
in production and protected areas (Hindra, 2005), followed by the HTR policy in 2007,
and the HD policy in 2008 (Sardjono, 2013). Additionally, the government implemented
the Custommary Policy I n response to the decision of the Constitutional Court (MK No.
35/2012) in 2012 (Asmin, 2016).
During the 1970s-1990s, CBFM generally did not improve the well-being of
local people, and it did not provide sufficient legal space for local people to promote
their own interests (Moniaga, 1997). For instance, in Southeast Asia, including
Indonesia, CBFM only contributes to about 30% of total household income during this
period (Levang et al., 2005). Since in the beginning the CBFM model was not
specifically designed to improve the well-being of the poor, it had minimal capacity to
generate benefits rfor this sector of the population (Mahanty et al., 2006). Thus, the
CBFM policies generally did not answer the real needs and aspirations of the local
people, such as poverty alleviation and long-term management rights (Safitri, 2006).
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Indeed, the implementation of CBFM policies and programs in the postreformation era has also not been getting easier. This is because the government is
likely to impose a scheme regardless of institutional support at the local level. The
planning and institutional patterns are also more likely to be via top-down approaches,
and so it is feared these approaches will not match the local requirements (Asmin,
2016).
The licensing of HKM, HTR and HD forests has remained low compared to the
licenses issued to corporations in the form of natural forest utilization (IUPHHK-HA)
and plantations (IUPHHK-HTI) licenses. Although nearly 2 million ha of forest area has
been designated as working HTR, HKM and HD forests, actual permits obtained by
local communities has only reached around 374 000 ha (MoEF, 2015). This is in stark
contrast to the total area of the permits issued to corporations, which has reached
around 31 million ha (Asmin, 2016).

V.

Contemporary policy issues

Environmental issues have been commonly discussed in policy and
development discourses since the early 1970s. Mostly, the debate has been dominated
by a tendency to position 'nature' and 'humans' as well as 'crisis of nature' and 'crisis of
justice' in static dichotomies. A central theme in the discourse has beento not focus on
the 'human' and 'nature' aspects in isolation, but on the relationship between the two.
The challenge for sustainable development is to constantly redefine the relationship
between humans and nature (Kurniawan, 2012).
In brief, contemporary issues in CBFM include:





VI.

Extending market liberalization (Arnold, 2001) and changes in the dynamics of
the global market that are more oriented toward strengthening of the green
market (e.g. forest certification and eco-labelling);
An ever-present and strengthening influence of modern culture that is
exploitative in character. According to Kurniawan (2012), exploitative modern
culture is regarded as the greatest threat to forest conservation and the
livelihoods of local communities. Modern forestry management practices are
often destructive. ; and
The heterogeneity within CBFM management groups, including their sociocultural backgrounds, will affect their capacity to manage collective actions
associated with governance and forest management practices (Varughese &
Ostrom, 2001).

International pressure

An important moment that positioned the environment within the framework of
development was the release
the World Commission for Environment and
Development report, better known as the Brundtland Commission, by the United
Nations in 1987. In the report entitled ‘Our Common Future’, the concept of sustainable
development was raised as a new global political agenda to consider 'development'
and 'environment' in an integrated approach. According to the commission,
development should be ecologically sustainable and a contributer to global justice
(Kurniawan, 2012). Prior to the ‘Our Common Future’ report, the World Forestry
Congress in Jakarta in 1978 under the theme of Forests for People was an important
moment for the expansion of CBFM approaches (Asmin, 2016).
In the context of international pressures, it is important to discuss civil society
organizations, especially non-governmental organizations. These organizations are
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highly relevant to the debate on sustainable development and how the concept is
operationalized through their working programs. The relationships between NGOs and
global development agencies and donors, especially trans-national civil society
organizations, have allowed them to become agents of production and reproduction of
the environment and development discourse. This occurs because the donor agencies
and international civil society organizations with financial strengths are capable of
defining and prioritizing environmental issues in the agendas of NGOs working in Third
World countries (Kurniawan, 2012).
Through these discourses, the environmental interventions in Indonesia have
gained legitimacy and social justification (Kurniawan, 2012). CBFM policy is a form of
policy intervention that has been developed and institutionalized through field-based
programs. The objectives of the CBFM policy are to improve the well-being of local
people, facilitate sustainable forest management, and improve the implementation of
CBFM practices (Wordojo, 2003).

VII.

Concluding Remarks

The mainstream public space of forestry policy in Indonesia’s New Order era
has continued to experience a structural transformation in the post-New Order era,
especially following the 2015 SF Policy which allocated 12.7 million ha of state-owned
forest to be managed by communities. Changes in the public space of forest policy
occurred due to a number of existential problems, which have been difficult to resolve.
These include lland use and tenure
conflicts, discrepancies in land control,
deforestation, forest fires and poverty. These problems have led to the policy-makers,
both at the national and local levels, being more active in the field and increasingly
hearing the voices of the communities. The shift in forest policy from one of a timber
production focus to a community-based focus has also been driven by the dynamics of
global governance that are demanding strengthened local democracy, social justice
and the active participation of local people in managing forest resources. However, the
implementation of CBFM policy and programs in Indonesia’s post-reformation era has
not been getting any easier. This is because the government is likely to impose a
scheme regardless of institutional support at the local level. There are many challenges
that have been facing CBFM development. Two important challenges are: First,
extending market liberalization and changes in the dynamics of the global market that
are more oriented towards strengthening the green market (e.g. forest certification and
eco-lablelling); and second, CBFM is also confronted by the ever-present and
strengthening influence of modern culture that is exploitative in character.
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CHAPTER 2. CURRENT IMPLEMENTATION OF CBFM IN
INDONESIA
I.

Objectives

This section analyses the current policy context for community-based
commercial forestry (CBCF) and the supporting policy reforms that enable it to become
a profitable investment choice for smallholders. An analysis of the policies, programs
and regulations that influence the adoption and viability of CBCF is undertaken, with an
integrated analysis of the government, related stakeholders, and private sector
perspectives.The study aims to answer the following research questions: How have the
forest policy reforms to support communities been underway at the multiple tiers of
government and how has the central government overcome the socio-economic and
political handicaps?; How has the institutionalization of policy reform (i.e. CBCF) been
undertaken at the multiple tiers of governments?; and how have related regulations
vertically and horizontally connected to and influenced the smallholders and
manufacturing industries?

II.

Problem Statements

The Indonesian MoEF has been directed to allocate 12.7 million ha of stateowned land to forest communities under the banner of its SF policy. For Setyowati
(2017), this initiative represents a promising policy direction for promoting inclusive and
equitable local development since the SF policy can improve people's access to
productive assets and forest resources. However, for other scholars, the policy is an
ambitious one and the targeted area will be difficult to achieve without any support from
related government institutions at the sub-national and site levels (Gilmour, 2016;
Suharjito, 2017), without mobilising large financial, human resource, time and other
resource investments (Setyowati, 2017), and without bureaucratic and market
intervention reforms (Gilmour, 2016). Unpredictable change in regulations or rights is
one of the greatest challenges facing the development of the CBFM policy in Indonesia
(Wibowo et al., 2013). Commercialization of timber from CBCF management is often
constrained by regulations (Maryudi et al., 2015). However, success in creating justice
and welfare within the context of CBCF development is not measured by merely the
implementation of policy ideas or the creation and implementation of related
regulations, but rather the extent to which the policy has a positive impact on people's
lives (Li, 2002). Getting a SF permit will not immediately guarantee improvements in
local people’s livelihoods, particularly due to the issue of elite capture (Setyowati,
2017).

III.

Methodology

A. Methods and Analysis
We use a multi-level analytical approach involving macro-, meso- and microlevel analyses. The study aims to understand the interplay between these three levels
of analysis within the context of CBCF policy development (Barbour, 2017). This
analysis focuses on efforts to explain the relationship or relation of institutional
functions in the form of formal regulations or regulations in the forestry sector and other
related sectors. These regulations are among others related to the regulation of the
right to access and control of forest resources, regulations related to timber trade
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systems and trade or product markets, and regulations governing the timber industry
sector. This approach explains the relationship between regulations at the national,
sub-national and local level. This approach considers institutional mechanisms to have
a deeper cause because they determine the incentive (Mudiarta, 2009).
At the macro-level, Mudiarta (2009) stated that the analysis should focus on the
dynamics of the policy environment, especially CBCF or SF. In this context there is a
process of integration of formal and informal relationships at each causal level (i.e. at
the micro-, meso- and macro-levels of the policy environment). But the integration
process is not always successful. It is dependent on the equity of existing resources,
including social networks (Nee, 2005).
Following the theory postulated by Eberlein et al. (2014), we take a ‘meso-level’
analytical approach which focuses on the interactions between different ‘private
governance’ and state-based regulations. Barbour (2017) asserted that the meso-level
has a focus on examining the interactions among micro and macro phenomena. In this
analysis, we focus on the interactions between the SF schemes (i.e. HKm, HD etc)
within a forest policy context. The focus is the sub-national level with the aim of
understanding the connections to, and the influence by, higher level governance and
vice versa. The multi-level analysis covers the national level down to specific casestudy provinces and districts. According to Eberlein et al. (2014), this meso-level
approach allows us to identify patterns, influences and the ways in which the SF
schemes (i.e. HTR and farm forestry) are operating within wider regulatory complexes.
The micro-level analysis focuses on explaining the problems faced by both
farmers as individuals and as members of farmer groups (Robbin et al., 1998). The
project will also identify the local-level factors affecting the implementation of CBCF on
state-owned land, seeking insights about the prerequisites for the success of CBCF
programs (e.g. the HTR program). Figure 2 illustrated the framework of research
analysis. We develop the model based on thesome theories namely postulated by
Barbour (2017), Eberlein et al. (2014), Mudiarta (2009) and Robbin et al. (1998).
Ministry of Env and Forestry
Goverment
Macro level analysis
Social Forestry
Regulations

Other Ministries

Programs
Regulations

Sub national

Working Group

Meso-level analysis
Regulations
Middleman

Smallholders

Manufacture Industries

Micro-level (horizontal) analysis

Figure 2. Framework of analysis
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This study also incorporates an analysis of the private sector’s interests in
CBCF. This was done using a staged process: review of policy and company
documents; in-depth interviews with selected senior policy-makers, program managers
and company staff; presentation and discussion of a draft report at a policy workshop;
and a revised report and recommendations presented at policy workshops and labs.
The in-depth interviews were conducted with 14 national-level key informants
that included policy-makers, university-based researchers and representatives from
NGOs, the Indonesian Forest Corporation Association (APHI). Numerous provinciallevel interviews were also undertaken. In Gorontalo Province, the 20 respondents
included provincial policy makers from related institutions, i.e.,Forestry Services,
Watershed Management and Protected Forest Technical units Agency (BPDASHL),
State Forest Technical Unit Agency (BPKH), NGO officers, farmers, the head of the
Forest Management Unit (FMU), heads of farmer groups, a village chief the head of a
youth organization, and the Director and Managers of an industrial forest plantation
company. In Lampung Province, the 22 respondents included provincial policy makers
from related institutions (i.e Forestry Services, Provincial Planning Agency, BPDASHL,
BPKH, Production Forest Management Technical Unit (BPHP), NGO officers, timber
traders, heads of cooperatives, farmers, the head of the FMU, heads of farmer groups,
forest extension officers, owners of businesses within the timber industry, and the
owners and Manager of timber corporation. The interviews with key informants lasted
on average about 2-4 hours. Interviews were not only undertaken in the office but often
conducted outside the office, such as at hotels or cafes, depending on the willingness
and convenience for the targeted informants.
We also conducted a series of focus group discussion (FGDs) involving
relevant stakeholders, both at the central government, provincial government, and
village government level. At the central level, 30 stakeholders actively participated in
the discussions. This FGD aimed to explore the current status of and the issues
associated with SF (i.e. CBCF) policies. We also undertook provincial- and village-level
FGDs. In Gorontalo Province, 15 stakeholders participated in the FGD, while the
village-level FGD involved 20 farmers. In Lampung Province, the FGD involved 15
stakeholders, while the village-level FGD involved 7 farmers. Here, we also held a FGD
with the Forest Management Unit involving 15 people. At the provincial level, the FGD
aimed to identify problems associated with the institutionalization of the SF policy in the
regions. The village-level FGDs aimed to explore the field-based problems experienced
by farmers and farmer groups.
In Bulukumba Regency, both primary data and secondary data were used. The
primary data were obtained in the field from structured, in-depth interviews with village
chiefs, village apparatus, community leaders, timber traders , and Central Goverments
and Regional Government Technical Unit ( i.e. BPDASHL Jeneberang Saddang, PSKL
Agency Central Sulawesi, BPHP Region XV Makassar, Forestry of South Sulawesi
Province and Environment and Forestry Agency of Bulukumba). The interviews were
guided by a questionnaire. The interviewees were selected using purposive sampling.
The total number of interviewees was 21, consisting of 8 respondents from Central
Technical Unit (UPT Pusat) and 13 people in the region. The study was conducted in
October 2017 - February 2018.
In addition to in-depth interviews using open-ended questionnaires, primary
data collection was also conducted using structured questionnaire. We did interviews at
central government level with 19 respondents, Lampung Province with 16 respondents,
and Gorontalo Province with 7 respondents. This method aimed to explore the
respondent’s assesment on the progress of the implementation of the SF Policy.
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B. Case-Study Sites
Lampung Province was selected as a case-study site. This province was
selected because it has a history of SF implementation and it has been the site of
many land used and tenurial conflicts. Lampung Province is also one of the provinces
beyond Java Island that is closest to the central government. It is assumed that the
CBCF policy institutionalization and related communications are better in Lampung
than in other provinces. At the site-level, we chose the Gedong Wani FMU located in
South Lampung because this FMU has become a model that has developed the HTR
approach. Another justification for the selection of this FMU is that like many other
areas in Lampung generally, it faces high land use competition from the developing
cassava industry.
Data obtained from the Lampung District Forestry Office (2017) showed that
degraded forests cover around 53% of the province’s total forest area (Table 1).
Table 1. Forest function and degradation in Lampung Province
No.

Forest Use

Degraded forest

Total area
(Ha)

Area (Ha)

Percentage
(%)

1.

Conservation forest area (National
Park, nature protection forest, forest
park)

462,030

171,617

37

2.

Protected forest area

317,615

192,154

60.5

3.

Production forest area

225,090

172,138

76.5

1,004,735

535,909

53

Total
Source: Lampung District Forestry Office (2017)

Verbist and Pasya (2004) noted that Lampung Province faces frequent land use
and tenurial conflicts relating to forest management. The sharp increase in population
and a confusing and contradictory land use policy (and its implementation) are two key
variables that have contributed to the existing land use and tenurial conflicts. The
Gedong Wani FMU, for example, is experiencing serious land-related conflicts due to:
1) land allocated for urban development has not been granted a principle permit from
the MoEF; 2) overlapping forest areas with a state owned estate crop’s concession;
3) land certificate issued within state forest by local land agency; 4) a village located
within a state-owned forest; and 5) there is a rice field owned by local communities
within the state-owned forest (Provincial Forestry office Lampung, 2012). The following
Figure 3, describes the research sites selected in the study, which included Lampung,
and Gorontalo Province and Bulukumba District.
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Source: Badan Informasi Geospasial (2019)

Figure 3. Map at research sites
Gorontalo Province was selected for several reasons, including: it is one of the
most remote provinces in Indonesia (in contrast to Lampung); and similar to Lampung,
it is also facing a high level of tenurial conflicts. The FMU was chosen based on
conversations with several respondents during the preliminary study that noted the
location is one of the FMU considered to be advanced. The site has also been facing a
high level of land use competition for the developing maize industry.
Gorontalo Province is located on the northern island of Sulawesi, consisting of
one municipality and two districts, 21 sub-districts and 369 villages. The capital city of
Gorontalo province is Gorontalo. The total area of Gorontalo Province is about 12,215
km2, covering Gorontalo City of about 65 km2, Gorontalo Regency of about 5,389. km2,
and Boalemo Regency of about 6,762 km2 (Balitbangda, 2003).
The forest area of Gorontalo Province is 824,668 ha or about 68% of the total
the land area (1,221,544 ha). Potential production forests cover 340,000 ha with a
designated area for Industrial Forest Plantation Permit (IUPHHK-HTI) and Community
Forest Plantation Permit (IUPHHK-HTR) covering about 70,000 ha or 20% of the total
production forest area (Forestry and Energy and Mineral Resources, 2015). The
condition of forests in Gorontalo is concerning. A total area of forest cover loss since
2015 is about 17% (Forest Service and ESDM, 2015). Based on a report from the
Gorontalo Watershed Agency, the total area of degraded land in forest areas is
400,472 ha, of which 93,424 ha is categorized as very alarming and 8,743. ha is
categorized as alarming, while the remainder is somewhat seriously. The area of
seriously land outside the forest area is about 305,515 ha, of which 109,435 ha is
catergorized as very alarming and 100,490 ha is categorized somewhat seriously
(BPDAS, 2017).The following Table 2, describes the size of forest areas based on
forest types in Gorontalo.
Table 2. The size of Forest area based on Forest Types I in Gorontalo Province
No
Forest types
Size (ha)
1
Conservation Forest (KSA/KPA)
196,653
2
Protected Forest (HL)
204,608
3
Limited Production Forest (HPT)
251,097
4
Production Forest
89,879
5
Convertible Forest Area (HPK)
82,431
Total area
824,668
Source: Dinas Kehutanan dan ESDM (2015)
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Based on the Decision Letter of the Ministry of Environment and Forestry
(SK.22/menlhk/setjen/PLA.0/1/2017 concerning indicative map), the total forest area
allocated for SF in Gorontalo Province is set at 46,992 ha. In the Boalemo District, an
area of 2,459 ha has been allocated. This is divided into 135 ha for Protected Forest
(HL), 1,974 ha for Production Forest (HP) and 350 ha for Limited Production Forest
(HPT).
The research also included field-work in Bulukumba Regency in South Sulawesi
Province. We selected Bulukumba because it is one of the regencies in South Sulawesi
where farm forestry is developing. Additionally, this farm forestry represents an
example of CBCF management outside the state-owned forest area, and so there was
a good opportunity to draw policy lessons from this site.
According Paembonan (2016), farm forestry across all districts and cities in
South Sulawesi Province covers an area of approximately 295,000 ha. Bahar (2013)
reported that the area of farm forestry within ten sub-districts of Bulukumba District
covers approximately 22,148 ha, as presented in Table 3.
Table 3. Area of farm forestry in Bulukumba District
No.
Sub-district
1.
Gantarang
2.
Ujung Bulu
3.
Ujung Loe
4.
Bontobahari
5.
Bontotiro
6.
Herlang
7.
Kajang
8.
Bulukumpa
9.
Rilau Ale
10. Kindang
Total

Area (Ha)
1,338
286
1,132
4,051
1,549
1,013
4,371
2,683
2,683
2,439
22,148

Source: Bahar (2013)

IV.

Research Findings

A. Transforming the Direction of Forest Policy in Indonesia through Social
Forestry
Over 30 years, SF policies have been rolled out across three of Indonesia’s
political and government regimes, namely from the New Order, and through the
democratic transition to the period of democratic decentralization. Despite its many
positive outcomes and limitations policy has gained political impetus within the realm of
national forestry policy. According to key informants from the Directorate of PKPS, SF
is a sustainable forest management system implemented by local communities within
state-owned forest areas or customary forests for improved environmental outcomes
and socio-cultural/welfare benefits for the participating communities.
Under the SF policy, there are at least five different models that are promoted to
the public: 1) HKm; 2) HD; 3) HTR; 4) KK and; 5) HA. To facilitate SF operations in the
field, the Ministry of Environment and Forestry has established a scheme and granted
a license for communities to obtain their access rights to manage forest. This scheme
will be applicable to three of the SF models (i.e. HKM, HD and HTR) and when
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community proposals meet the specified requirements, the granting of permission will
take only 22 working days, as illustrated in Figure 4.
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DG PSKL
5
days

Figure 4. An outline of the scheme to support communities gain their forest access rights
permission (for HD,HKM and HTR) proposed to the MoEF
The policy of allocating 12.7 million ha of state-owned land for SF programs
was viewed by some stakeholders as a crucial political moment for change in
Indonesia’a national forest policy and the management of other natural resources in the
country. In fact, based on a review by the MoEF, it is estimated that the potential area
allocated for SF is larger than the area initially stipulated. The total area is actually
more than 13.5 million ha. This potential SF area includes approximately 5.9 million ha
of production forest, approximately 3.1 million ha of protected forest, approximately 2.2
million ha of peat lands that have potential for the utilization of environmental services
and non-timber forest products, and approximately 2.1 million ha of industrial forest
plantation (HTI) for the development of community-corporation partnerships.
B. Social Forestry and the Shift in the Political Space of Forest Policy
In an environmental outlook presentation organized by the MoEF in midJanuary 2018, the former Director General of Forestry Planology and Environmental
Administration (PKTL) of MoEF asserted that SF is a new paradigm for forest
management that is in accordance with the dynamic social context of Indonesian
society. SF policy is a manifestation of a recognized need to transform a timberfocused forestry policy that has failed to support the welfare of local communities. The
key informants affirmed that SF is an important and appropriate policy as the
government has acknowledged the rights of communities to access and use the forest,
and it also affirms the importance of sustaining forests through controlled management.
The following Figure 5, describes the transformation in forest policy direction and on
the one hand, the society have bigger role in forest policy making, and on the other
hand the dominance role of the state reduced significantly.
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Figure 5. The transformation in forest policy direction and its implications for
communities
The allocation of 12.7 million ha of state-owned land for SF programs confirms
the direction where Indonesia's forestry policy should be heading. There are at least
three directions of forestry policy in Indonesia. First, it is directed at positioning local
people as the main actors in forestry development in the context of improving
community welfare. In addition, the policy is also directed at reducing inequality of
income and resolving land tenure conflicts since to date the discrepancy of income and
land control and ownership is at alarming rate. For instance, Indonesia's Gini ratio (or
Gini coefficient), which measures the degree of inequality in income distribution
between population has reached 0.38 (Adhinegara, 2018), even though the ratio fell
from 0.41 in March 2015, but it is still high, and the ratio of land tenure inequality
between population has reached of 0.58 (Djalil, 2016). Meanwhile, based on licensing
schemes, corporations control around 97% of the forest area, with local communities
managing only 3%. Secondly, Indonesia’s forestry policy aims to promote the role of
the community in the raw materials supply chain and to enhance value-adding in the
forestry sector. And third, forestry policy is directed at providing an important role for
communities in sustainable forest management.
The direction of the SF policy continues to experience significant incremental
change and policy space transformation. In the New Order regime, it was characterized
by the dominance of the state's role in policy decision-making and provided a little role
to community participation. Meanwhile, in the post-New Order era or democratic
transition, the policy space provided more room for active community involvement.
Currently, in the era of decentralized political democracy, there is political shift towards
increasingly inclusive forest resource management, characterized by the government's
decision to allocate 12.7 million ha of state-owned forest for SF programs.
One prominent forest industry stakeholder (from the DG of PSKL-MoEF
confirmed that in the early period of the New Order, or Period I (1970-80), access to
forest resources was limited to foreign actors (foreign investment) such as
Weyerhaeuser and Georgia Pacific (USA), IFA (France), and Marubeni (Japan). During
Period II (1981-99), the state began to involve and facilitate state-owned companies in
managing forest resources through the concept of equality. During Period III (2007present), the Ministry of Forestry (MoF) is encouraging and facilitating communities to
access forest resources.
The SF policy demonstrates that the government is increasingly providing a
management space and the right of access for communities to participate in forest
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management. The shift in the political space of forest policy through the SF policy and
programs not only represents a democratic transformation of forest management in
Indonesia but also a transformation in social justice.
C. Social Forestry and a Road Map for the National Forest Industry
There are ongoing opportunities and challenges associated with the
development of the timber industry in Indonesia. From 1980-1997, the plywood
industry briefly expanded, but was then closed due to internal problems. Some
industries are unable to innovate to adapt to developments in the timber market.
However, some industries have adapted to market dynamics through revitalizing their
machinery, such as PT. Sumalindo. Successful adaptation depends on internal
management and currently only about 20% of the industry remains, especially in the
plywood industry. Currently, some timber industries are beginning to re-emerge, which
was confirmed by a respondent from the Association of Indonesia Forest Concession
Holders (APHI).
The direction of forestry policy in Indonesia is geared towards using SF to
strengthen timber supply for industry sectors. The government believes that SF
programs will be able to sustain the forestry industry that has tended to show a decline
in growth. The SF has the potential to sustain sectors of the industry, mainly through
the supply of raw materials and an increase in value-adding.
Based on the interview with the key informant from APHI, the supply of raw
materials has been heavily dependent on forest concessions (HPH) and HTI. Data from
APHI (2016) shows that supply from HPH is targeted to reach 11 million m 3 per year by
2015 but the 2015realization was 5-5.5 million m3 per year. Unfulfilled targets are due
to market and policy issues, such as tenure conflicts. Meanwhile, from the 10.59 million
ha of HTI there is a planted area of 3.5 million ha which produces 30-40 million m3 of
pulpwood per year. For HTI, the problem is land use conflicts and not all areas can be
planted, as illustrated in the Table 4.
Table 4. Targets of allocation of production forest development in 2045
Description

HTI (Pulp,
Woodworking and
energy)
HTR
HD, HKm
Sub-total
Farm Forestry
TOTAL

Gross
Area
Needed
(million
ha)
14.01

Realisation
of area
permit by
2015
(million ha)
10,59

Additional
area
needed
(million ha)

Realisation
by 2015
(million ha)

Will be
established
(million ha)

3.41

Targeted
plantation
area by
2045
(million ha)
9.70

2.60

7.105

5.22
1.47
20.70
4.00
24.70

0.75
1.22
12.56
1.89
14.45

4.47
0.25
8.3
2.11
10.24

3.55
1.00
14.25
2.80
17.05

NA
NA
NA

3.550
1.000
11.655
0.911
12.616

1.89

Source: Road map for production forest development 2016-2045 (APHI, 2016)

The timber from farm forestry is generally produced by local communities and
has its own market, especially bare core-produced timber industry.Raw materials from
farm forestry are commonly sourced from sengon (Paraserianthes falcataria) and jabon
(Antocephalus cadamba) trees. Businesses utilizing these resources include many that
have ceased operating because there has been no modernization of machinery.The
program to accelerate timber supply to strengthen the forestry industry continues. To
achieve the 2045 targets, there are three acceleration scenarios - new HTI planting and
replanting to support the pulp and paper and energy industries; reinforcement of the
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HTR, HD, HKm and HTI Woodworking schemes to support new planting and
replanting; and new farm forestry schemes planting and replanting through community
empowerment schemes. These scenarios are depicted in Table 5.
Table 5. Acceleration of plantation development towards 2045
Desciption

Size of planted area (ha)
2015
2016-2020
2021-2025
2026-2030
2031-2035
Plantation Forest (HTI Pulp, Paper and Energy)
New
1,163,814
1,163,814
1,163,814
1,163,814
plantation
Replanting
1,847,441
2,205,379
3,175,224
4,145,069
Sub-total
2,180,929
1,244,743
4,508,557
5,672,372
6,836,186
Plantation Forest (HTI Woodworking, HTR, HKM, and HD)
New
1,167,186
1,167,186
1,167,186
1,167,186
plantation
Replanting
345,059
734,121
1,706,776
2,679,431
Sub-total
414,071
1,581,257
2,748,443
3,915,628
5,082,814
Farm Forestry (HR)
New
plantation
Replanting
Sub-total
Total New
Plantation
Total
Replanting
Total
Plantation

2036-2040

2041-2045

1,163,814
5,114, 914
8,000,000

6,084,760
8,000,000

1,167,186

-

3,652,086
6,250,000

4,624,700
6,250,000

-

182,200

182,200

182,200

182,200

182,200

-

1,889,000
-

1,180,625
2,071,200
2,513,200

1,556,192
2,253,400
2,513,200

1,786,733
2,435,600
2,513,200

1,956,787
2,138,987
2,513,200

2,120,767
2,800,000
2,513,200

2,272,200
2,800,000
-

-

2,998,066

3,761,571

4,961,957

6,101,856

7,235, 681

8,357,350

4,484,000

6,997,200

9,510,400

12,023,600

14,536,800

17,050,000

17,050,000

Source: Road map for production forest development 2016-2045 (APHI, 2016)

Meanwhile, the export performance of the Indonesian forestry industry showed
a negative growth (-0.15%) over the last 5 years (2012-2016) but still contributed US
$9.87 billion or 7.5% of Indonesia's total non-oil and gas in 2016 (US $131.38 billion).
The main export commodities of the forestry industry are paper, plywood, pulp,
furniture and processed timber, with export values as of January-February 2017
amounting to US $559.70 million (34%), US $351.24 million (22% ), US $235.64 million
(15%), US $227.61 million (14%) and US $175.58 million (11%), respectively. The
forest product export data is presented in Table 6.
Table 6. Actual exports (US $) of Indonesian wood products during the Period 2012 to
2017 (Jan-Feb).
No Type of
product

Total
1

Paper

2

3

Plywood
(kayu
lapis)
Pulp

4

Furniture

5

Sawn
timber
Chipwood
Wood
craft
Veneer

6
7
8

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Trend
(%)
20122016

Jan-Feb
2016
2017

Chang
e (%)

Share
(%)
2016

10,019.
78
3,917.1
7
2,011.5
0

10,425.1
5
3,756.36

10,773.3
2
3,743.56

10,578.3
6
3,542.00

9,874.23

-0.2

100

-1.7

1,672.5
9
559.70

0,4

3,355.15

5.6

33

34.4

2,170.21

2,372.47

2,343.30

2,162.29

2.2

1,616.
91
130.2
8
342.6
3

Share
%
JanFeb
2017
100

351.24

2.5
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21.7

1,546.9
0
1,111.2
3
1,007.5
3
119.53
127.92

1,845.81

1,721.46

1,727.15

1,491.11

-1.4

235.64

-12.3

15.1

14.5

1,197.42

1,269.90

1,318.11

1,266.51

1.8

227.61

2.2

12.8

14

993.38

1,137.51

1,158.50

1,161.37

4.6

175.58

-4.9

11.8

10.8

177.19
98.58

219.98
105.02

129.00
71.87

102.10
74.13

-6.3
-11.2

268.7
8
222.7
2
184.5
9
10.53
10.97

17.13
10.40

62.7
-5.2

1
0.8

1.1
0.6

13.91

31.45

39.27

10.14

40.72

10.2

6.98

7.30

4.5

0.4

0.4
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No Type of
product

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Trend
(%)
20122016

Jan-Feb
2016
2017

Chang
e (%)

Share
(%)
2016

9

7.43

4.40

4.57

5,80

3.15

-12.2

0.37

0.15

59

0.03

Share
%
JanFeb
2017
0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

20.5

0.00

0.00

-

0

0

116.52

143.54

164.41

212.35

203.81

14.1

39.07

37.84

1.1

2.1

2.3

10
11

Wooden
building
Particle
board
Other
timber
products

Source: BPS (Processed Tanhut Exports) (2018)

The main export destinations for Indonesian wood products are China, Japan,
USA, the EU and Korea, with Jan-Feb 2017 export values of US $330.63 million (20%),
US $213.53 million (13%), US $188,40 million (12%), US $173.26 million (11%) and
US $93.59 (6%), respectively. Compared to the same period in 2016, there was an
increase in the export value of forestry industry products by US $5.68 million (0.35%),
and the countries receiving the most exports were India (34%), Saudi Arabia (13%) and
Taiwan (8%). Figure 6 depicts the business process associated with Indonesia’s SF
programs. The development of SF businesses is closely related to other sectors and
institutions. The success of these businesses is highly dependent up on the extent to
which sinergestic policies and regulations between sectors and among institutions can
be built.
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Village

Ministry of PUPR
Supports
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KLHK

Supports

Financial support (BLU,
OJK, KUR, OJK, Insurance)

Upstream
(HKM, HD, HTR,
Partnership, and HA)

Instutition

Ministry
Internal
Affairs

Ministry of
PAR

Ministry of
BUMN

Downstream
(Wood-based and
Manufacturing industries)

Human Resources

Ministry of
UKM

Technology

Ministry of
Agriculture

Ecology and
Social

Market
(Timber center, and
NTFP Offtaker)

Networking and marketing

Ministry
PL

Ministry of
Trade

Source: PSKL (2017)

Figure 6. Business Process of Social Forestry Policy
D. The Timber Industry and Trade: Is it over-regulated?
Currently, timber is under-valued in Indonesia. According to key informants
from APHI, the timber industry and trade in Indonesia is over-regulated and there is a
need for new incentives and disincentives rather than further regulation. For example if
a timber processing company is able to meet the requirements for wood export
production in accordance with the applicable regulatory provisions, then there should
be incentives such as reducing export taxes.. In Indonesia, there are many sectors and
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institutions governing the timber industry and trade. There are at least three main
ministries governing different aspects of the timber industry; the MoEF which has the
authority to regulate the upstream or primary/raw materials sectors; the Ministry of
Industry which has the authority to regulate secondary raw materials of the forestry
industry; and the Ministry of Trade which has the authority to regulate timber trade.
Despite the industry regulation provided by these Ministries, the primary, secondary
and tertiary sectors of the timber industry are poorly integrated’.
Indeed, key informants from industry acknowledge that wood products are overregulated, but for them the regulation is not a problem if the regulation aims to
encourage an increase in value-adding. The foundation of the regulatory authority of
the Ministry of Industry is in accordance with Act No. 3 of 2014 concerning industry
development, which encourages an increase in value-adding in the timber industry.
One key informant commented: “… we are more focused on developing efforts in the
secondary sector or intermediate products, such as veneer woods, and sawn timber”.
According to the key informant from the Ministry of Industry, the policy to ban
log exports and encourage sawn timber production is a good step to boost the valueadding of wood products. According to this informant, the Ministry of Industry does not
agree with the export of whole logs from Indonesia because it has negative outcomes
for the country in terms of human resources development, technology adoption and
advancements in research, development and innovation. This log export ban policy is
based on Regulation No. 44 of 2014.
Key informants from the Ministry of Trade commented that this Ministry only
regulates in relation to timber traceability. That is, this Ministry ensures that traded
products meet the necessary environmental and sustainability requirements, which
determines the legality of the timber being traded. The legal basis for the foreign trade
policy in the export sector is Law No.7 of 2014. In Article 38 (1), the Government
regulates foreign trade activities through policies and controls in the fields of exports
and imports. This regulation is then reduced to the regulation of the Ministry of Trade
(Permendag 13/2012 on general provisions in the field of exports).
According to the key informants from APHI, to advance the timber industry
there should be regulatoryintegration between the Ministry of Industry, the Ministry of
Trade and the MoEF. The government is seen too quickly develop regulations, with
such regulations often being too detailed or rigid, such as with plant spacings and types
of plants that can be planted. ‘For example, agroforestry is prescribed in the regulation
as a system of 3 x 3 m spacings, but when there are rocks present then smallholders
will necessarily adjust this spacing to avoid the rocks. But this could then present
accountability problems for the smallholders’. The Agency goes out of its way to find
smallholders to punish. There is a need for some brave/outspoken members of the
Ministries to attempt to drive change from within, especially from auditors or monitoring
and evaluation officers.
E. The weaknesses of and challenges for the Indonesian timber industry
One of the weaknesses of the timber industry in Indonesia is that its wood
products often do not meet the quality standards set by the market, especially markets
in the European Union (EU) and the United States (US). In the EU and the US, there
are other problems associated with chemical treatments for wood products and high
standard of moisture content (drought) in the range of 8% up to12%. This moisture
content will determine the quality of timber product such as furniture. The high
standadrd of the moisture content applied in the US make some timber exporters
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difficult to meet this requirement. To compete with other countries, Indonesia's wood
exports must meet the established standards, including design standards. The
determination of technical specifications aforementioned call it as non-tariffs barrier
instead of tarifs barrier. Another weakness of Indonesian timber products is their
expensive transportation cost. For example, to send products from outside Java to
Java costs more than to ship products directly to China. Tempo daily on 24 October
(2016) reported that furniture entrepreneurs in Jepara Regency, Central Java,
complained about the high cost of bringing timber from South Sulawesi. The cost of
bringing raw materials is more expensive than the cost of shipping their products
abroad. This is due to no direct shipment, and the small volumes,
From a timber industry business perspective, a weakness is that Indonesian
businessmen are often unwilling to innovate Innovative ideas and actions can be
considered burdensome and potentially costly for businesses. Generally, the
Indonesian timber industry only focuses on production at the lowest cost. For instance,
if a wood product produced with low quality, then such the economic activity will only
create low labor demands, low taxes, and a low production value. Most Indonesian
businessmen will not attempt to produce high-quality products professionally, because
for them such innovation brings a high cost burden.
In contrast to Indonesia, China’s timber production is large-scale and the goods
can be competitive in international markets. Two factors contributing to this are that
timber processing machinery is subsidized by the Chinese central government and that
the provinces and local governments also facilitate the industry (interviewed with the
owner of a timber industry based in Lampung Province). She said further that
differences in production costs between Indonesia and China can reach 40% for the
furniture industry. Countries such as China and Vietnam also generally avoid GSP
(Generalized System of Preference), which is issued by Export Inspection Agency.
Export Inspection Agency has offices in all major cities to serve exporters in
maintaining best quality to meet the specification of buyer to have best quality
management system for exporters or entry fee facilities for developing countries by
smuggling their goods across international borders. According to one key informant,
the Chinese timber industry is vertically integrated and so it is far more competitive
than the Indonesian industry. Sellers of raw materials, processors and other
downstream value-adding stakeholders are often well connected and closely located,
so the cost of production can be efficient’ could work.
The Indonesian furniture industry has a supremacy over the Chinese furniture
industry, especially in terms of the quality of the products design. Informants from the
furniture trade argue that the Indonesian industry should not focus on mass production
but rather produce unique products that can fetch a higher price. Such a step could be
economically profitable.
According to a key informant from the timber trade, it is now necessary to
develop an industry that can produce timber products in an integrated manner. From a
marketing perspective, a typology of the community must be considered. If the
consumers live in four seasons, such as European communities, then the products or
design of the furniture exported to those of countries should also consider the four
seasons. From the consumer perspective, product price and available quantities have
generally been the most important qualities, but now the market is constantly changing.
Different countries such as China and others in Asia may require different product
designs.
Now in Europe, businesses are increasingly developing a social media or online platform. People are increasingly purchasing products online. Many large
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businesses like IKEA (Swedish furniture manufacturer) also have an on-line business
model. Many European consumers do not want to buy immediately, preferring to shop
around to locate their product of choice. Many also do not want to buy finished
products, preferring custom-made products with special design features. Given this
situation, it has been suggested that the furniture industry in Indonesia needs to
produce for both an expensive niche market and a cheaper niche market.
If Indonesia’s timber industry wants to grow, then infrastructure and energy
supply must be improved beyond Java. According to a key informant from the Ministry
of Trade, there are many investors considering investing in Indonesia, but they are
hesitant based on the country’s weak infrastructure. Shipping from outside Java to
Java also needs to be improved because it is currently cheaper to ship from outside
Java to Europe. In addition, selling the wood from Kalimantan to Java is far more
complicated than selling to European countries. Most companies also bear the high
cost burdens associated with power plants and temporary ports, which is in contrast
with China where all things related to investments, such as machinery procurement,
are facilitated by the state, in the form of subsidies. In addition, the bureaucracy at the
ports in Indonesia remains unclear, and there are often illegal charges being imposed.
The cost of parking for boats is also high. Under these conditions, businessman may
approach unscrupulous bureaucrats for assistance, so that they could get some
facilities to shipment their timber products. However the cost that they incurred is much
higher than if they use a normal process. The government is now pushing for greater
downstream value-adding within Indonesia’s timber industry. A key informant from the
Ministry of Trade asserted that value-adding will only be achieved when the product
morphology changes and efforts to push raw or semi-finished goods into finished
goods are well institutionalized in the industry. However, the key challenge of the next
20 years for the timber industry in Indonesia is the transfer of technology. According to
the informant, even in 2016, the Indonesian furniture industry is now far behind that of
China and Vietnam. CNBC (2019) reported that Indonesia ranking 19 (US$1.6 billion)
compared to respectively China’s ranking of 1 (US$40 billion) and Vietnam’s ranking of
6 (US$7.1 billion). Indonesia is far behind China and Vietnam in terms of technology,
design, capital, interest and labour force regulation (i.e. 48 working hours per week in
Vietnam, compared to Indonesia that has 40 hours per week) (Detik 2014).
F. Institutional reform of social forestry
Institutional reforms to support SF involve two domains: internal bureaucratic
reforms and regulatory reforms. For the first aspect, MoEF conducted bureaucratic
arrangements through the establishment of the Directorate General (DG) of Social
Forestry and Environmental Partnership (PSKL). This DG position within an
organizational structure is at a higher level than the previous Director position. The DG
of PSKL serves four directorates, namely the Directorate of Social Forestry Area
Preparation (PKPS), the Directorate of Business Development of Social Forestry and
Customary Forests (BUPSHA), the Directorate of Tenurial and Indigenous Forest
Conflict Management (PKTHA) and the Directorate of Environment Partnership (KL).
The Directorate of PKPS is in charge of preparing the SF area while the Directorate of
BUPSHA is tasked with empowering the efforts of the social forestry community,
including Indigenous peoples. The Directorate of PKTHA is focused on handling of
tenure conflicts and the preparation of customary forests. The Directorate of KL is
focused on efforts to organize policy formulation and implementation in the areas of
increasing community participation in forest management, handling of customary
forests and building environmental partnerships.
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In addition, to improve institutional performance, the Director General of PSKL
has established UPT at a regional level. These units include the PSKL Agency of
Sumatra Region located in Medan, the PSKL Agency of Java, Bali and Nusatenggara
region located in Denpasar Bali, the PSKL Agency of Borneo Region located in
Banjarbaru South Kalimantan, the PSKL Agency of Sulawesi Area located in Gowa,
and the PSKL Agency of Maluku and Papua Region located in Ambon. Further
institutional reforms have involved institutionalization of the implementation of the SF
at multi-tiers government. For instance the MoEF has encouraged the formation of
Working Group on Social Forestry Acceleration (POKJA PPS) both at the national and
sub national level. Membership of these working groups includes representatives from
government, NGOs, Universities and other stakeholders. The main task of the social
forestry working group is to ensure that the SF program runs safely, and achieves its
targets.
The institutional reforms have been welcomed by stakeholders, despite much
pessimism. One key informant from a university confirmed that the acceleration of SF
cannot depend on only a limited number of technical services units. Accelerated SF
requires support from key local and village governments, but support from local
governments is currently low. Similarly, the commitment of regional heads is still weak
both in terms of policy support and regional government budget (APBD) allocations.
In terms of the regulatory reforms, the MoEF has undertaken quick steps
through harmonizing the regulations underpinning social forestry programs. The
harmonization of this regulation is an important and strategic step to overcome the
fragmentation of SF program arrangements. So far, five SF schemes have been
established (i.e.HTR, HD, HKm, HA, KK), which is often confusing for smallholders.
With the issuance of the Minister of Environment and Forestry Regulation
(PermenLHK) No. P.83/2016 concerning SF, the policy is expected simplified and more
efficiently implemented.
G. Policy Breakthrough for Accelerating Social Forestry
There have been a number of policy breakthroughs that are expected to
accelerate implementation of the SF program. There are at least five national
strategies contributing to an acceleration of SF. First, creating an indicative map of
social forestry area (PIAPS). Second, conducting regulatory reform through the
issuance of regulation P.83/2016 concerning SF and P.39/2017 concerning Permit for
Utilization of Social Forestry (IPHPS) applied in state-owned corporations (Perhutani).
Third, the government established a working group for SF and currently has formed 21
working groups scattered in various regions targeted for SF. Fourth, building SF online
services and establishing guidelines for SF facilitation and creating procedures for SF
working groups. Fifth, building financial institutions (BLU) and mobilizing funds from
related parties. Figure 8 illustrates the strategis of the five policy breakthrough
undertaken by the MoEF. This policy action was taken to accelerate the
implementation of SF policies and to overcome hierarchical structure of bureaucracy
and resources mobilization (i.e. human resources, capital).
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Figure 7. Strategies of breakthrough for accelerating implementation of the Social
Forestry Policy
Figure 7 illustrates that firstly, the government continues to work towards
simplifying procedures and regulations related to social forestry. Secondly, the
government developed a PIAPS that could be revised every six months. Thirdly, the
government established a working group and currently has formed 21 working groups
scattered in various regions targeted for social forestry. And finally, the government
builds services with an online system for people who want access rights to manage
social forestry.
H. Public Perceptions of the Social Forestry Policy
For some respondents interviewed during the fieldwork, the current SF policy is
considered too ambitious and highly political, but others consider it rational and are
optimistic about it. A respondent from APHI was somewhat pessimistic - ‘The land
allocation policy of 12.7 million ha for SF has been issued during Jokowi's reign and we
don’t know what will happen after Jokowi's government. This means whether SF policy
will still be a national priority or not’’. The informant suggests implementation of the SF
policy is linked to the election cycle. The SF policy would have finished, when the
policy was only used as a political vehicles to get and increase political support from
the people. This means that the SF policy is largely used for raised politically interests
and it is without a concrete institution and action. It needs policy consistency.
In contrast, there has been some optimism about the SF policy expressed by
some members of the public. Approximately 79% of the 19 respondents interviewed in
this study stated the direction of the SF policy has been very good. They believed that
the coordination between stakeholders, including the timber industry, farmers,
government departments and activists, is improving. They also believed that the SF
policy is increasingly clear, for society and the environment. Meanwhile, 10.5% of
respondents stated the policy direction has been good and the remaining 10.5% stated
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that the direction has been poor. The respondents who believed the policy direction is
good had several reasons for this:
1) The issuance of better regulations (P.83/2016), which is considered to be
more effective and simpler than previously fragmented regulations;
2) Within the regulation other than licensing, assistance is also more clearly
arranged and the community is being supported in obtaining the right of access to the
management of forest resources; and
3) The improved regulation has increasingly involved inputs from stakeholders,
including academics, NGOs and farmers.
The respondents who believed the SF policy has been poor argued that the
regulation is still complicated, especially for farmers. They also suggested that SF
policies still do not represent the biophysical and social conditions of local
communities. For example, some areas lack timber supplies and requires certain types
of wood, but the type of timber from SF is not in accordance with the community needs.
Perspectives of respondents to the direction of SF policy are described in the Graph 1.
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Graph 1. Respondent perceptions of the direction of the SF policy (n = 19)
In Bulukumba, based on interviewed with 21 respondents, the respondents'
knowledge of SF policies (i.e. P.83/2016 concerning SF; P32/2015 concerning forest
rights; and P.85/2016 concerning transportation of timber products) is still very limited,
although most (82.4%) stated that the policy direction is improving because it is
involving the community as partners. However, the majority of respondents more than
(65%) ) are unaware of current central and local government regulations, as illustrated
in Graph 2. According to the respondents, there are weaknesses in the policies or
regulations for CBCF development, namely: 1) A lack of policy socialization; 2) Not
connected to banking institutions; 3) Not connected to the private sector/ industry; 4) A
lack of assistance; 5) A weak culture of planting trees desired by the community; 6)
Weak farmer groups; and 7) Not connected to the policies of related sectors.
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Graph 2. Respondents’ knowledge (in Bulukumba) of government regulations (%)
(n=21)
In terms of policy-making, the respondents from Bulukumba believed the
process is improving. This is based on the level of stakeholder representation or public
participation, for which there has been an increase. Compared to the New Order era
when the level of public participation reached only 20%, it has increased to 44% in the
current era. This demonstrates that policy-making related to social forestry is
increasingly inclusive of the community, as illustrated in Graph 3.

Current
situation 44%

New Order
20%
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36%

Source: primary data (2017)

Graph 3. The level of stakeholder representation in the development of current
commercial-based timber management regulations compared to the New
Order and Reform eras.
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I.

Mapping of Social Forestry Regulations and Regulation Efficiency

To encourage the success of social forestry policies, the government continues
to implement regulatory reforms. New regulations have been issued to accelerate the
implementation of social forestry policies. There are 4 ministerial-level regulations and
24 regulations at the same level as the DG. The latter regulations relate to the technical
implementation of the social forestry program. The scope of these regulations covers
the upstream to the downstream aspects of the social forestry program - from the
process of gaining access rights permits, through cultivation and to the utilization of
business licenses, as illustrated in Figure 8.

P. 88/2017 concerning conflict
resolutions in state forest

P.84/2016 Concerning land
tenure conflicts

Working Group
at the provincelevel
Perda or
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P.83/2016 Concerning
SF
P.39/2017
concerning SC
in state-owned
Companies

Technical implementation
iMPLEMENP.83/2016
Technical implementation
iMPLEMENP.83/2016

Figure 8. Map of Social Forestry Regulations
The study focused on on understanding respondents' views of the efficiency of
social forestry regulation, especially P.83/2016. In terms of public perceptions of the
existence of the Regulation of the Minister of Environment and Forestry, 56% of
respondents (n=16) stated the regulation was efficient, 31% said it was less efficient
and 13% inefficient. For respondents who believed the regulation to be efficient, their
stated reasons for this included that the social forestry regulations are becoming more
orderly, the requirements document is easier to use, the path to access SF has
become clearer, and the community is also given the opportunity to harvest timber
products from the SF area. Respondents who believed the regulation was less efficient
felt this was due to the authority of verification being delegated to regional agencies,
the process remaining too long and complicated, the lack of facilitation, and the
government’s promise to push off the emergence an off-taker, such as timber
industries that are be able to buy timbers produced by community, has not been
realized in the field. Respondents who stated the regulation was inefficient argued this
was because the regulation has not been developed as expected by industry players
because it tends to only focus on meeting targets.
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Graph 4. Respondents’ perceptions of the efficiency of regulation P.83/2016.
Regulations can be inefficient due to various political, socio-cultural, economic,
institutional and other factors. Of the respondents interviewed (n=16), 28% stated the
determinant economic factors for the inefficiency of SF regulations included limited
access to infrastructure, the dominant role of middlemen, and the unfavorable
investment climate especially for the wood processing industry. The second most
important factors were socio-cultural factors (26%). These included that some people,
especially outside Java, still do not have a tradition of timber cultivation and that that
implementing traditional forest management through rigid administrative processes is
unfamiliar to many smallholders’. Third most important factors were political (20%) and
institutional factors (20%), such as weak political support from local governments and
weak group assistance. The remaining respondents (3%) stated that there are other
important influencing factors such as the substance of the rule itself being too complex
and the absence of a clear monitoring or supervision mechanism and the other
respondents (3%) did not give answer the question.
According to the key informants, efforts to review regulations to improve the
efficiency of SF implementation should include: 1) stakeholder synergies and
shortening of distribution/ market chains; 2) Representation of community interests in
the development of wood products; 3) Availability of moral and material support for SF
development from both the central and local governments; 4) Regulations related to
industrial product development; 5) Input from stakeholders in all regions so that
regulations are appropriate to the regional field conditions; 6) A better support system
and program monitoring; 7) Clear regulations; 8) Improving the role of related
institutions and disseminate regulatory information in the field; and 9) Regulations
should be arranged with the parties using participatory approaches.
Graph 5 shows that the Minister of Environment and Forestry’s Regulation No.
85 of 2016 is the most recent regulation deemed most efficient (47.1%) for the
transport of cultivated timber forest products from SF schemes. This is because with
the enactment of this regulation, the transport of timber from farm forestry or
community forests does not need to use a letter of timber origin (SKAU) as a timber
transport document. Instead,transportation notes or advanced transport notes are
adequate. The local regulation (Perda) of Bulukumba No. 4/2014 on the management,
utilization and administration of forest products derived from forest rights or land owned
is deemed the least efficient (5.9%) because many of the articles within the regulation
are contrary to the central rules.
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Graph 5. Respondents’ (n=16) opinions (in Bulukumba) about the level of efficiency of
regulations related to social forestry
Graph 6 presents the respondents’ rankings of the perceived efficiency of
regulations related to the social forestry policy’. The Ministry of Environment and
Forestry KLHK regulation No. 85 of 2016 has got the highest value (6.4 out of 10)
because this regulation has made it easier for farmers to sell timber grown on their
land.
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Graph 6. Efficiency values for regulations related to social forestry policies
based on respondent’s assessment
According to the interviewed respondents from Bulukumba, the factors that lead
to inefficient regulation are: (1) Economics (33.3%), (2) Politics (25%), (3) Institutional
(20.8%) in capacity building, (4) Social culture (8.3%), and (5) Others (12.5%). In
Bulukumba, there are three prominent factors considered to lead to inefficient
regulartions. These are economic, political and institutional factors. a limited capacity of
farmers to understand and weak farmer’s institution. A weak institutional capacity of
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farmers to understand the regulation and levies imposed on community forest products
have a heavy impact on the efficient implementation of regulations. For example, when
the regulation regarding the obligation to levy community forest products was still in
force, the regional government obtained economic benefits from community forest
management for meeting the regional income (PAD) target, but this policy was not
followed-up with the provision of sufficient incentives for farmers.
J. Effectiveness of regulations
Regulations must be effective and efficient, while also meeting the principles of
legal certainty, benefit and justice for community. In terms of the respondents’
perceptions (n=16) of the effectiveness of regulation P.83/2016, 56% respondents from
Lampung Regency believed it is effective. and 44% believed it is less effective. . Most
of the respondents believed the regulation is effective because it matches the
community’s needs, timber species that can be planted more diverse, and easier and
reasonable the licensing process. . Reasons for believing the regulation is less
effective were that the role of the FMU is still unclear, the regulation does not impose
firm sanctions for violations, the substance of the regulation is still difficult for the
community to understand, and there is no strict supervision mechanism.

44%
56%

Less effective
Effective

Source: primary data (2017)

Graph 7. Perceptions of Respondents (Public) to the effectiveness of Regulation
(P.83/2016)
Factors that determine the ineffectiveness of a regulation include economic,
institutional, socio-cultural and political factors.According to respondents from Lampung
Regency that 32% of respondents believed regulatory effectiveness relates to sociocultural factors, 26% believe it relates to institutional factors, 21% believed it relates to
political and 19% believed it reates to economy and 2% respondent believed it relates
to others. The socio-cultural factors primarily concern a lack of regulation that
accommodates diverse socio-culturaol needs’ For example, for areas outside Java,
especially in the frontier communities, there is little knowledge and understanding of
the modern administrative system of forest management mandated by regulations.
Institutional factors include the belief that the timber industry is over-regulated. Political
factors include the lack of an integrated program of activities in the region, especially
among related institutions, and the lack of regional involvement. The 2% of
respondents who answered that there are factors other than political, institutional and
socio-cultural reasons did elaborate these other factors.
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For respondents in Bulukumba, Graph 8 shows that regulation No. 85/2016 is
the most effective regulation (52.9 %), it is compared to regulation P. No.83/2016
(29.4%), and P. No.32/2015 (29.4%) and regional regulation (11%). Since this
regulation is considered to have the most direct impact on timber transportation
produced by local people on their lands that is easier
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Graph 8. Respondents' opinions about the level of effectiveness of regulations
related to SF
Graph 9 depicts that regulation P.No,85/2016 get the highest value (6.8 out of
10) followed by regulation P.No. 83/2016 (6.1), regulation P.No. 32/2015 (5.8) and
regional regulation (Perda) No. 4/2014 (4.8)
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Graph 9. Value of effectiveness of regulations related to social forestry policies voice
form Bulukumba
In Bulukumba, respondents considered the factors that result in ineffective
regulation of CBFM to include: 1) institutional factors (weak supervision and no role for
financial institutions) (34.6%); 2) socio-cultural factors (low public understanding)
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(26.9%); 3) economic factors (23.1%); and 4) political factors (indications of articles of
political order) (15.4%). The institutional, socio-cultural and economic factors were the
most prominent. As with regulatory efficiency, the effectiveness of regulation is
determined by various factors. Institutional factors are considered the most decisive
because it is a driver of farmers playing an active role in managing community forests.
Socio-cultural factors concern the values and traditions of the people in obeying the
rules, including for forest management. The economic factors affect how the
community adheres to the rules, as long as this will provide benefits in meeting
livelihood needs.
The respondents also indicated the factors they consider need to be improved
so that the regulation becomes more efficient and effective, namely:
1) institutional factors (noted by 32.4% of respondents), i.e. farmers should play
an active role in managing farm forestry;
2) policy factors (23.5%), such as how to maintain policy consistency;
3) social factors (17.6%), such as level of adoption of regulation;
4) economic factors, such as how to reduceing transportation cost and
increasing benefit (14.7%); and
5) political factors (11.8%), such as political support to the farm forestry
program.
K. Achievements of the Social Forestry Policy and Programs
A major goal of the SF policy is to resolve tenure conflicts in state-owned
forests. The conflict resolution achievements have been dynamic. For example, the
targeted area for conflict resolution by 2015 was 200,000 ha but conflicts had been
resolved in more than 318,000 ha. By 2016, conflicts had been resolved in
approximately 2.1 million ha of the targeted 2.5 million ha, and by 2017 in only 82,000
ha of the targeted area of 270,000 ha (Graph 10).
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Graph 10. Social Forestry and Resolved Tenure Conflicts
Field implementation of SF has been slow because of the many tenure conflicts
that must be resolved, and then between sectors and institutions are also not well
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connected to support this program. Another factor is that there are also some people
who still reject the SF program, for example in Bengkulu.
Other major objective of the SF policy are to improve the welfare of local
communities and the sustainability of forest management. As of September 2016, the
DG of PSKL noted that the total area of SF implementation had reached 1,691,717 ha
or 13% of the targeted area of 12.7 million ha. The latest data shows that SF has now
been implemented on more than 1.9 million ha (DG of PSKL 2018). The area includes:
(1) 429,108 ha of HKm;
(2) 471,081 ha of HD;
(3) 767,484 ha of HTR; and
(4) 24,044 ha of KK.
Meanwhile, more than 1.5 million people are participating in the SF program,
which equates to 10% of poor forest-dependent families across the whole country.
The area over which SF permits have been issued for the local communities,
between 2007 and 2018 equals 1,331,883 ha. Of the five SF schemes, HD has the
largets permitted area, covering more than 600,000 ha. The Customary forest has the
least permmitted area, covering just over 8,746 ha, as depicted in the Graph 11.
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Graph 11. SF achievements by Program Type: HKm. HD, HTR, HA and KK in 20072018
L. Some Causes of the slow Progress of Social Forestry
The lack of synergy among SF industry sectors and institutions at national level
has contributed to the slow progress of the SF policy. In response, the Coordinating
Minister for Economic Affairs even issued a Decision Letter No. 73 on the Agrarian
Reform Team on May 4, 2017. However, this regulation is not yet strong enough to
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accelerate the implementation of SF programs. Achieving this will take a Coordinating
Agency to mobilize related ministries as well as local governments. In addition, the
issuance of the issuance of the Agrarian Reform Team regulation will not be effective
without an accompanying and sufficient budget allocation, as illustrated in Graph 12.
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Figure 9. Social Forestry Policy Relationships at the Macro-Level
Figure 9 illustrates that the SF policy is not an isolated policy, but rather one
with links to a range of Ministries and sectoral interests. Complex relationships
between these Ministries and sectors can affect the implementation performance of SF
in the field. Also affecting this performance is the lack of central budget to support
implementation of the SF policy. Institutional and bureaucratic reforms and regulations
will not be maximized if not accompanied by reforms in budgetary politics. A study
conducted by the Partnership 2012, in FKKM (2016) reported that the costs required
for organizing the community and getting the SF permit in Nusa Tenggara Barat
Regency amounted to US$ 31.2 per ha, US$ 39.9 per ha for both Yogyakarta and
Lampung provinces. Assuming that the cost is an average of US$ 31.2 per ha, then for
the total SF area of 12.7 million ha the cost would equate to around US$ 395,278,840.
However, a civil society coalition has estimated the cost would be US$ 286,206,896
(DPR 2017). A closer look at the SF program budget reveals a downward trend in
allocations and expenditure over recent years. Based on official data from the DG of
PSKL (2017), the allocated budget in 2015 was US$ 19,535,241, with US$ 16,809,793
expended. In 2016, the allocated budget was US$ 16,708,068, with US$ 11,689,724
expended, and in 2017 the budget was US$ 12,394,413, with US$ 1,885,103
expended. In 2018, it is planned to increase the program’s budget to US$ 26,177,655,
as shown in Graph 12.
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Graph 12. Changes in the SF budget allocation 2015-2018 (US$)
M. Achievements of social forestry programs in Lampung, Gorontalo and
Bulukumba
1. Migration, Conflict and Deforestation
Data from the Lampung Forestry Office (2017) shows that approx. 53% of the
Lampung Forest Estate has been deforested, or degraded forest destruction in
Lampung can be traced back to the transmigration policies during the colonial and
post-colonial eras. Benoit (1989) for example, has stated that for centuries Lampung
Province has been a gateway for the migrant populations of Java and Sumatra. The
Dutch government, for example, in the early 20th century, had established a
transmigration program by moving people from densely populated Java (38 million in
1930) to Lampung, which at that time had a population of only 300,000. The
Indonesian government continued the program until the 1980s. As a result, the
population of Lampung increased more than 10-fold from 376,000 in 1930 to more than
6.7 million in 2001 (BPS Lampung Province, 2001).
The population of Lampung is still increasing as a result of ongoing migration
from Java over the last decade. Most of the immigrants live in hilly areas and on
mountain slopes where the land is suitable for coffee cultivation. Verbist and Pasya
(2004) explain that currently, most of the land occupied by the new immigrants is in
officially-declared protected forests or national parks. Between 1960-2000, many forest
areas were converted to coffee plantation not only by new migrants, but also by private
and state-owned forestry companies for large-scale plantation development. This forest
clearing often triggers conflict (Intan 2011).

Even since the reform era, the conflict of use and the status of
the land have increasingly surfaced. According to the Provincial
Forestry Office report, 42% of the land conflicts occur on state
and municipal forest land. Forested lands have turned into
coffee fields and today many encroachers plant cassava for
tapioca.
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N. Examining the Implementation of Social Forestry in Lampung, Gorontalo and
Bulukumba
1. Program Achievements
The SF policies and programs in Lampung have been introduced since the
2000s. The main purpose of this policy is to resolve land use and tenure conflicts.
resolve conflicts. Verbist and Pasya (2004) argue that the collapse of a centralized
system of power during the reforms following the fall of President Suharto in 1998
made the repressive measures of the past no longer acceptable. This led to new efforts
and negotiations to implement HKm schemes. In 2000, ICRAF and Watala (NGOs)
collaboratively facilitated forest utilization negotiations where the HKm scheme was
used as an entry point for resolving land tenure conflicts at Sumberjaya. Of the 12 HKm
groups (with about 1,035 peasants as members), three have obtained a temporary
HKm License which is valid for 5 years and stipulated by the West Lampung Regent
Office. They are the first HKm group authorized by a Bupati in Indonesia under the
Decree of the Minister of Forestry No. 31 / Kpts-II/2001 on HKM. From the side of the
issuance of IUPHKm permit, until 2016 is quite good where the stipulation of working
area (PAK) for HKm of 95,102 ha, the permit has been issued area of 93,178 ha. Of
this total area, 16,013 ha (16.7 percent) has not yet been licensed. In another example
on January 15, 2010 an area of HTR development reserves of 24,835 ha were
determined based on the decree (Decree No. 47 / Menhut-II / 2010) but by 2016, the
permits IUPHHK-HTR that had been issued were only 16,651 ha (67%). In another
example, under the determination of HTR development reserves based on Decree No.
47/Menhut-II/2010 dated 15 January 2010, 24,835 ha have been issued as IUPHHKHTR but by 2016 only 16,651 ha (67%) had been established. Development of
partnerships in production forest areas has also been slow to progress. There is
225,090 ha of land under management permits for HTI and 115,834 ha under
management permits for KPH, but to date the production partnerships in these forests
has reached only 25,432 ha.
The results of studies by Watala show that many of the forests in Lampung
Province were originally in a degraded condition. In addition to reforestation, the
community is also greatly assisted by the management of community forests so that
the local economy can be improved (Kagungan 2012). Nevertheless, in general the SF
program in Lampung Province is still operating as a trial scheme and making slow
progress towards achieving its expected economic, institutional, sustainability and
target area outcomes’.
The progress of community-based commercial timber policy (CBCF) elements
of the SF policy’ faring better. This is at least acknowledged by some of the
interviewees. One of the informants from the timber industry stated that the policy is
good but the drawback is the limited technical personnel (Ganis), especially for the
processing industry. ‘Respondents from Lampung also admitted the timber product
trading policy was more complicated than other region. The community timber trade
planted from private lands (farm forestry) is simpler, especially from procedures of
getting licensing. It is an obligation to report to the relevant agencies when logging is
occuring, but this is often not done. The ease of procedure for obtaining community
timber trade permit documents is often misused to trade timber originating from state
forests in Lampung Province, the SF program has far exceeded the initial target area.
This targeted area was 26,000 ha, but by December 2017 over 171,000 ha of various
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permits of the SF schemes had been issued (Graph 13). HKm was developed since
the 1990s contributed the largest area (over 109,000 ha) followed by HD (over 40,000
ha) and HTR (over 20,000 ha). However, if viewed from the perspective of institutional
quality and planting and production, the outcomes are still far from expectations.
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Graph 13. Achievements of SF in Lampung and Gorontalo provinces as of December
2017
From the institutional perspective, for example, the results of Sanudin et al.
(2015) reveal the emergence of new conflicts between farmers' cooperatives and their
peasant members. This conflict occurs because the farmers consider the cooperatives
do not provide legitimate representation of their interests’. As a result, most of the 68%
of farmers who had previously committed their land to the IUPHHK-HTR area in 2013
submitted a proposal to the West Coastal Regency to cancel the IUPHHK-HTR
because they believed the cooperative would actually take control of their long-held
land. However, this proposal was rejected by the West Coastal Regent Office.
In Gorontalo Province, according to local NGO respondents, the SF policy
objectives are very good but program implementation is not yet optimal. There are
seen to be many weaknesses in the program, including the unavailability of timber
markets and uncompetitive prices, especially when compared with other commodities
such as maize. Another obstacle is a lack of integration with the timber industry
meaning that products harvested through the social forestry program cannot be
optimally utilized. Other weaknesses are the limited inter-agency coordination and local
governments tending to support investors more so than community groups. There is
also no clustering in the development of CBCF. For example, there is no identification
of the best locations for where sengon or teak plantations should be developed. There
is also no supportive local regulation on social forestry in Gorontalo Province. Many
forest communities still do not understood what SF is, and the relevant government
agencies have not yet undertaken intensive fieldwork to investigate and promote the
SF opportunities in the region.

39

O. Cassava and Agropolitan Policy and the Slow Progress of Social Forestry
Besides coffee, cassava is another crop that is commonly planted by farmers in
Lampung Province. Cassava cultivation is key to the development of the tapioca
industry in Indonesia. A report by the Agricultural Data and Information Center (2016)
noted there are eight provinces that have become centres of cassava production in
Indonesia data shows that Lampung Province had the largest average area of cassava
harvested between 2012-2016, being 295,550 ha which equates to 27.71% of the total
area in Indonesia. This is followed by East Java Province with a harvested area of
157,900 ha (14.8%) and Central Java Province with a harvested area of 155,660 ha
(14.59%). The figures for the eight major cassava production provinces and other
areas are shown in Graph 14.
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Graph 14. Percentages by Province of the total area of cassava harvested in
Indonesia, 2012-2016
Cassava production in Indonesia between 1980-2016 grew at a rate of 1.33%
per year. In 2016, the area under cassava cultivation was projected to cover 1.11
million ha with an average productivity reaching 20.23 tons per ha (Pusdatin Pertanian
2016). In Lampung Province, cassava production averages 22.64 tons per ha (BPS
2010), but there can be seasonal variations. According to one respondent in Lampung,
cassava production in the dry season reaches up to 16 tons per ha while in the rainy
season it can reach up to 25 tons per ha. This informant also noted that the price of
cassava has reached IDR1,450 per kg in 2017 and the cultivation time until harvest is
7-8 months.
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Graph 15. The price of cassava (IDR/kg) between 2011-2015
For farmers in Lampung, cassava is a very profitable crop. Compared to timber,
cassava is a shorter-rotation crop, it is easier to sell the tapioca flour manufacturing
industries based in Lampung Province with stable price. While, for farmers, timber is a
much more regulated commodity. Table 7 compares the features of cassava and
timber as agricultural commodities for farmers in Indonesia. Figure 10 shows farmers in
Lampung harvesting cassava in their field and the other picture depict sengon trees
planted in private land (farm forestry).
Table 7. A comparison between cassava and timber as farm enterprises
Cassava (Singkong)

Remarks

Cost of production per
ha
Price per kg (IDR)

10-15 million
per ha
1,250

Timber (Sengon/Albizia
chinensis)
Cost of production per
ha
Price per m 3 (IDR)

Period until harvest
Yield per ha

7-8 months
22 ton

Period until harvest
Yield per ha

3,437,500

Gross income per month
(IDR)
Market (manufacturing
industry)

Gross income
month (IDR)
Market
(manufacturing
industry)
Regulations

per

Easy

Simple

Government facilitation Substantial
Source: interviews and Tukan et al. (2015).

Regulations
Government facilitation

Remarks
4-15
million
per ha
350,000900,000
5-8 years
10-70 million
per ha/buy in
bulk/estimated
equal with 85
m3-187 m3
170,0001,170,000
Limited

More
complicated
Limited
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Source: Lampungpro.com (2018)

Figure 10. A sengon plantation and cassava cultivation in Lampung Province
Gorontalo Province has been termed ‘the Hidden Paradise’ because it is
famous for its extraordinary natural landscapeand productivity, especially in the
agriculture and fisheries sectors (Mopangga et al., 2013). Statistical records show the
province has390,929 ha of dry agriculture land. Of this area, approximately 220,406 ha
is potentially suited to maize production but to date just under 100,000 ha has been
utilized for this purpose. Hence, much of the potentially usable land remains underutilized’. (Winarso, 2013).
Maize is well known as one of the main food sources for communities in
Gorontalo Province. Given this crop’s importance, the provincial government issued the
maize-based agropolitan policy as a leading provincial policy (Nurdin et al., 2009;
Mopangga et al., 2013). Maize was selected was selected as a priority commodity,
because its cultivation and use is strongly linked with the culture of Gorontalo society
(Herawan, 2013). Another reason for its selection is its short cultivation time until
harvest, being 115 days. For a one ha planting of maize, farmers can earn 6 million - 8
million rupiah (Anugerah, 2010).
Since the Secretary General of the Ministry of Agriculture launched an
Agropolitan Program based on maize cropping and beef farming on March 8, 2002, the
area planted to maize has increased sharply. Around 7,900 ha were planted in 2002.
By 2014, this area had increased to 39,214 ha (2015) as cited in Khasanah (2016), and
to 82,263 ha by 2018 (Detik, 2018), as illustrated in Graph 16.
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Graph 16. Growth in the area (ha) planted to maize in Gorontalo, 2002-2018.
Before 2000, the average yield from maize crops was 1.5-2 tons per ha. But
after implementation of the agropolitan policy, yields have reached up to 4-5 tons per
ha, and sometimes even up to 8 tons per ha. In 2016, the average yield was 4.1 tons
per ha (Kompas 2016). Total maize production in Gorontalo is typically around 750,000
tons per year’ (Agricultural Service and Food Security of Gorontalo Province, 2012).
In addition to local consumption, maize crops are also sent outside the region.
This includes being exported to countries such as Korea, the Philippines and Japan.
However, Indonesia still currently imports no less than one million tons of maize each
year. High demand means the production in Gorontalo can not meet the local need.
Therefore, in addition to buying maize from adjacent provinces, Gorontalo is also trying
to increase its current level of maize production by more than 50 percent (Pranadji,
2008).
The rapid development of maize commodities is corroborated by three policies
of the provincial and central governments. First, the agropolitan policy is strengthened
on a legal basis by the Gorontalo Governor's Decree regarding the price of maize in the
province. Secondly, the Regional Regulation No. 2/2004 concerning Principles of Ease
of Doing Business Investment has guaranteed a simplified licensing system and
increased facilitation including land preparation assistance, in accordance with the
designation plan and its goal of providing tax relief and business certainty’ is better
(Herawan 2013). Second, , the government has also set the price of maize with a 15%
moisture content at between IDR3,150 (lower limit) and IDR4,000 (upper limit).
While helping to improve community income, a negative impact of of the
agropolitan policy is an increase in forest degradation in Gorontalo Province. The
agropolitan policy has encouraged people to clear forest areas for agricultural
production. The maize cultivation is not limited to flat lands but also hilly areas with
steep slopes. Steeply-sloping land has been heavily logged to make way for maize
cultivation. Currently there are many areas of barren hills which locals fear will be
subject to landslides during the rainy season (Khasanah, 2016). Field observations
confirm there are many deforested areas, with only some of these areas planted with
maize(Figure 11).
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Figure 11. Maize cultivation in Gorontalo Province
Table 8 depicts that for farmers, maize is considered an economically more
attractive crop than timber and so there is a preference for planting maize. Improving
yields and market access are increasingly providing confidence that maize cultivation is
far more profitable activity than timber growing. In addition, farmers can also access
grower support and subsidies for the inputs for maize cultivation, such as for manure
and seedlings.
Table 8. A comparison between maize and timber as farm enterprises
Maize
Cost of production per ha
(IDR/4 months)

Remarks
3-7 million

Timber (Jabon)
Cost of production per
ha

Price per kg (IDR)

2,5003,200
4-5 months
4.5-7 tons

Price per m (IDR)

1.3752.250
million
Easy

Gross income per month
(IDR)

Period until harvest
Yield per ha/4 months
Gross income per month
(IDR)
Market
(manufacturing
industry)
Regulations
Government facilitation
Source: primary data (2017)

3

Period until harvest
Yield per ha (400 trees)

Simple

Market (manufacturing
industry)
Regulations

Substantial

Government facilitation

Remarks
27
million
(based
on
HTI GCL)
1.2-2 million
5-8 years
200
m3
(estimated)
2,700,0004,160,000
(estimated)
Limited
More
complicated
Limited
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Figure 12. Jabon planted in private land under farm forestry (left) and state forest
under HTR program (right)
Development of the farm forestry industry in Bulukumba is showing much
promise. The pattern of planting forest stands in Bulukumba is generally a system of
polyculture or agroforestry, involving the planting of commercial timber trees such as
Sengon (Paraserianthes falcataria), Mahogany (Swietenia mahagony), Gmelina
(Gmelina arborea), Bitti (Vitex cofassus), Suren (Toona sureni), and Teak (Tectona
grandis), inter-mixed with multi-purpose trees (MPTs) such as Rambutan (Nephelium
oxidentale), Durian (Durio zibethinus), and Mango (Mangifera indica) ambutan, durian
and mango. The timber species can also be integrated with other commercial
plantations of Cocoa (Theobroma cacao), petai (Parkia speciosa), coffee (Coffea sp),
cloves (Eugenia aromatica). The average area of land owned by farmers is between
0.5 - 1 ha. Data in 2011 showed that in a total area of only 22,500 ha, Bulukumba
community forests were able to supply 24,236 m3 of logs, with an estimated total
turnover of IDR1.2 billion (Sulawesi Community Foundation 2018). However, the
average rate of timber production from community forests in Bulukumba is 20,000 m3
per year (Bulukumba Forestry and Plantation Service 2012).
P. Public and Private Partnerships
The case-study evidence suggests there is little involvement of the private
sector in the development of SF activities (i.e. CBCF production) in Gorontalo (Graph
17). In Lampung, 58% of respondents stated that there is no private sector involvement
in these activities, while 33% stated there is a good level of private sector involvement.
Respondents who perceive little involvement of private sector, argue that the private
sector character is focused on production only. They also view there is no assistance
programs and there is a lack of supporting regulation. While those who view good level
of private sector involvement argue that timber growers can sell their timber to timber
industries.
Private sector involvement in SF activities in both Gorontalo and Lampung
provinces, generally is still lacking. This is not beneficial for the timber producers (i.e.
community) as the community capacity to manage timber businesses is still low. In
addition, public and private cooperation is still dominated by the private sector, so the
people have not felt that their rights are being appropriately considered.The
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respondents in Lampung who stated there is a good level of private sector involvement
often noted the case of PT Andatu (Plywood industry) and their sourcing of timbers
from farm forestry, although the company has now ceased operations.
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Source: primary data (2017)

Graph 17. Respondent perceptions of private sector involvement in social forestry
activities in Gorontalo and Lampung provinces
According to one informant from a timber company in Lampung, a good private
sector-community partnership relates to the sustainable supply of raw materials’. The
community should then continue to be supported by the government to plant timber
trees. The industry could then provide seeds and management guidance’. In addition,
the community also needs to be encouraged to participate in the production process by
making value-added products in accordance with products developed by the industry.
On the other hand, the government also provides various supports and facilitations for
industrial sectors that make cooperation with communities , as shown in Figure 13.
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Figure 13. A Public-Private and Community Partnership Model
The above-noted timber industry informant from Lampung also commented that
many farmers lack creativity, and tend to be lazy. The informant’s company has
actually encouraged the community to participate in the production process by making
broom handles, but apparently there has been little interest even though the
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broomsticks would be purchased by the company. Overall, the community still requires
much technical support for timber cultivation and harvesting.
The involvement of the private sector in SF activities in the two case-study
locations is still voluntary, and should continue to be encouraged, especially by the
local government. The level of involvement of the private sector also needs to be
improved, especially in Gorontalo. For example, Gorontalo Citra Lestari (GCL) has
implemented an agroforestry or intercropping program of 400 ha. The company has
recruited a local labor force of 2,152 people to assist with planting and nursery work
and also provides training sessions for 20 local farmer groups (Forest Service and
ESDM 2015). However, the weakness of this private sector program and the
company’s focus on profits at the expense of community interests’. Table 9 depicts the
structuring the utilization of business licences in Gorontalo. There are two HTI
Business Permit that have been operating in the area, and 92 HTR business permit
and primary industry business permit.
Table 9. Structuring the utilization of business licenses in Gorontalo

Total

Remark

1

No.

HTI Business Permit ( IUPHHK-HTI)

Types of permit

2

Company (PT Gema
Nusantara Jaya dan PT
Gorontalo Citra Lestari)

2
3

HTR Business Permit IUPHHK-HTR
Primary Industry Business Permit
(IUIPHHK)

92
24

Source:Forestry Service and Energy and Resources Minerals(2015).

To encourage increased private sector or industry involvement in the
development of SF, it is necessary to regulate the partnerships. There is also a need
for such regulation to be synchronization between central and local regulations. In
addition to regulation, the government also needs to provide incentives and supports to
appreciate the stakeholders who are active in developing the SF activity. For some
regions, this level of government support is already optimal but this is not the case for
Gorontalo Province. This government support depends on authority that their own and
and political support from related stakeholders, such as legislative body and also the
local culture.
There is currently a need to encourage greater private sector involvement in SF
activities, including the involvement of financial institutions to support the development
of community-based timber production. Local governments can play an important role
in improving the investment climate by providing incentives for timber industry
stakeholders to develop local forestry intiatives. All goverments are also obliged to
protect the rights of smallholder timber farmers by restricting the influence on prices by
middlemen and providing market certainty, including competitive prices. The
government is obliged to provide market certainty, including competitive prices.
In Bulukumba, the respondents considered the current level of private sector
involvement in SF activities to be good (Graph 18). This is because some industries
have partnered with farmers in the provision of tree seeds for farm-based plantation
development. Private sector involvement in the development of farm forestry in
Bulukumba District during the New Order era was considered to be lacking, even
though during this time there was a rural development program guided by forest
concessionaires (HPH Bina Desa) at that time. In the post-reform era, there was an
industrial cooperation between a number of industrial operators (PT PAL, PT Zanur
and CV Syamsurya) and a Forest Farmer Group (FFG), involving seed distribution
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(e.g. sengon and white teak), and the planting of forest crops. Currently however, there
is no private sector involvement because the large industries in Bulukumba District
have ceased their activities. In brief, the private sector involvement in SF activities in
Bulukumba has fluctuated over recent times.

Not yet
involvement
18%
Good
Involvement
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Little
involvement
29%

Source: primary data (2017)
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Q. Public Perceptions of a Social Forestry Policy Breakthrough
Many respondents acknowledged that there has been a change in forest policy.
In the previous period (2010-2014), SF was only handled by the DG and there were no
incentives for local governments to initiate or support community forestry development.
The SF permit procedure was complex, the forest management system complicated,
there has been a lack of consistency between sectors and cross-level goverments and
the level of available assistance and counseling has not been optimal. Another policy
weakness is that the SF policy has not been integrated with programs and policies that
implemented by FMU.
From the interviews, 64% of respondents in Lampung and 60% in Gorontalo
stated that there has been little progress in SF policy’ (Graph 19). Only 18% of
respondents in Lampung and 20% in Gorontalo felt there had been many policy
breakthrough. The same proportions of respondents in both provinces felt there had
been no policy breakthrough. Reasons for beliefs that there has been policy
breakthough, were the simple system for obtaining documentation for timber trade and
that the government has been trying to facilitate the supply of wood from farmers for
the timber industry, especially for woodworking. For those who stated there has been
little progress in SF policy. The main reasons were that the types of timber that can be
developed remain limited, and that there remain regulations that make things difficult
for farmers, such as the gaining of SVLK. Regulations related to existing timber crops
in HTR areas were also considered to be confusing.
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Graph 19. Respondent perceptions of SF Policy
In terms of the efficiency and effectiveness of the progress in SF policy, it is
apparent that the public in Lampung (n=13) considers the average value of efficiency
and effectiveness in 7. In Gorontalo (n=7), the value for regulatory efficiency was 6
and for regulatory effectiveness it was 5, as illustrated in Graph 20.
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Graph 20. Respondents’ assesement (Score 1-10) of the efficiency and effectiveness
of progress in SF policy
According to a forestry official from Lampung Province, while SF has helped to
resolve the problem of land tenure conflicts, it has not been able to increase the
capacity of the community. Since the SF program is just seen as the only legal means
for the community getting access rights to manage forest. On the other hand, while
there are a large number of people who participate in the SF program, there is no firm
law enforcement and ‘the encroachers seem safe’. According to one of the forestry
officials, for the encroachers that do not participate there should be a temporary
penalty, while there should be incentives for those who do become involved.
To date, there are still many people who are willing but have not become
involved in SF activities as they are still waiting to see the success of those who are
involved. Similarly, there is the case of FMU Gedong Wani where the community is
now well settled in the region and they have obtained the appropriate forest
management permit (IUPHHK-HTR), but they still do not have a clear plan for their
social forestry program. In Gorontalo Province, the progress of SF and in particular the
HTR scheme for Boalemo has been slow. By 2014, the the IUPHHK-HTR permits
issued’ covered 521 ha, or just 27 percent of the total reserved area. The permits are
granted to 5 farmer groups in three villages, namely Rumbia, Wonggahu and
Molumbulahe, and is based on Boalemo Regent Decree No. 231 of 2014. The remain
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of the reserved area ‘cannot be used for SF activities because it is located in a limited
production forest area (HPT), in accordance with a letter from DG of Forest Planning
issued in November 2015. Based on field observations, there has been no planting of
timber trees in the HTR area (Rohadi et al., 2016). Data from DG of PSKL (2017)
shows that there has been an increase in SF activity in Gorontalo Province , but the
total licensed area had reached only 701 ha of the targeted 6,981 ha. Other data from
the MoEF (2017) suggests the licensed area had now reached 981 ha.
The ongoing progress of the SF program in Gorontalo is a result of several
factors. One is the low interest of forest communities to plant timber trees. Farmers
prefer to grow maize crops because they are faster producing and considered more
financially promising. The growing of maize monocultures in Boalemo has increased
five-foldover the period of 2002 – 2014. This has coincided with the launch of the
Agropolitan Program by the Secretary General of Ministry of Agriculture on March 8,
2002. The area of maize planting increased from 7,932 ha in 2002 to 39,214 ha in
2014, with average productivity of 4.8 tons per ha (BPS Kabupaten Gorontalo, 2015 in
Khasanah, 2016). Khasanah (2016) stated that the Agropolitan Program has improved
community welfare in Boalemo Regency, and in 2011 the district was selected as one
of the pilot areas for Local and Regional Economic Development (PELD) by the
National Development Planning Agency (BAPPENAS).
Although able to improve the welfare of the community, the planting of maize
monocultures has had significant negative impacts on the landscape, primarily due to
the clearing of forests on steep slopes to establish the new cropland. There are now
many barren hillsides and growing community fears about landslides during the rainy
season (Khasanah, 2016).
The slow progress in SF program implementation is also a result of technical
problems. Several locations submitted applications for utilization permits through the
SF program but when verified by the PSKL the area was not included in the area
reserved for SF, such as in Longalo Village in the Sub-District of North Bulango, and
also in District Kabila. From the total area of SF based on PIAPS, only 25 percent enter
into community empowerment block that means the rest of forest areas cannot be
included in the SF program.
Another factor behind the slow implementation of the SF program is the low
level of community participation in environmental conservation. Respondents from the
MoEF said that participation is low due to lack of promotion and the limited flow of
benefits from SF to surrounding communities, such as job creation and community
welfare’.
When respondents were asked their opinions regarding the current the SF
policy breakthroughs to support SF success, one respondent stated that policy-makers
need to make more field visits to witness the dynamics of the problems associated with
SF implementation. The necessary policy breakthrough relates to regulation and
incentive mechanisms, both for individual actors and for farmer groups. The
government needs to intervene to shorten the timber supply chain, and support the
involvement of social organizations in SF implementation. There is also a need to
encourage investors to several areas to support the development of commercial timber
products in accordance with the availability of raw materials.
According to key informants from Lampung, policy change is also needed at the
local-level. The needed policy changes relate to partnerships between farmers' groups
and communities, land preparation for industry to meet production targets, banning the
trade of whole logs to other areas to encourage value-adding by farmers, and the
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industry. SF programs could more easily integrate with regional programs’ (RPJMD). It
is also necessary to reduce high cost economics transaction. and map the market while
encouraging the emergence of young entrepreneurs by facilitating investment in
different sectors of the timber industry.
One key informant (a policy-maker) stated that SF policy would not work if there
were no bureaucratic reforms. Such reform has become an important consideration for
SF policy-makers’. Even small bureaucratic reforms could substantially improve the onground implementation of SF. However, another key commented that the SF program
should not be a political vehicle over the five-year term of government. . He noted a
spirit of justice and equity must be the soul of the SF program or the improved
management of the allocated 12.7 million ha would not be achieved. He further noted
that development of the SF program must still involve entrepreneurs of the forest
industry.
According to an official from the MoEF, the HKm scheme is the most advanced
of the five SF program schemes. This is followed by the HD and the HTR schemes.
The development of HTR is highly dependent on external financing. The government
has investigated whether the Public Service Board (BLU) could provide financial
support to the SF program’, including HTR. However, it seems that BLU is still hesitant
to lend money because it is feared there would be no return on the investment.
A critical issue that could hinder further progress of the SF program is conflict
associated with associated with the forest reserve area. the area of reserve. The forest
reserve area overlaps with areas targeted for peat ecosystem restoration. The role of
the local government is related to the authority, funding and competence of of human
resources for managing the forest reserves’. While character of farmers is also
culturally more concerned with how to make sure that they will meet their daily needs
for their family members, and developing a diversity of plants. An absence of industry
commitment to establishing timber plantations also makes farmers hesitant to develop
their own plantations’. These potential investors need greater business and land tenure
certainty. The challenge is getting local government support for such certainty’.
An important policy development at Bulukumba has been the emergence of
community forest management initiatives at the village administration level, through the
village regulation. This has been supported not only by village heads and village
representative bodies, but also related agencies in the Bulukumba regional
government. At an institutional level, another important development has been the reemergence of the Association of Timber Entrepreneurs (HIPKI) in Bulukumba. This
association is designed to help overcome problems faced by community forest farmers,
such as the procurement of seeds.
R. Timber trading and the wood industry in Lampung, Gorontalo and Bulukumba
A key informant from a plywood processing company described the company’s
transition from sawmilling to plywood production. The company began producing
plywood in 2014 and its production capacity is now around 6,000 m3 per year (Figure
14). In all of Lampung Province, there are four plywood businesses, such as in
Kotabumi and in Way Kanan.
The company’s investment to produce 6,000 m3 per year is about IDR10 billion
not including the land. Their investment cost for the prior sawmilling operation with a
similar production capacity, was only about IDR2 billion. However, markets for the
sawmilling products were more limited because the output was restricted to pallets or
boards, while the plywood market was found to be more flexible. The plywood mill’s
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workforce is about 250 people, and about 50 percent of the total of these workforce is
female. Differently, e the average of small sawmill workforce is oonly employed four
people per machine with a wage of about two IDR million per month. These workers
are paid according to regional minimum wage standards. Table 10 shows about
conditions of Timber Industry Sectors in Lampung Province.

Figure 14. PT. KPSA - a plywood processing business in Lampung with an annual
The main
raw material
forofthe
plywood
production
capacity
6000
m3 business and rubber (as much as 6070%), with the remainder a mixture of sengon, jabon, mango and dadab. The company
prefers not to process sengon because it is expensive and profits can only be made if it
is exported’. The company does not dare all sengon because sengon price is
expensive and can only for if exported. The price of raw materials such as rubber is
IDR340,000 per ton or per cubic meter. Meanwhile, the price at the farm level is only
about IDR100,000 per cubic meter. The advantage of rubber, in addition to being
relatively cheap, is that it also contains a high amount of glucose. Rubber logs with a
diameter >14 cm can be used for raw materials. Similarly, other woods such as
sengon with a diameter >14 cm are also accepted by the company.
To obtain raw materials, the company establishes relationships with about 40
suppliers. The company does not want to have just one supplier because this would
pose a high supply risk. The company employs the suppliers because it does not have
the resources to locate and cut the timber itself. In addition to buying timber directly
from community gardens, the company has also entered into a purchase contract with
a state-owned plantation company (PTPN VII).
The viability of all plywood businesses is dependent on the secure supply of
raw materials. According to the key informant, their company was unable to acquire
their own land for timber planting. The company is only able to provide assistance for
nursery operations and not for tree planting.
According to the company informant, they have a secure five-year supply of raw
materials from the community gardens and a contract with PTPN. Currently, due to the
low prices for rubber, many rubber farmers are cutting down their trees to sell and then
switching to other productive crops. The current price is only US$ 3.4 per kg. Farmers
harvest rubber trees and then establish cassava and maize crops’. The informant
stated - "I do not know the condition of raw materials after five years into the future. I
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hope HTR or Social Forestry can succeed but please be generated related to
regulation and cultivation. If the program is successful then the need for raw materials
is not a problem".
The transportation of raw materials derived from community lands is not
complicated, provided the delivery is accompanied by a declaration letter (note of
transporting). However, the transportation of timber from state-owned forest is more
complicated. If illegal charges are imposed by corrupted officials during the timber
transportation, then the company provides compensation.
On average, the company sells 500 m3 of plywood each month. The sales are
concentrated on the domestic market, especially all of Sumatra except Medan and
Aceh. Profit is about 5 percent and so far all plywood products produced by the mill can
be sold to the market. . The company produces two grades of plywood (Grades 1 and
2), with a price difference of around US$ 0.14-0.21 per sheet. The president's policy on
infrastructure in Sumatra has had an influence on the absorption of plywood products.
Table 10. Conditions of timber industry sectors in Lampung Province
Company

Investments
(US$)

Workers
Human
Resource
Developm
ent

Products

CV JAE
IN

More than
3,448

5 labourers

Shovel and
broom
handles

PT KPSA

More than
689

250
labourers

Plywood

Market

Turkey, Kuwait,
Tunisia, Algeria,
Canada, Arabic
countries and
some of North
Africa, Europe
and Australia
Sumatra, except
Medan and Aceh

Problems

 Complicated
regulations
 Lack of raw materials
 Product quality
 Lack of incentives
 Illegal taxation
 The need for 5-years
of raw materials
certainty
 Complicated
regulations
 Lack of incentives

Source: primary data (2017)

Interviews were also conducted with two informants from a business engaged in
the production of broom and shovel handles and pellets for bioenergy (Figure 15). The
company exports to Canada, Turkey, Kuwait, Tunisia, Algeria and other Arabic
countries in North Africa. They also export to Europe and Australia, but the quality
requirements are much higher in these markets. The wood of Eucalyptus trees is
required to supply products to these markets’ but is it also noting that there is a limited
supply of wood from high quality of Eucalypts Whereas if using Acacia mangium wood,
the quality is less suitable because the stem is typically not straight.
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Figure 15. Piles of broom handles produced by a small business in Lampung
The company was established in 1994 to meet a demand from Kuwait for
broomsticks. In addition to the broom handle production, the company also produces
timber furniture and clocks. The company has a zero-waste production policy, with any
timber residues being processed into pellets for bioenergy.
According to the company owner and director, the industry still lacks a reliably
supply of raw materials. There are several criteria for the quality of timber required by
the company. In addition to straight logs, the timber must have soft fibers, otherwise
the company cannot compete with China since there have a high quality of materials
and products. The company owners have travelled to China several times and
observed the country’s HTI based on Eucalyptus trees that produce long and straight
stems over a short rotation period of five to six years. Their industry is also strongly
supported by substantial research and development investments. China can now
export hundreds of containers of broom handlestimber products to Indonesia every
day, and the price for locally-produced products become lower, otherwise it cannot be
compete with china products.
In 1992, raw materials were sourced from nearby sawmills. The company
purchased timber with dimensions of 120 cm in length, and 24 mm in diameter for 700
rupiah per stem. The company produces up to 4,000 broomhandles per month, which
is enough to fill one shipping container. The weekly demand in Lampung alone is about
32,000 sticks with lengths of 90-100 cm and a diameter of 19 mm. The types of timber
used include waru, pulai, durian, mahogany, melinjo and rubber. Sengon and jabon are
less suitable because their timber is too soft and light.
The local selling price for the broomhandles is about US$ 0.1er stem (length 1
m x diameter 19 mm), while the export price averages US$ 0.3 per stem (length 120150 cm x diameter 22-25 mm). The price for export is about 0.18 mm in diameter of
broom handle = US$0.3. For one container of exported product, the selling price is
about US$12,000. For the domestic market, the price for one truckload is around US$
2,424. The broomhandle company is also partnering with a local broomstick artisan
that lacks the capital to purchase broomhandles.
The company is currently seeing a growing demand for its products from Korea
and Japan, but it has a limited ability to meet this demand due to capital and electicity
supply constraints. Currently the new electrical capacity is 10,000 watts, to operate
one machine. The company has requested an additional electricity supply from the
State Electricity Company (PLN), but thishas not yet been fulfilled. The limited
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electricity supply is a key constraint for the growth of small businesses. The use of
diesel generators is costly noisy. An informant from the owner of the company from
Lampung stated that – ‘If we are using electricity from the Electricity Company (PLN)
rather than using my generator, we can save 30 percent of the cost. We propose to
increase our electricity demand from the State–owned Electricity Company (PLN), but
as yet PLN has not met my request, so that it is why the small industry is difficult to
advance. Now we are applying for a loan so we can use biomass for electricity. We are
asking US$ 110,345 to buy machines in China for producing pellets at about 6 percent
interest. 10 tons per month about US$ 100 per ton to the nestle for feedstock for that
company’s bioenergy plant. This investment is US$ 103,448 already licensed and
working capital’’.
In addition she said that: “The company uses pellet-producing machines
manufactured in China as they are around half the price of those from Europe. The
quality of domestically-produced machines is lower tha those from China and Europe.
For pellet production, the company comsiders that only the machines from China are
feasible. Around 60 percent of the production costs are for materials, machinery and
labor. Machine operation requires up to five workers, and the profit margin is 10-15
percent’’.
Currently, she said that the government should facilitate to providing raw
materials (i.e. eucalyptus timber) for the company. Eucalyptus fiber from China is one
type of raw material that is needed by the company. To buy raw materials, the
company uses one or two suppliers, but if the quality of raw materials is poor then the
product is returned.
The company has a partnership with a FMU that in charge to manage the
production forest of Gedong Wani area, to help farmer groups. However, most of the
farmers prefer to farm maize and cassava. The problem is most farmers are not
foresters and most only want to plant timber trees around their property boundaries.
The company’s monthly raw materials demand is around 150 m3 but it is only able to
source around 100 m3 per month.
The Chinese timber industry benefits from subsidies from the government and
international buyers that would buy timber products produced from Chine, are also
providing loan to China’s timber industries. In addition, the timber industries are also
exempted from export costs, and provided with working capital and simple procedures
of timber regulations. In Indonesia, there is a lack of facilities and pellet-making
machines must be imported from China. There are no reductions in import taxation
provided by the government. While in other countries, such as in New Zealand,
entrepreneurs continue to be supported by the government. If the company are doing
business with Indonesia, the New Zealand government provides various form of
business support to the company, such as accommodation, other policy incentives etc.
The People’s Industrial Creative Unit commenced work on November 6, 2017.
The People's Industrial Creative Unit is an registered institution that was built from
some cooperatives to ensure that farmers are not taken advantage of by middlemen.
This locally-based economic institution has been working really on its own working
capital, meaning without any support from related timber industries and government.
This organization works to encourage farmers to grow wood and coffee. The
organization buys the wood or coffee from farmers at a high price. For example, if the
price of wood offered by a middleman price was US$ 41.4 per m3, then this
organization would buy at a higher price of US$ 55.2 per m3. The wood is then on-sold
at a higher price to companies that have become colleagues (in local and national
markets) and 25% of the profit is returned to the farmer. In selling timber, the
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organization must ensure there exist a vaid logging license, logging report and cruising
report.
The price of wood depends on the species and diameter of the log. For mixed
timber with a diameter of more than 25 cm, the price can reach US$ 41.4 per m3. With
a diameter of 30 cm and above, the price can reach US$ 62.1 per m3. For Eucalyptus
species, the price is between US$ 172.4-186.2 million per m3, depending on the
quality.
The most widely circulated timber species in Lampung are teak, acacia, sengon
and jabon. Other types also commonly traded in the market include cempaka,
mahogany, sonokeling, durian, waru and rubber tress. The species most commonly
traded in wood markets in Lampung Province is sengon, particularly in in West, East
and Central Region of the Lampung Province . The second most commonly traded
species is acacia, which is widely cultivated around East Lampung, Tulangbawang and
Selatan. Rubber trees are increasingly grown in almost all regions. Jabon timber
plantations are mostly being developed in North and West Lampung.
According to an informant from the People's Industrial Creative Unit, usually the
timber agents buy timber through the borongan mechanism that buy timber is not
based of cubic meter but general timber-estimated by the buyer in particular size of
area. This means the purchase is based on an assessment of one ha of forest. If within
the one ha there are 400-1,000 trees with a variety of diameters breast height (DBH),
the average cost is US$ 689.7, equating to around US$ 0. per stem. However, if in the
one ha area there has been good management and according to silvicultural principles,
then with 400 trees with an average diameter of 20 cm or greater, the price can reach
US$ 10,345. Figure 16 depicts the value chain of the timber trade in Lampung. There
are at least four common trade routes for the timber produced by farmers. First, the
farmers sell to agents who then sell the timber to sawmills, with an average profit
margin for the agent of 20-30 percent. Second, the farmers sell to a middleman who
then sells the timber to manufacturing industries where it is processed and then sold to
consumers. Third, the farmers sell to a middleman who sells the timber to another
middleman two before it is sold to manufacturing industries and eventually to
consumers. Forth, farmers sell to a middleman who then sells the timber to a sawmill
and sawn products are then sold to consumers.

Farmers

Middleman

Consumers

Farmers

Middleman

Manufacturing
industries

Consumers

Farmers

Middleman

Middleman

Manufacturing

Farmers

Middleman

Sawmill

Consumers

Consumers

Figure 16. The value chain of the timber trade in Lampung Province
Timber produced from farm forestry requires the appropriate documentation
that is different with timber produced from state forest. The timber produced from farm
forestry transported to the timber market requires simple procedures of regulations. An
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informant from the provincial Forestry Services, said that the growers just need a note
of timber transportation. The farmers should manage the documents, but in reality the
buyers are usually the ones who prepare and manage all documentation. Furthermore,
an informant from the People’s Industrial Creative Unit said that there are sixth
important factors in the management of commercial timber crops, such as community
forests. First is the certainty of land tenure. Many residents manage the timber
produced in their private lands, are only with the right of land certificates or girik. There
is a single case in Central Lampung of 500 ha of farm forestry schemebut only 201 ha
is recognized by the National Land Agency (BPN). Likewise in Lampung Timur where
there is 178 ha of farm forestry scheme, but 33 ha is recognized. Second, the
development of CBCF requires farmer capacity building, especially knowledge transfer.
Third, the development of CBCF should be supported by strong institutions. Fourth, the
development of CBCF needs to improve the quality of production. Farmers typically
produce timber products of a low quality. They are not familiar with the standards of
high quality products and also lack knowledge about timber production. The Timbers
produced from farm forestry are only harvesting on as ‘as needs’ basis, and better
planning and management could result in higher quality production. Fifth, farmers also
need a clear business plan. Sixth, price stability is important and generally the price at
the farm level is very low.
In Gorontalo, there are currently two HTI with plans to build local plywood
businesses. One is PT GNJ, with an area of 27,000 ha for which the boundary is
clearly defined. The other is PT GCL, with an area of 46,150 ha for which it has
permission to manage for 60 years. Prior to HTI management, the area was utilized by
Forest Concession Rights.
PT GCL obtained its license to manage forest in 2011. The company currently
employs around 1,500 staff with a minimum regional wage (UMP) of US$ 140 per
month. Of the company’s HTI area, 11,600 ha is claimed by the community and in this
area there are social facilities, public facilities and settlements. In some locations, the
community claims to have been undertaking a greening program with teak and pine
trees. There are about 26 villages around the concession area. Of these villages, there
are three villages (Kampongs) located in state forest area. The boundary of these
villages are not clear defined.
The company is currently developing sengon and jabon plantations with a
planned seven year harvest cycle. SK Permission was received in 2011 and planting
commenced in 2013. The company plans to build plywood industry. The challenges for
the company’s plans to develop a plywood business are: tenure issues; steep and hilly
topography; and the location is within a Limited Production Forest.
Problem of lack of raw materials is also experienced by a small company in
Gorontalo, such as sawmill. According to key informants from the sawmill company in
Gorontalo, the company is currently facing difficulties sourcing raw materials. Once a
week, the company receives supplies from HTI in the form of mixed jungle species,
such as bugis and nyatoh. The company just employs 2-3 collectors or middlemen.
The company has never purchased sengon, gmelina or teak because of the limited
supply of these species. Consequencly, "We accept the wood from the remaining
stands of HTI GNJ and GCL”.
Prior to the cooperation with HTI, the company sourced timber from certified
land in Tolinggula, Gorut District. After a supply shortage, the company ceased its
operations. The HTI then commenced , but there was a delay before harvesting began.
Supply from HTI is now 60 m3 per week, but this is dependent on the weather.
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Inclement weather can result in the company ceasing operations due to transportation
problems.
The company’s products are sold to Java and local markets. At least one
container per month is supplied to the Java market and as many as three containers
per month to the local market. The Java market demands a better quality product.
According to a sawmill manager who has a long history of working for timber
companies, to encourage farmers in Gorontalo to plant timber trees, it is necessary to:
1) establish demonstration plots;
2) encourage the formation of farmer groups and strengthen these groups; and
3) increase field-based activity of the forestry department, particularly to
promote timber growing and train the farmers.
In general, the weaknesses of Community-Based Commercial Forestry
include:

(CBCF)

1) the availability of high quality seed of appropriate species;
2) misconceptions of a strong institutional capacity of farmers;
3) weakly implemented regulations and policies that often change;
4) a poor understanding of the community in terms of their timber market and
harvesting period;
5) lack of promotion and dissemination of timber businesses;
6) the lack of certainty of product markets and prices that are less competitive
than other agricultural commodities;
7) a non-existent or inadequate monitoring system;
8) technical regulations that do not coincide with the main regulations (i.e.
P83/2016);
9) lack of support for farmer’s groups, especially in the preparation of their
institutions; and
10) little integration with industrial outcomes of the planned SF program so that
harvests are not optimally utilized.
One indicator when assessing the market structure is the number of marketing
institutions. From a seller’s (farmer) perspective, there exists an oligopsony market.
This is due to the number of farmers heavily outweighing the number of timber
collectors (buyers), and the homogenous nature of the traded product. In addition,
there are fewer barriers to farmers entering the market than for the timber traders.
Thus, farmers cannot control the pricing. At the marketing level, the number of timber
traders is more than the number of sawmills. The market structure formed, especially
the supply of raw materials, is controlled by the sawmill industry. The sawmilling
industry also has marketing options outside the region, however, the market tends to
be dominated by the big company. But there are also obstacles for new market
entrants due to the high capital requirement (Syah et al., 2018).
In Bulukumba, there are generally three channels for the marketing of
community-sourced timber. The first involves farmers selling their timber to traders,
who then sell to sawmills, with sawn products then sold to the retailers. Often, farmers
will sell their standing timber by granting timber traders the right to selectively fell
standing trees. Prices are determined by way of an agreement using only the estimates
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of the trader. The second channel involves farmers selling their crops to sawmillers
who then sell their sawn products to retail traders. In this process, intermediaries or
collectors are avoided, and this form of direct sale is more profitable for the farmers.
The third channel involves farmers marketing their timber through a Community-Based
Farmers Association (APKAR). Farmers need to follow the strict requirements of
timber marketing documentation because farmers must complete demanding product
verification documentation (Syah et al., 2018).
S. Complicated Regulations
Informants from Lampung believed that compared to China, Indonesia’s timber
industry- and trade-related regulations are far more complicated. In particular, it is
believed that there are many overlapping regulations. For example, to develop a
production capacity of 6,000 m3 per year, a permit must be issued by the Central
Government, and this considered an inefficient process For businesses with a
production capacity of about 2,000 m3 per year, the regulation requires a permit to be
obtained from the District Government, and for a production capacity between 2,0006,000 m3, the permit is required from the Provincial government. Since in achieving a
production capacity of 6,000 m3, it needs a longer process in the Central
Government, then the owner of the plywood company establishes a new company with
a different company name. This process has been done in order to avoid the process
required in the Central Government. According to informants that before simply
imposing regulations, government officials should undertake site-visits to help them
better understand the on-ground conditions of different sectoral businesses in the
timber industry.
There are a number of factors contributing to the slow progress in the
development of small- and medium-scale businesses within the timber industry. First,
many industries do not have a Tax ID Register (NPWP). Secondly, small-scale timber
businesses often have no monthly and annual reports. Thirdly, there are problems
relating to the production process which must be certified (SVLK), requiring data of logs
in and out the small scale timber business. Companies generally do not produce these
reports because they do not have the Ganis to support the preparation of these
documents.
The regulatory requirements to establish a business in the timber industry such
as a broomhandle business include: 1) a business license for primary processing
industry; 2) SVLK; 3) company registration certificate (TDP); 4) business place permit;
5) trading business license (IIUP); 6) industry register certificate (TDI); 7) business
license for timber forest product primary industry (IUIPHHK); 8) a Tax ID Register
(NPWP) ; and 9) Notary Act. In brief, there are at least 12 permits to be obtained by a
business in the timber industry, and this does not include regulations relating to the
trading of timber products. Based on interviews with owners of a sawmilling business,
Table 11 outlines some of the regulation-related costs that are incurred by timber
businesses.
Table 11. Costs of regulation for businesses in the timber industry
No.
Type of permits
Cost (US$)
Remarks
1
Business Place Permit (SITU)
241.4 per year
Depends on the
size of area (
business footprint)
2
Retribution (Local taxation)
12.8 per year
3
Company Registration Certificate
41.4 per year
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4

(TDP), Industry Register
Certificate (TDI)Company
Business License (SIUP),
Interruption permit (HO)

Not mentioned

Every three years

Source: Primary data (2017)

‘Informants saw a need for regulatory support to prevent the imposition of illegal
levies’. Eventhough within a office in charge to issuing permit have installed closed
circuit television (CCTV) to monitor every regulation transaction, in practical level, the
imposition illegal levies to timber company often occurs. Indonesia, it is difficult to
eliminate illegal levies, even though businesses are installing CCTV to monitor and
record the business activities. As stated by one informant, '' Often in the office waiting
room, there has been a warning not to carry out illicit fees in the form of words written
on a wide banner, but in reality it is harder to avoid for getting licence (i.e., SITU and
SIUP). Only on the table, the head of the sub-district does not ask fees, but the other
employees sometimes ask the fee ''. According to the same informant the regulations
need to be simplified and the government should also provide facilities and land to
support raw material production and processing industry development. Essentially, the
central and district governments should work to develop policies that will better
connecti the upstream and downstream sectors.
Regarding timber certification, some informants who have been active in SF
programs stated that a major problem is the legal title to land, because without the
legal land tenure, production activities will not be certified. The National Land Agency
(BPN) should also provide active support for the certification program because the
issuing of legal title to land is a function of this institution. For example, if a community
forest has no land certificate, the BPN can intervene and provide mapping to support
verification of the land tenure’.
Associated with An informant from the broomhandle business commented that
SVLK is a financial burden for company - "SVLK makes us scream a little''. For this
licensing, small-, medium- and large-scale businesses are treated equally, with all
incurring an average cost of IDR25 million. Companies are also required to have at
least two technical personnell on their staff, which incurs high costs for their technical
training.
In Gorontalo, especially in the SF regulations are considered to be improving.
For example, according to owner of the sawmilling business in Gorontalo, the existence
of SVLK makes the legality of timber products much clearer. Before receiving SVLK,
companies found it more difficult to sell products in the foreign market, the timber
products can only be sold in the local market. .To obtain SVLK, the company will
spend around IDR27 million and the certification will be valid for six years. Evaluations
under the SVLK certification will include the source of raw materials, monthly
production reports, labor, health insurance and health facilities. The SVLK-certified
products can achieve a 25% price premium. However, certified companies also expect
incentives from the central and local governments, but these have so far not
eventuated. Figure 17 depicts the timber collected in the sawmilling business and
certificate of SVLK received by the sawmilling business.
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Figure 17. Sawmill products awaiting transport to consumers (left), Certificate of SVLK
(right).
In terms of regulatory costs, the sawmilling timber business must pay for the
SITU each year, with the amount depending on the area of land occupied by the
business. So far, the sawmilling business has paid US$ 241.4 per year. Then the local
tax is paid by the sawmilling timber business some of US$ 0.1 per year and it goes to
the district income service. In addition, companies also have to pay US$ 41.4 per year
for TDP, TDI and SIUP. The sawmilling timber business also have to pay the
interruption permit (with the validity period of these permits being different in different
regions.
The trade of timber from farm forestry is currently subject to the PermenLHK
30/2014 regulation. Regulation (PermenLHK 30/2014 regulation), which has been
viewed favorably by some timber businesses and smallholder. This regulation will help
to minimize government interference and enable farmers to undertake selfassessments of timbers that will be harvested for sale. Timber originating from forest
rights such as farm forestry can be harvested on the basis of the legal title ( i.e.
Ownership Land Certificate (SHM), letter C or Girik land letter), and confirmation from a
village chief that the timber was produced in the local area. In contrast, for timber
sourced from state-owned forest, the administration mechanism for timber trading
underRegulation No. 71/2016 applies. Timber business companies
must pay
reforestation fund (DR) and a levy in the form of provision of forest resources (PSDH).
The most important thing is that these timber businesses must employ a ganis, sawn
wood officers and log officers themselves.
Lessons from Bulukumba show that the issuance of local regulations is
sometimes counterproductive to the development of CBCF. For example, the local
regulation No 4. Year 2014 concerning the management, utilization and administration
of forest products originating from forest rights or farm forestry is contradictory with
central government regulation. Almost two years after this regulation was introduced, it
was revoked because many of the articles in the local regulation were contrary to the
central government’s policy. For example, in the case of logging permits, in the Central
Government Regulation is not applied logging quota, but in the local regulation is
applied the quota system. For individual licenses are applied maximum logging quota
of 200 m3 and business entities licences are applied 1,000 m3 per year.
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CHAPTER 3. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
I.

DISCUSSION

1. Crafting Forest Policy for Communities
The growing global interest in CBCF and the transformation of forest tenure
with the objective of involving communities and smallholders in forest management has
been remarkable over the last 40 years. It is therefore not surprising that under various
CBCF management regimes there has been a substantial increase in the role and
participation of communities and smallholders in forest management. It is estimated
that the area under CBCF management regimes has reached 732 million ha, or about
28% of the total forest area in 62 countries. The total forest area in these 62 countries
represents 65% of the world's forests (Gilmour, 2016) .There is a great belief in the
global community that CBCF can be a vehicle and a panacea for improving people's
welfare, conserving forest resources and ensuring long-term forest sustainability. A
useful definition of CBCF is that it is ''…locally-based management of forest and tree
resources" (Nebel et al., 2003). Various factors driving the emergence and
development of CBCF management regimes are deforestation and the degradation of
forests, poverty, and changes in political systems that bring democratic values and
respect for the rights of indigenous peoples. Deforestation, for example, is occurring at
an alarming rate in many tropical countries (Gilmour et al., 2004). In Indonesia, a total
amount lost of forest cover during 1990 reaches 1.7 million ha (FWI, 2017).
In many Southeast Asian countries, forestry policy is undergoing a process of
transformation to curb the loss of the remaining treecover (Poffenberger, 2006). The
change was triggered by increased concerns about deforestation in the region in the
1980s. This led policy-makers and scientists from various development agencies to
review the role of the forest industry, and the capacity of state agencies to protect
forest resources and promote rural development, especially for marginalized and poor
communities. Since then, CBCF management has been introduced and widely
promoted as a new development model with the support of donor agencies and other
relevant development institutions (Nurjaya, 2005). For example, in Indonesia, the
forestry reform process placed the issues of decentralization and CBCF management
on a high-level political agenda in 1999 (Safitri, 2006; Poffenberger, 2006; Lindayati,
2003; Kusumanto & Sirait, 2002). In the Philippines and Thailand, this kind of reform
has also become a top priority at the national political level, while changes have also
occurred in Cambodia and Vietnam but the transformation has been slower in these
countries. As a consequence of these reforms, over the past 15 years there have been
new policies and laws implemented to provide communities with greater legal rights
and responsibilities in the management of state-owned forests (Poffenberger, 2006).
The forestry sector is important from social, economic and political perspectives
(Brown et al., 2005). Indeed, it plays a crucial role within the socio-cultural systems of
forest communities (Sunderlin et al., 2005). One of the crucial roles of the forest is as a
source of income for communities and farmers, including from the harvest of timber
(Mejia et al., 2015). It is therefore not surprising that over the past decade,
governments in Southeast Asian countries have begun to increasingly promote CBCF
(Nugroho et al., 2013).
Public policies relating to CBCF have been created within the framework of
fostering economic development through forest-based enterprises to improve rural
livelihood systems, reduce deforestation and promote sustainable forest management
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(Wibowo et al., 2013). For a range of reasons, many communities and smallholder
farmers now want to commercialize forest products, especially timber, to increase their
income. In Indonesia, for instance, there has been a decline in timber production from
the industry (e.g. from Forest Concessionaires and Industrial Forest Plantations), and
on the other hand, there has been a rise in demand and the price of timber. These
factors have become the driving forces for communities and smallholders to develop
commercial timber operations (Maryudi et al., 2015).In neighboring countries, such as
Laos, many socio-economic benefits and environmental services (Phimmavong et al.,
2009) and encourage sustainable natural resource management are also driving forces
for smallholders to develop timber plantation (Mahanty et al., 2006).
A the policy level, the development of CBCF has been challenged by at least
three main interrelated issues: first, a highly dynamic and unstable policy environment;
second, the diverse and conflicting perspectives of different interest groups; and third,
centralized decision-making. These three key issues drive and influence why and how
political power at the national level can secure the usufruct and tenurial rights of
communities and smallholders in CBCF management areas. But these rights often
remain unstable (Pulhin & Dressier, 2008), often because bureaucrats and policymakers the ‘living far away from the forest areas’ and the associated implication being
the development of ‘out of context decision-making and policy development’
(Lindayati, 2003; Suharti, 2001; Tole, 2010). In addition, a process by which legal
policy frameworks are formulated to accommodate community involvement in forest
management in state-owned forest areas varies widely from country to country,
depending on the political environment, government, legal institutions and donor
influences (Poffenberger, 2006). Specifically in Indonesia, research conducted by
Wibowo et al. (2013) confirms that the implementation of CBFM policies always faces
multiple pressures. One of the biggest challenges facing the development and
implementation of CBCF policies is the complex land tenure contestations.
2. Political Momentum for Developing CBCF in Indonesia
The early stages of CBCF development in Indonesia and many other
developing countries were initiated through only small-scale policy experiments where
essential inputs such as technical and budgetary skills were often provided by agencies
outside the government. In Thailand for example, CBCF implementation has been no
more than a series of pilot projects (Gilmour, 2016). However, the implementation of
CBCF policy and programs in Indonesia is experiencing a rapid and dynamic
development. For example, within the National Medium-Term Development Plan
(RPJMN 2015-2019), the MoEF has allocated 12.7 million ha of state-owned forests for
community use under the banner of the national SF policy. Within five years, many of
the SF policy’s planned targets are expected to be achieved.
The SF initiative is a promising policy direction for promoting inclusive and
equitable local development, given that it intends to improve people's access to
productive forest resources (Setyowati, 2017). Indeed, the SF initiative is seen as
providing pivotal political momentum for further developing CBCF in Indonesia, with
much hope that it can be a vehicle for reducing income and forest land tenure
inequality in the country. The SF policy is also consistent with the nine priorities of the
Jokowi government’s Nawa Cita program, particularly for the development of rural
frontiers’. This is because the SF policy is being implemented nationally and it is
intended to provide management rights for communities living in forest fringe areas
(Herawati et al., 2017). So that many stakeholders therefore believe the SF policy is a
rational and realistic initiative. Nevertheless, other stakeholders and scholars consider
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the policy is an ambitious one and the targeted area will be difficult to achieve without
any supports from related government institutions at the sub-national and site levels
(Gilmour, 2016; Suharjito 2017). They argue that 12.7 million ha is an almost
impossible target to achieve by 2019 because speeding up implementation of the
policy requires an improved permitting process and needs to mobilizing ‘large financial,
human resource and other investments’ (Setyowati, 2017). Unpredictable changes in
regulations or forest user rights are great challenges facing the development of the SF
policy in Indonesia (Wibowo et al., 2013).
3. Slow Progress of social forestry program implementation
Despite efforts to meet the SF policy target of 12.7 million ha under SF
programs by July 2017 progress has been slow. From January to July 2017, there was
only around 358,000 ha of forest allocated to communities through social forestry
licenses. This slow progress is partly due to different levels of government having
different development priorities and intensifying competition between state agencies
(Setyowati, 2017). Data from the DG of PSKL at the MoEF in Setyowati (2017)
suggests that for verification processes, the government allocated only US$ 0.9 per ha
in 2017. Indeed, the slow progress is also due to the multiple and conflicting interests
and pressures facing Indonesia’s multi-tiers of government (Wibowo et al., 2013).
If the current SF policy focuses only on targets without policy measures to
strengthen facilitation at the community level, then the outcomes will be merely
administrative mobilization’. Institutional restructuring and budgetary reforms at the
central government level would be ineffective if it not accompanied by similar reforms
at the site level. Such as implementation of the policy Not 23/2016.
Institutional innovation through the formation of SF working groups and a fieldbased teams that so called flying team, which in charge of on-ground implementation’,
will not be effective if not accompanied by sufficient authority to moving the
bureaucratic and institutional reform at the site level. Such institutional reforms are
leading to institutional involution that will not necessarily result in better SF
implementation. Additionally, the SF program currently lacks reward (incentive) and
punishment (sanction) mechanisms’. The absence of such mechanisms has resulted
in some forest communities currently not involved in SF programs having no interest in
engaging with them.
The transfer power through the SF schemes often does not work at the local
level, and even is often misleading. For example, HTR licensing is often interpreted as
a transfer of burden for local goverment, particularly when the process is not
accompanied by a sufficient policy dialogue and budget. Thus, the delegation, although
politically normative, will strengthen the political position and authority of the local
government. But in reality, local governments are often reluctant to take on the
delegated power and authority.
The formalization of innovative institutional structures for the implementation of
SF policy involving active officials as leaders (such as with working groups - pokja)
always departs from the theoretical assumption that active officials will be powerful to
accelerate the SF implementation. This innovative institutional reform is more likely to
effectively mobilize working groups rather than surrendering the process of
institutionalizing working groups through democratic mechanisms . Such institutional
innovation represents a stagnation of innovation and ignores the great potential role of
flexibility and critical power and informal institutional mobility. In practice, working
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groups led by active officials are not always effective because of insufficient time for
the appointed leader and a limited budget for running the planned program activities.
In terms of institutional strengthening at the farmer level, based on the FGD
results show that the farmers group institution often does not know what is the next
program after establishing the farmers group and getting HTR permit. They do not
know what it should be done. The farmers were confused and did not know what to do
once a permit has been issued. Similarly, the Pokja of SF has not been able to work in
facilitating the farmers group optimally. The working groups is still function of s an
institutional accessory of the SF policy and are unable to leverage the capacity
building of farmer groups, due to limited budget and the weak capacity for resource
mobilization. weak From an economic perspective, there have been few benefits for
farmers and from a resource sustainability perspective, progress in the development of
plantations such as on the western coast of Lampung is also not on target.
There is an urgent need for the PIAPS function to better support implementation
of the SF program. When officers from forestry services conducted a ground-truthing
exercise, the real location of designated area for CBFM at the field level is different with
what has been set up under the PIAPS. For example, there were cases where PIAPS
had designated high-quality forests as SF sites but there are no communities living
near these areas’.
Optimizing SF policies and accelerating the implementation of SF programs
will not be easy. The very large scale of the program (at 12.7 million ha) does not
necessarily mean it will lead to greater success. It would also be naïve to consider the
SF policy reform successful when viewing it from the perspective of changes in the
political space’. Herawati et al. (2017) points out that in the next 10 years, there will be
six major driving forces affecting the success of SF implementation. These include: 1)
the dynamics of SF regulations including for forestry businesses; 2) economic options
created by communities to improve livelihoods; 3) community ownership rights over
forest resources; 4) budget support from local governments; 5) the human resource
capacities of agencies such as the Provincial Forestry Service, FMU and NGOs; and 6)
clarification of the roles of stakeholders including for raising public awareness.
Farmers in both Lampung and Gorontalo are rational farmers. They will
cultivate only the most profitable commodities. Their preference is to grow maize or
cassava rather than timber trees, because these two commodities have many
advantages over wood production. Clear markets and larger profits with shorter waiting
periods are key considerations. There is little field-based evidence or examples
demonstrating that timber cultivationcan be more profitable than the cultivation of
maize and cassava.
It will not be easy to encourage farmers that are culturally and technically more
accustomed to planting more profitable commodities such as maize and cassava to
participate in SF programs. Achieving greater farmer participation in tree planting will
require a compromise in planting designs, especially for farmers with a narrow landbase and livelihoods that are highly dependent on their land. This means there needs
to be greater flexibility in what are currently rigid technical regulations relating to
planting layouts (e.g. the numbers of plants/ha and their spacing).
Timber commodity-related regulations in Indonesia are still complex, although
there have been some improvements for timber production from SF programs The
complex regulations are particularly relevant to the industrial sector, where they can
inhibit development such as if a business is seeking to increase its capacity of timber
production. The burden of regulations can also deter business establishment. The
transaction costs for timber industry businesses are also high. In contrast, similar
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businesses in China are supported by government in the form of subsidies also even
the buyer of the timber product was given the ease of doing business.
An absence of policies that encourage the integration of upstream and
downstream processes has resulted in lower profits for farmers. Middlemen still play a
key role in determining the price. More organizational units that are willing to buy at a
higher price than the middlemen are needed. Limited capital is a major limitation of
these organization Government support in the form of working capital is needed to
increase the capacity of these organizations to buy timber from farmers.

II.

CONCLUSIONS

The very large scale of the program (at 12.7 million ha) does not necessarily
mean it will lead to greater success. Despite efforts to meet the SF policy target of 12.7
million ha under SF programs by July 2017 progress has been slow. Some
stakeholders said that 12.7 million ha is an almost impossible target to achieve by
2019 because to speeding up implementation of the policy requires an improved
permitting process and needs to mobilizing large financial human resource and other
investments. However we should appreciate any efforts and what the government have
done. The Central Governments initiatives to accelerate SF implementation through
institutional reform would be effective if it is followed by institutional reform at local
level. Acceleration of SF policies with large targets can result in merely administrative
targets and not quality outcomes being met if it is not followed by improving the farmers
institution and deregulating timber business sector.
Agropolitan policies have proven to be very powerful in shaping and
strengthening smallholder cultivation of cassava and maize’ However, these policies
have failed to mediate the contradictions embedded in the policies, especially relating
to environmental impacts. In this context, CBCF policy is present in the cassava and
maize-based farming culture,‘but the further development of this culture has been
limited by a lack of communication of policy details. Clashes between the cassava
industry and agropolitan and CBCF policies are inevitable. We mention that these
phenomena as class of forestry and agriculture and development paradigm. In such
situations, there is a need for dialogue and consensus at the policy and technical
implementation levels.
The transformation of CBFM policies continues in parallel with national political
and socio-economic developments. The public policy space has witnessed a significant
structural transformation. Whereas in the era of democratic decentralization, the state
provides a wider space for local community access to the forest. However it is also very
dependent on the regime that holds power and the structure of power relations
between the state, pressure groups or social movements and other interest groups
(Borras 2016). Under the Policy of Forest Land Allocation (2015-2019) allocating an
area of 12.7 million ha of state-owned land for community management represents a
crucial political leap and historical cracks of the CBFM policy under Jokowi regime.
Complicated regulations make the implementation of CBCF difficult, particularly
due to the resultant high transaction costs of timber business. Policy deregulation is a
rational option to make timber products more competitive and generate greater benefits
for small-scale timber growers. However, the case of Bulukumba shows that farm
forestry needs regulation in order to protect from social and landscape changes due to
land use change and land transfer from farmers to the rich people in and outside the
village.
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CHAPTER 4. RECOMMENDATIONS
Despite efforts to meet the SF policy target of 12.7 million ha under SF
programs by July 2017 progress has been slow. Acceleration of SF policies with large
targets, can result in merely administrative targets and not quality outcomes being met
if it is not followed by improving the farmers institution and deregulating timber
business sector. For that we give some recommendations include:


The local government law (23/2014) that removes the authority of the forestry
sector at the district level will greatly affect the speed and success of the SF
program at the site level. This regulation frees the district governments and
weakens the efforts to consolidate forest management at the site level.
Consequently, for optimal and effective management of SF, it is necessary to
reconstruct power relations between the central, provincial and district
governments. The legal framework governing power relations between these three
primary stakeholders needs to place the district government as an equal and not
subordinate partner.



Internal institutional changes with the presence of UPT PSKL and the changing role
of UPT BP2HP, especially related to the funding process for facilitation of farmer
groups and HTR assistance, for example, have made farmers group and the FMU
experience difficulty in providing facilitation for farmers groups .Therefore, it needs
regularly coordination and a synchronization of related programs between those of
institutions.



The regulation providing the authority for provincial government s to grant permits
to the farmer groups does not encourage the provincial government interests to
gain this authority .he regulation providing the authority for provincial governments
to grant permits to the farmer groups does not encourage the provincial
government interests to gaining this authority. This due to to limited provincial
government budgets. In Lampung Province, the provincial government is interested
in gaining the authority if the central government provides the necessary financial
support. In brief, the delegation of authority should provide a 'transitional period'
until the region or province is ready from a fiscal perspective. This transitional
period should not be generic for all provinces but dependent on considerations
such as institutional readiness, and regional wealth and income. For the wealthy
provinces, the delegation authority could take place without financial support.



The SF should use cultural approach in the policy implementation. This approach
means for the transmigration, which differs from the cultures of the indigenous
community or local community, although both are associated with forestry
cultivation, should have different treatment and approach than local community.



Strengthening the FMU is crucial for improving the success rate of the SF program,
since the FMU is a forestry institution established for strengthening forest
management at site level. The FMU should make sure that SF schemes under its
jurisdiction achieving the target set up by the Central Government.



Build better institutional relationships with farming communities, for example
between cooperatives and their members.



There is an urgent need for site-level mainstreaming of SF schemes involving
village governments, since especially after the enacted new Law (UU No.6/2014),
the village governments has authority to manage their assets, including natural
resources. In addition, the village governments have also regularly funding
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allocated (Village Budget Fund) from the Central Government which can be used
for improving SF schemes. Therefore, SF schemes should be included in or tobe
part of the village program. In addition, there is a need for a roadmap for the
acceleration and optimization of SF programs, especially at the village level.


The agropolitan policies encouraging cassava and maize cultivation have proved to
be very powerful in shaping agricultural and forestry landscape changes and
strengthening the culture of seasonal cultivation. While, the CBCF policies have
several limitations, including a lack of central government communication with the
district government and local farmers. As a result, cultural clashes between the
cassava and maize-based agropolitan policies and the CBCF policies are
inevitable.



In respond this situation, the governments, both the central and local governments
have to be proactive to take policy action in mediating the contradictions between
the agropolitan policies and the SF policies. These policy actions could be
undertaken through policy dialogue with relevant stakeholders, communication and
synchronization of the programs. In addition, policy dialogue with farmers who have
a longstanding culture of cassava (Lampung) and maize-based farming practices
and village government is key success in changing this culture of cassava and
maize-based practices that can disturb state forest areas. However, both farmers in
Lampung and Gorontalo are rational farmers. They will cultivate their land based on
the most profitable commodities. For CBCF to be more widely accepted, it needs a
meeting point of agropolitan and CBCF policies and at technical level, such as the
number and line spacing of plants that should be planted in a unit of ha. The project
implementers should consider local needs and aspirations. In addition, at the field
level, CBCF requires greater attention to cultural approaches rather than technical
approaches.



Central and local governments need to simplify the currently complicated CBCF
regulations to reduce the processing time and costs of permits. As found in the
field, there are at least 12 permits required by an timber-based manufacturing
industry and this does not include those required for the transportation and trading
of forest products. The government should also provide facilities and land to
support raw material production and processing industry development. Essentially,
the central and district governments should work to develop policies that will better
connect the upstream and downstream sectors



There is a need to strengthen and scale-up the emergence of organizational units
that are willing to purchase timber at a higher price than middlemen. Limited capital
is a major limitation of these cooperative organizations. The government should
assist by strengthening the working capital of these organizations so theyhave a
greater capacity to purchase timber products.



The lack of communication between farmers and businesses within the timber
industry is problematic because the timber produced by the community is difficult to
sell to timber businesses. A particular problem is the government's timber planting
program is also often not adapted to the industry’s preferred timber species and
quality standards. Currently,there is no initiative to address this problem.



For CBCF to succeed both in state-owned and other forests areas, there is a need
for strengthened partnerships between private sectors, small timber growers and
government is needed. This could be achieved through efforts by central and local
governments that have the power and authority to support this action. However,
this step is inadequate without the development of incentive mechanisms and
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harmonization between timber production and timber-based manufacturing industry
sector regulation (i.e., timber sawmilling business) . For instance, the government
could provide incentives for growers in the form of free or subsidisedmanure and
better quality seedlings, along with tax deductions (i.e.tax holiday program) for
businesses within the timber industry.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
First of all, we would like to thank the many key informants who shared their
experiences with us, particularly in Bulukumba, Gorontalo, Lampung and We also thank to
Dr. Digby Race, as a project leader who provided opportunities for us in this important
project. Thank you also to Dr. Ir. Syaiful Anwar, MSc. as a Director of the Center for
Research and Development of Socio Economic Policy and Climate Change, that supports
our involvement in this project. Thank you very much to Aneka Prawesti Suka, S.Sos.
M.SE, MA that agreed to our involvement in this activity. Last but not least, we also say a lot
of thanks to all our friends who were involved directly or indirectly in the analysis of CBCF's
policies.
This research was supported by Indonesia’s FOERDIA and the Australian Centre for
International Agricultural Research (ACIAR), via Project ‘Enhancing Community-Based
Commercial Forestry in Indonesia’ (FST/2015/040).

69

REFERENCES
Antara. (2006). Five Years of Gorontalo, Fast Forward because of Corn (Lima Tahun
Gorontalo, Maju Pesat Berkat Jagung). Retrieved February 14, 2018 from
https://www.antaranews.com/berita/28026/lima-tahun-gorontalo-maju-pesatberkat-jagung.
Anugrah, I.S. (2010). Rural Economic Development Based on Corn Agribusiness in
Gorontalo Province (Pembangunan Perekonomian Perdesaan Berbasis
Agribisnis Jagung di Provinsi Gorontalo). Jurnal Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian,
8(4), 363-383.
Arizona, Y. (2013). Legal opportunities for the implementation of MK 35 Verdict into the
context of indigenous peoples' recognition policies in Central Kalimantan
(Peluang hukum implementasi Putusan MK 35 ke dalam konteks kebijakan
pengakuan masyarakat adat di Kalimantan Tengah). Paper presented at the
Workshop "Textual Facts of Quo Vadis of Customary Forest Post MK Decision
No.35 / PUU-X / 2012 (Makalah disampaikan dalam Lokakarya “Fakta Tekstual
Quo Vadis Hutan Adat Pasca Putusan MK No.35/PUU-X/2012). Palangka Raya,
Indonesia, 20 November 2013.
Arnold, J.E.M. (2001). Forest and People: 25 years of community forestry. Rome: Food
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations FAO.
Asmin, F. (2016). Agrarian Reform in the Forestry Sector: A symbolic political review
(Reforma Agraria Bidang Kehutanan: Sebuah tinjauan politik simbolik). Paper
presented at the National Vocational Sociology Conference with the theme of the
National Social and Awakening Movement (Makalah disampaikan pada
Konferensi Nasional Sosiologi ke V dengan tema Gerakan Sosial dan
Kebangkitan Bangsa). Padang, 18-19 Mei 2016.
Awang, S.A. (2018). Agrarian Reform and Social Forestry: A new path for Indonesia's
forest management (Reforma Agraria dan Kehutanan Sosial: Jalan baru
pengelolaan hutan Indonesia). Paper presented at the Environmental Outlook
2018 (Makalah disampaikan pada acara Environmental Outlook 2018). Jakarta,
Indonesia, 18 Januari 2018.
Badan Pusat Statistik Lampung. (2010). Lampung in numbers (Lampung Dalam
Angka). Bandar Lampung: Badan Pusat Statistik Lampung.
Barbour, J.B. (2017). Micro/Meso/Macrolevels of
Encyclopedia
of
Organizational
10.1002/9781118955567.wbieoc140.

Analysis. The International
Communication.
doi:

Borras, J.S.M. 2016. Land politics, agrarian movements and scholar-activism.
Inaugural lecture 14 April 2016.
Brown, T. H., Simangunsong, B. C., Sukadri, D., Brown, D. W., Sumirta, S.,
Dermawan, A., & Rufi’ie, A. (2005). Restructuring and Revitalization of
Indonesia’s Wood-Based Industry: Synthesis of Three Major Studies. MoF-NRMCIFOR-MFP-Forest Trends-ITTO. Jakarta, Indonesia.
Bryant, R. L. (1998). Power, knowledge and political ecology in the third world: a
review. Progress in physical geography, 22(1), 79-94.

70

Castree, N., & Braun, B. (2001). The construction of nature and the nature of
construction: Analytical and political tools for building survivable futures Social
nature. Theory, practice and politics. Massachusetts-Oxford: Blackwell Publisher
Chao, S. (2012). Forest peoples: numbers across the world. Moreton-in-Marsh: Forest
Peoples Programme.
Charnley, S., & Poe, M. R. (2007). Community forestry in theory and practice: Where
are
we
now? Annu.
Rev.
Anthropol., 36,
301-336.
doi:
10.1146/annurev.anthro.35.081705.123143
Contreras-Hermosilla, A., Fay, C., & Effendi, E. (2005). Strengthening forest
management in Indonesia through land tenure reform: issues and framework for
action. Forest Trends. ISBN: 0-9713606-7-7
Cossalter, C., & Pye-Smith, C. (2003). Fast-wood forestry: myths and realities. Bogor,
Indonesia: CIFOR. ISBN: 979-3361-09-3
CNBC Indonesia. (2018). Many Foreign Companies Move, Indonesian Furniture
Exports Drop (Banyak Perusahaan Asing Pindah, Ekspor Mebel Indonesia
Anjlok).
Retrieved
February
18,
2019
from
https://www.cnbcindonesia.com/news/20180111130825-4-1229/banyakperusahaan-asing-pindah-ekspor-mebel-indonesia-anjlok.
Detik Finance. (2014). China is still the King of the World Exporter of Wood and
Furniture (China Masih Jadi Raja Eksportir Kayu dan Furnitur Dunia). Retrieved
February 18, 2018 from https://finance.detik.com/industri/d-2522008/china-masihjadi-raja-eksportir-kayu-dan-furnitur-dunia.
Detik Finance. (2018). The Minister of Agriculture release exports of 57,650 tons of
Gorontalo corn to the Philippines (Menteri Pertanian lepas ekspor 57.650 ton
jagung Gorontalo ke Filipina). Retrieved February 14, 2018 from
https://finance.detik.com/berita-ekonomi-bisnis/3867622/mentan-lepas-ekspor57650-ton-jagung-gorontalo-ke-filipina.
Diantoro, T., D., Purwanto, A., B., Ferdaus, R.M., & Suprapto, S. (2014). Forestry
Partnership in Central Java Protected Forests (Kemitraan Kehutanan di Hutan
Lindung Jawa Tengah). Policy Paper No 03/2014. Yogyakarta, Indonesia:
ARUPA.
Di Gregorio, M. (2014). Gaining access to the state: Political opportunities and agency
in forest activism in Indonesia. Social Movement Studies, 13(3), 381-398. doi:
10.1080/14742837.2013.856297.
Dinas Kelautan dan Perikanan Provinsi Gorontalo. (2012). Final Evaluation of the Year
of the Gorontalo Province Marine and Fisheries Service (Evaluasi Akhir Tahun
Dinas Kelautan dan Perikanan Provinsi Gorontalo). Gorontalo, Indonesia: Dinas
Kelautan dan Perikanan Gorontalo.
Dinas Kehutanan dan Perkebunan Kabupaten Bulukumba. (2012). Annual Report of
the Bulukumba Forestry and Plantation Service (Laporan Tahunan Dinas
Kehutanan dan Perkebunan Bulukumba). Unpublished.
Dinas Kehutanan Provinsi Gorontalo. (2015). Implementation of Action Plan for
Coordination and Supervision of Rescue of Natural Resources in the Forestry
and Mining Sector in Gorontalo Province (Implementasi Rencana Aksi Koordinasi
dan supervisi Penyelamatan Sumberadaya Alam Sektor Kehutanan dan
Pertambangan di Provinsi Gorontalo). Gorontalo, Indonesia: Dinas Kehutanan
Provinsi Gorontalo.

71

Dauvergne, P. (1993). The politics of deforestation in Indonesia. Pacific Affairs, 66(4),
497-518.
Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat Republik Indonesia. (2017). The Budget Board Receives the
Aspirations of the Community Coalition for the Acceleration of Social Forestry
(Badan Anggaran Terima Aspirasi Koalisi Masyarakat Percepatan Perhutanan
Sosial).
Retrieved
February
21,
2017
from
http://dpr.go.id/berita/detail/id/17897/t/Banggar+Terima+Aspirasi+Koalisi+
Masyarakat+Percepatan+Perhutanan+Sosial.
Duinker, P. N., Matakala, P. W., & Zhang, D. (1991). Community forestry and its
implications for Northern Ontario. The Forestry Chronicle, 67(2), 131-135.
Rachman, N. F. (2011). The resurgence of land reform policy and agrarian movements
in Indonesia (Doctoral dissertation, UC Berkeley).
Foucault, M. (2012). The Archaeology of Knowledge (Arkeologi Pengetahuan).
Yogyakarta, Indonesia: IRCiSoD.
Forum Komunikasi Kehutanan Masyarakat. (2016). Today's Face of Social Forestry
and Community Forestry (Wajah Perhutanan Sosial dan Kehutanan Masyarakat
hari ini). Retrieved February 21, 2019 from https://fkkm.org/2016/04/04/wajahperhutanan-sosial-dan-kehutanan-masyarakat-hari-ini/.
Gaventa, J. (1980). Power and Powerlessness: Quiescence and Rebellion in an
Appalachian Valley. Oxford: Clarendon Press
Gaventa, J. (2006). Finding the spaces for change: a power analysis. IDS
bulletin, 37(6), 23-33.
Gilmore, D. A. (1989). Management of forests for local use in the hills of Nepal:
changing forests management paradigms. Journal of World Forest Resource
Management, 4, 93-110.
Gilmour, D., Malla, Y., & Nurse, M. (2004). Linkages between community forestry and
poverty. Bangkok: Regional Community Forestry Center for Asia and the Pacific.
Gilmour, D. (2016). Forty years of community-based forestry: A review of its extent and
effectiveness. Rome: FAO. ISBN 978-92-5-109095-4.
Guha, R. (2000). Environmentalism: A Global History. New York: Longman.
Habermas, J. (1991). The structural transformation of the public sphere: An inquiry into
a category of bourgeois society. Cambridge: MIT press. ISBN: 0-262-08180-6.
Hakim, I., & Wibowo, L.R. (2017). Forest Tenure Reform: Membongkar Retakan
Sejarah (Forest Tenure Reform: Dismantling Historical Cracks). Paper presented
at the Tenurial International Conference (Makalah disampaikan pada Konferensi
Tenurial International). Jakarta, Indonesia, 25-27 Oktober 2017.
Herawan, A. (2013). Local Resource-Based Agropolitan Implementation to Improve
Economic Development: Gorontalo Province Study. Paper for the task of the
Scientific Journal of the Department of Economics, Faculty of Economics and
Business, University of Brawijaya Malang. (Makalah untuk tugas Jurnal Ilmiah
Jurusan Ilmu Ekonomi Fakultas Ekonomi dan Bisnis Universitas Brawijaya
Malang). Unpublished.
Herawati, T., Liswanti, N., Banjade, M.R., & Mwangi, E. (2017). Designing the Future
of Social Forestry in Lampung Province From a scenario to action (Merancang

72

Masa Depan Perhutanan Sosial di Provinsi Lampung Dari skenario menuju aksi).
Info Brief No. 183. Bogor, Indonesia: Center for International Forestry Research.
Herawati, T., Liswanti, N., Banjade, M.R., & Mwangi, E., (2017). Forest tenure reform
implementation in Lampung province: From scenarios to action. Info Brief No.
169. Bogor, Indonesia: Center for International Forestry Research.
Indrawirawan, D., Riza, F., Pasya, G., Rozi, Ismaison, Hariwibowo, R. (n.d.).
Implementation of Community Forestry Policy (HKM) in Lampung Province:
Preliminary Study (Pelaksanaan Kebijakan Hutan Kemasyarakatan (HKM) di
Propinsi Lampung: Studi Pendahuluan). WATALA, World Agroforestry Center SE
Asia Regional Office, Ford Foundation, DFID. In Purwanto, E. (2017). Naskah
Akademik Panel 11: Ragam persoalan tenurial di kawasan hutan lindung dan
taman hutan raya. Tenure Conference 2017.
Intan, D. G. (2011). Land Conflict Resolution in Lampung Province (Penyelesaian
Konflik Pertanahan di Provinsi Lampung). Keadilan Progresif, 2(2), 184-195.
Kagungan, D. (2012). Community Forest Policy (HKM) IN Tanggamus Regency,
Lampung Province (Kebijakan Hutan Kemasyarakatan (HKM) Di Kabupaten
Tanggamus Provinsi Lampung). Publica, 2(1), 22-33.
Kaimowitz, D. (2003). Forest law enforcement and rural livelihoods. International
Forestry Review 5 (3) :199-210. doi: 10.1505/IFOR.5.3.199.19146.
Kantor Staf Presiden Republik Indonesia. (2017). Implementation of Agrarian Reform:
Direction of the Presidential Staff Office: National Priority for Agrarian Reform in
the 2017 Government Work Plan (Pelaksanaan Reforma Agraria: Arahan Kantor
Staf Presiden: Prioritas Nasional Reforma Agraria dalam Rencana Kerja
Pemerintah Tahun 2017). Jakarta, Indonesia: Kantor Staf Presiden Republik
Indonesia.
Khasanah, N., Biahimo, S. D. J., Dwiyanti, E., & Sutrisno, S. (2016). Towards
Productive and Sustainable Agricultural Areas in Tilamuta Sub District, Boalemo
District, Gorontalo (Menuju Kawasan Pertanian yang Produktif dan Berkelanjutan
di Kecamatan Tilamuta, Kabupaten Boalemo, Gorontalo). Strategi Konservasi
dan Penghidupan AgFor-04. Bogor, Indonesia: World Agroforestry Centre
(ICRAF) Southeast Asia Regional Program.
Kompas. (2016). Gorontalo targets corn production to reach three million tons in 2017
(Gorontalo targetkan produksi jagung capai tiga juta ton di 2017). Retrieved
February 14 2018 from http://www.tribunnews.com/regional/2016/08/29/gorontalo
-targetkan-produksi-jagung-capai-tiga-juta-ton-di-2017.
Kurniawan, N. I. (2012). Environmental Discourse and Sustainable Development in
Non-Governmental Organizations in Indonesia (Wacana Lingkungan dan
Pembangunan Berkelanjutan dalam Lembaga Swadaya Masyarakat di
Indonesia). Jurnal Ilmu Sosial dan Ilmu Politik, 16(1), 1-15. ISSN: 1410-4946.
Larson, A. M., Cronkleton, P., Barry, D., & Pacheco, P. (2008). Tenure rights and
beyond: community access to forest resources in Latin America. Bogor,
Indonesia: Center for International Forestry Research.
Levang, P., Dounias, E., & Sitorus, S. (2005). Out of the forest, out of
poverty?. Forests, trees and livelihoods, 15(2), 211-235.
Lefebvre, H. (2009). State, space, world: Selected essays. (N. Brenner & S. Elden,
Trans). Minneapolis-London: University of Minnesota Press. ISBN: 978-0-81665316-4.

73

Li, T. M. (2002). Engaging simplifications: community-based resource management,
market processes and state agendas in upland Southeast Asia. World
development, 30(2), 265-283.
Lindayati, R. (2002). Ideas and institutions in social forestry policy. In Colfer, C.J.P. &
Resosudamo, I. A. Y. (Eds.). Which way forward? People, forest and policy
making in Indonesia. Washington DC USA: Resource for the Future and the
Centre for International Forestry Research. ISBN: 1-891853-44-9.
Mahanty, S., Gronow, J., Nurse, M., & Malla, Y. (2006). Reducing poverty through
community based forest management in Asia. Journal of Forest and
Livelihood, 5(1), 78-89.
Maryudi, A., & Krott, M. (2012). Poverty alleviation efforts through a community forestry
program in Java, Indonesia. Journal of Sustainable Development, 5(2), 43-53.
Maryudi, A., Nawir, A. A., Permadi, D. B., Purwanto, R. H., Pratiwi, D., Syofi'i, A., &
Sumardamto, P. (2015). Complex regulatory frameworks governing private
smallholder tree plantations in Gunungkidul District, Indonesia. Forest Policy and
Economics, 59, 1-6.
McCarthy, J. (2005). Devolution in the woods: community forestry as hybrid
Neoliberalism. Environment and Planning, 37, 995 – 1014.
Mejia, E., Pacheco, P., Muzo, A., & Torres, B. (2015). Smallholders and timber
extraction in the Ecuadorian Amazon: amidst market opportunities and regulatory
constraints. International Forestry Review, 17(1), 38-50.
Moeliono, M., Mulyana, A., Adnan, H., Manalu, P., Yuliani, L. & Balang (2015). Village
forests (hutan desa): empowerment, business or burden? Agroforestry and
Forestry in Sulawesi no. 51. Bogor, Indonesia: World Agroforestry Centre-ICRAF
Southeast Asia Regional Office.
Moeliono, M., Thuy, P.T., Bong, I,W., Wong, G.Y., & Brockhaus, M. (2017). Social
Forestry-Why and for whom? A comparison of policies in Vietnam and
Indonesia. Forest and Society, 1(2), 78-97. doi: 10.24259/fs.v1i2.2484.
Molnar, A., France, M., Purdy, L., & Karver, J. (2011). Community-Based Forest
Management: The Extent and Potential Scope of Community and Smallholder
Forest Management and Enterprises. Washington, DC: The Rights and
Resources Initiative.
Molnar, A., Liddle, M., Bracer, C., Khare, A., White, A. & Bull, J. (2007). Communitybased forest enterprises: their status and potential in tropical countries. ITTO
Technical Series No. 28. Yokohama, Japan: International Tropical Timber
Organization.
Mudiarta, K.G. (2009). Social networks in agribusiness system and business
development: theoretical perspective and dynamics of social capital studies
(Jaringan sosial (networks) dalam pengembangan sistem dan usaha agribisnis:
perspektif teori dan dinamika studi kapital sosial). Forum Penelitian Agro
Ekonomi, 27(1), 1 - 12.
Nanggara, S.G., Barri, M.F., Rosalina, L., Apriani, I., Oktaviani, A.R., Pardi. &
Rahmawati, I. (2017). Cross Tangle Disputes: Forest and Land Management in
Indonesia (Silang Sengkarut Kusut: Pengelolaan Hutan dan Lahan di Indonesia).
Forest Watch Indonesia (FWI). Unpublished.

74

Nee, V. (2005). The New Institutionalisms in Economics and Sociology. In Smelser,
N.J. & Swedberg, R. (Eds) The Handbook of Economic Sociology. New Jersey:
Princeton University Press. ISBN: 0-691-12125-7.
Nugroho, B., Dermawan, A., & Putzel, L. (2013). Financing smallholder timber planting
in Indonesia: mismatches between loan scheme attributes and smallholder
borrowing characteristics. International Forestry Review, 15(4), 499-508. doi:
10.1505/146554813809025702.
Nurdin, P. M., Ilahude, Z., & Zakaria, F. (2009). Growth and Maize Results N, P, and K
Fertilized in Vertical Soil of North Isimu Gorontalo District (Pertumbuhan dan hasil
jagung yang dipupuk N, P, dan K pada tanah Vertisol Isimu Utara Kabupaten
Gorontalo). Jurnal Tanah Tropika, 14(1), 49-56.
Nurjaya, I.N. (2005). Legal History of Forest Management in Indonesia (Sejarah Hukum
Pengelolaan Hutan di Indoensia). Jurisprudence, 2(1), 35 – 55.
Pacheco, P., Barry, D., Cronkleton, P., & Larson, A. (2008). The role of informal
institutions in the use of forest resources in Latin America. Bogor, Indonesia:
Center for International Forestry Research.
Pacheco, P. (2012). Smallholders and communities in timber markets: Conditions
shaping diverse forms of engagement in Tropical Latin America. Conservation
and Society 10(2): 114–123.
Peluso, N. L., Afiff, S., & Rachman, N. F. (2008). Claiming the grounds for reform:
agrarian and environmental movements in Indonesia. Journal of Agrarian
Change, 8(2‐3), 377-407.
Phimmavong, S., Ozarska, B., Midgley, S., & Keenan, R. (2009). Forest and plantation
development in Laos: history, development and impact for rural
communities. International Forestry Review, 11(4), 501-513.
Poffenberger, M. (2006). People in the forest: community forestry experiences from
Southeast Asia. International Journal of Environment and Sustainable
Development, 5(1), 57-69.
Pokharel, B. K., & Nurse, M. (2004). Forests and people’s livelihood: Benefiting the
poor from community forestry. Journal of forest and Livelihood, 4(1), 19-29.
Pranadji, T. (2008). Dissecting Gorontalo as a Candidate for Eastern Star of
Indonesian Agriculture in the 21st Century (Membedah Gorontalo Sebagai Calon
Bintang Timur Pertanian Indonesia di Abad 21). Analisis Kebijakan Pertanian,
6(3), 222 - 238
Puhlin, J.M., & Dressler, W.H. (2008). People, power and timber: Politics of resource
use in community-based forest management. Paper presented at the 12th
Biennial Conference of the International Association for the Study of the
Commons (IASC). Cheltenham, England, July 14, 2008.
Pulhin, J. M., Inoue, M., & Enters, T. (2007). Three decades of community-based forest
management in the Philippines: emerging lessons for sustainable and equitable
forest management. International Forestry Review, 9(4), 865-883.
Purnomo, E.P., & Anand, P.B. (2014). The Conflict of Forest Tenure and the
Emergence of Community Based Forest Management in Indonesia. Journal of
Government and Politics, 5(1), 20-31.

75

Pusat Data dan Informasi Pertanian. (2016). Outlook for Agricultural Commodities
Cassava Food Crop Sub Sector (Outlook Komoditas Pertanian Sub Sektor
Tanaman Pangan Ubi Kayu). Jakarta, Indonesia: Kementerian Pertanian.
Resosudarmo, I.A.P. (2005). Closer to People and Tree: Will Decentralization Work for
the People and the Forests of Indonesia? In: Ribot, J.C. & Larson, A.M. (Eds.),
Democratic Decentralization through a Natural Resource Lens. London:
Routledge.
Rhee, S., Kitchener, D., Brown, T., Merrill, R., Dilts, R. & Tighe, S. (2004). Report on
Biodiversity and Tropical Forests in Indonesia. Submitted in accordance with
Foreign Assistance Act Sections 118/119. Prepared for USAID/Indonesia,
Jakarta, Indonesia.
Ribot, J. (2002). Democratic decentralization of natural resources: Institutionalizing
popular participation. Washington DC: World Resources Institute.
Robbin, S. P., Chatterjee, P., & Canda, E.R. (1998). Contemporary human behavior
theory: A critical perspective for social work. Boston: Allyn And Bacon.
Rohadi, D., Dunggio, I., Herawati, T., Wau, D., & Laode, Y. (2016). Encouraging the
Development of the Community Plantation Forest Business in Boalemo Regency
(Mendorong Pengembangan Usaha Hutan Tanaman Rakyat di Kabupaten
Boalemo). Policy Brief No 66. Bogor, Indonesia: World Agroforestry Centre
(ICRAF) Southeast Asia Regional Program.
Rosyadi, S., & Sobandi, K. R. (2014). Collaborative Forest Management in the Context
of Network Society: A Huge Challenge of Cooperation between State Forest
Corporation and Forest Communities in Java, Indonesia. Paper presented at The
World Conference for Public Administration of the Korean Association for Public
Administration, South Korea.
Rousseau, J. J. (1986). The social contract (Sumardjo, Trans) (Kontrak sosial).
Jakarta, Indonesia: Erlangga.
Safitri, M. (2006). Change without Reform? Community Forestry in Decentralizing
Indonesia. Paper presented at the International Conference with entitle Survival
of the Commons: Mounting Challenges and New Realities, the Eleventh
Conference of the International Association for the Study of Common Property.
Bali Indonesia, June 19-23, 2006.
Sanudin, S., Sadono, R., & Purwanto, R. H. Implementation of Community Timber
Plantation in Pesisir Barat District-Lampung and Tebo District-Jambi
(Implementasi Hutan Tanaman Rakyat Di Kabupaten Pesisir Barat-Lampung Dan
Kabupaten Tebo-Jambi). Jurnal Manusia dan Lingkungan, 22(3), 341-349.
Setyowati, A. (2017). Social forestry: panacea or problem? Opinion published by
Indonesia at Melbourne. Australia. Retrieved January 23, 2018 from
http://indonesiaatmelbourne.unimelb.edu.au/social-forestry-panacea-or-problem/
Shively, G., Jagger, P., Sserunkuuma, D., Arinaitwe, A., & Chibwana, C. (2010). Profits
and margins along Uganda's charcoal value chain. International Forestry
Review, 12(3), 270-283.
Suharjito, D. (2009). Devolusi Pengelolaan Hutan di Indonesia: Perbandingan
Indonesia dan Philipina (Devolution of Forest Management in Indonesia:
Comparison between Indonesia and Philipina). Jurnal Manajemen Hutan
Tropika, 15(3), 123-130.

76

Suharjito, D. (2017). Accelerating the Achievement of the Target of Social Forestry
(Percepatan Pencapaian Target Perhutanan Sosial). Paper presented at the
International Tenurial Conference (Makalah disampaikan pada Konferensi
Tenurial Internasional). Jakarta, Indonesia, 27-28 Oktober 2017.
Sulawesi Community Foundation. (2018). Overview of the Study of Right Forest
Management in Bulukumba (Sekilas Kajian Pengelolaan Hutan Hak di
Bulukumba). Retrieved November 4, 2018 from http://scf.or.id/mfp/sekilas-kajianpengelolaan-hutan-hak-di-bulukumba/.
Sunderlin, W. D., Angelsen, A., Belcher, B., Burgers, P., Nasi, R., Santoso, L., &
Wunder, S. (2005). Livelihoods, forests, and conservation in developing
countries: an overview. World development, 33(9), 1383-1402.
Sutaryo, S. (2006). CBFM Policy and Institution at the National Level and Experience in
Managing Multi-stakeholder Work (Kebijakan dan Kelembagaan CBFM di
Tingkat Nasional dan Pengalaman Mengelola Kerja-Kerja Multi-pihak). Paper
presented at the 2006 Forest and Community Fair (Makalah disampaikan pada
Pekan Raya Hutan dan Masyarakat 2006). University of Gadjah Mada,
Yogyakarta.
Syah, M. E., Makkarennu, M., & Supratman, S. (2018). Smallholder timber marketing
system in Bulukumba Regency, South Sulawesi (Sistem pemasaran kayu rakyat
di Kabupaten Bulukumba Sulawesi Selatan). Jurnal Hutan dan Masyarakat,
10(1), 192-202. ISSN: 1907-5316.
Sylviani, S., & Hakim, I. (2014). Tenurial Analysis in the Development of Forest
Management Units (KPH): Case Study of KPH Gedong Wani, Lampung Province
(Analisis Tenurial dalam Pengembangan Kesatuan Pengelolaan Hutan (KPH):
Studi Kasus KPH Gedong Wani, Provinsi Lampung). Jurnal Penelitian Sosial dan
Ekonomi Kehutanan, 11(4), 309-322.
Tempo. (2016). Furniture Entrepreneurs Japara Complains about the Cost of Bringing
Materials (Pengusaha Mebel Japara Keluhkan Ongkos Mendatangkan Bahan).
Retrieved February 18, 2019 from https://gaya.tempo.co/read/1149929/anakmuda-yuk-jadi-pengusaha-industri-kreatif-dan-kerajinan.
Tesfaye, Y. (2011). Participatory forest management for sustainable livelihoods in the
Bale Mountains, Southern Ethiopia. (Doctoral Dissertation, Swedish University of
Agricultural Sciences). Uppsala, Sweden.
Tukan, C.J.M., Yulianti, Roshetko, J.M., Darusman, D. (2015). Timber Marketing From
Farmers' Land in Lampung Province (Pemasaran Kayu Dari Lahan Petani di
Provinsi
Lampung).
Retrieved
February
14,
2018
from
http://www.worldagroforestry.org/sea/Publications/files/book/BK0063-04/BK006304-15.pdf
Varughese, G., & Ostrom, E. (2001). The contested role of heterogeneity in collective
action: some evidence from community forestry in Nepal. World
development, 29(5), 747-765.
Verbist, B., & Pasya, G. (2004). Historical Perspective on the Status of Forest Areas,
Conflicts and Negotiations in Sumberjaya, Lampung Barat-Lampung Province.
(Perspektif sejarah status kawasan hutan, konflik dan negosiasi di Sumberjaya,
Lampung Barat-Propinsi Lampung). Agrivita, 26(1), 52-57. ISSN : 0126 – 0537.
Winarso, B. (2013). Food Crop Commodity Development Policy in Supporting the
Master Plan for the Acceleration and Expansion of Indonesian Economic

77

Development (MP3EI) Case Study in Gorontalo Province (Kebijakan
pengembangan komoditas tanaman pangan dalam mendukung program master
plan percepatan dan perluasan pembangunan ekonomi Indonesia (MP3EI) studi
kasus di Propinsi Gorontalo). Jurnal Penelitian Pertanian Terapan, 13(2), 85-102.
ISSN 1410-5020.
Yasir, A. (2015). Management of Forest Resources in West Lampung District: An
executive Summary of Academic Manuscripts. (Pengelolaan sumber daya hutan
di Kabupaten Lampung Barat: Suatu executive summary naskah akademik). Fiat
Justisia, 5(3). doi: 10.25041/fiatjustisia.v5no3.341.
Yasmi, Y., Anshari, G. Z., Alqadrie, S., Budiarto, T., Abidin, E., Komarudin, H., &
McGrath, S. (2005). The Complexity of Forest Resource Management in the Era
of Regional Autonomy Case Study in Sintang District, West Kalimantan
(Kompleksitas pengelolaan sumberdaya hutan di era otonomi daerah: studi
kasus di Kabupaten Sintang, Kalimantan Barat). Bogor, Indonesia: Center for
International Forestry Research.

78

