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ABSTRACT
With the largest remaining area of forest in Indonesia, the region of Kalimantan claims
hundreds of rare and endemic species, numerous forest-dependent communities, as well as rates of
deforestation that have risen to among the highest in the world. As such, the region is a crucial area
in which to address sustainable forest management. This paper explores the current state and
future potential of community-based forestry management (CBFM) in Kalimantan. Specifically, I
explored three factors affecting the state of CBFM in the area –decentralization reform (reformasi),
national social forestry policy, and capacity-building organizations.
A review of current policy and literature revealed that decentralization and community
forestry policies in Indonesia have progressed in terms of granting local governments a greater
share of resource revenues and in acknowledging the concept of community participation in
resource management. However, the central government has failed to devolve the majority of
authority over state lands, which compose the vast majority of Indonesia’s forest resources.
Additionally, policies still lack provisions for secure access to and control of resources by local
communities. As such, the national community forestry policy cannot truly be labeled a
“community-based” program, and must still undergo significant reform in order to successfully
integrate with existing, locally-based CBFM programs.
“Capacity-building organizations” help to improve the necessary capacities required by
communities to successfully implement CBFM projects. I identified 97 organizations operating in
Kalimantan, finding the greatest concentration in the province of West Kalimantan. The most
common organizational focus was ‘sustainable development and resource management’ and the
most widely practiced activities were advocacy, research, and training – with variations occurring
between operational scales. I found a dramatic increase in organization establishment during the
last decade, particularly in Kalimantan-based organizations and peaking during years coinciding
with initial decentralization reforms. Based on my analysis, I concluded that future efforts by
organizations should concentrate on increasing representation in the provinces of East and South
Kalimantan, as well as in individual districts across all four provinces; on making the issue of
conservation a central focus for a greater number of organizations; and on improving
interorganizational communication.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Indonesia houses some of the most diverse and unique terrestrial habitats on earth. Within
the archipelago’s vast forests live tens of thousands of species, many of which are endemic or have
only recently been identified. Hundreds of culturally-distinct communities also derive their
livelihoods directly from the forests’ resources. In recent years, illegal logging, land conversion to
palm oil plantations, severe forest fires, and strip mining operations have soared to unprecedented
levels all over Indonesia. The situation is most severe in Kalimantan, Borneo, where total forest
cover has decreased from 75% to 50% within the last 20 years (Rautner, et al., 2005). During this
time period, Borneo lost an average of 850,000 ha of forest each year, with rates accelerating
upwards of 1.25 million ha/year in more recent surveys (Rautner et al., 2005). Conservation efforts
up to this point have been largely ineffective, with deforestation occurring within the boundaries of
protected areas at rates nearly reaching those outside of protected boundaries. A 14-year study in
Kalimantan found that protected lowland forest cover decreased by more than 56% from 1985 –
2001 (Curran, et al., 2004).
Indonesia’s recent political climate has created additional issues for forest management. In
1998, following 32 years of authoritarian rule under the powerful New Order regime, Indonesia
embarked on a rapid and dramatic process of democratization and decentralization, referred to as
reformasi. The passage of significant legislative reforms regarding authority over natural resources
has resulted in, among other things, the future of Indonesia’s forests lying largely in the hands of
local governments. The long-term impacts of these reforms are yet to be entirely realized (Barr et
al., 2001; Thorburn, 2002). It is clear however, that Indonesia’s forests and its many forest-dwelling
communities are currently in the midst of an important transitional period.
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Effectively addressing the management of Indonesia’s forests is a tremendous task with no
simple solution. One avenue that has gained momentum in the midst of decentralization reforms,
yet also has deep historic roots in indigenous Indonesian societies, is community-based-forestry
management (CBFM). Advocates of CBFM in Indonesia cite its effectiveness in terms of promoting
conservation (Eghenter, 2000; Wadley and Colfer, 2004), traditional livelihoods and, local economic
development (Tacconi et al., 2004). Indonesia’s recently-restructured national social forestry
program provides new legislative support for forest-dwelling communities to manage their
resources at the local level; while a newly-decentralized government places decision-making
processes physically closer to the communities themselves. However, the number of successfullyimplemented CBFM projects in Indonesia remains limited, and consequently, so too does its current
overall impact on conservation and local livelihoods.
This paper examines the current state and future potential of CBFM in Kalimantan, a region
which houses the largest remaining area of forested land in Indonesia. To do this, I will examine
several key factors influencing CBFM in the region. The first section provides a discussion of
background and context for the area. The next two sections address the opportunities and
limitations surrounding (1) decentralization reform and (2) national social forestry policy in regard
to community-based forestry. Finally, I will explore the current community capacities for CBFM by
conducting an analysis of the roles of capacity-building organizations active in Kalimantan. Using
the analyses of these factors for the basis of discussion, I will conclude with an assessment of the
overall state of CBFM in the region and recommendations for the direction of future efforts.
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2. APPROACH

I conducted an extensive literature and policy review in order to obtain information
regarding the subjects of decentralization and national social forestry policy. I referenced primary
legal documents whenever possible, but was limited by the availability of accurate translations.
In order to analyze the roles of capacity-building organizations in CBFM, I created a
database of basic profiles for as many organizations active in Kalimantan as possible (Appendix 1).
The first step in creating this database was to identify the active organizations in the region. I
initially established a small list of organization contacts through the network of the United StatesIndonesia Society, while enrolled in their summer program in Java. I was able to gradually expand
this initial list until I had identified 97 capacity-building organizations active in Kalimantan. I
included all organizations that I could find that prioritized both capacity-building and issues either
directly or indirectly related to CBFM (for complete list of organization foci see section 6.4). I then
created profiles for each of these organizations based on direct email correspondence, organization
websites and blog sites, and self-posting online directories. I included only information provided by
the organizations themselves, (or the translations of this information) and not by third-party
sources. I used the collective data from these profiles to assess the general trends and
characteristics discussed in section six.
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3. BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT
3.1 STUDY AREA
3.1.1 GEOGRAPHY
Indonesia is a nation archipelago of over
17,000 islands in the equatorial Pacific Ocean. The
region of Kalimantan is located on the island of Borneo,
the third largest island in the world with a landmass of
over 740,000 km². Indonesian Kalimantan occupies
72.6% of Borneo’s area and shares the island with the
Malaysian states of Sabah and Sarawak as well as the
entire country of Brunei Darussalam (Rautner et al.,
2005). Multinational control of the island has had
significant consequences for conservation efforts in

Figure 3.1: Map of Kalimantan and its political
divisions (source: WWF, 2001)

the region in terms of transboundary regulations (WWF, 2001).
The region of Kalimantan
is divided into four provinces, of
which there are a total of 33 in all
of Indonesia. The provinces are
East Kalimantan (Kalimantan
Timur or Kaltim), West
Kalimantan (Kalimantan Barat or

Indonesia’s Political Hierarchy
Central Government
(Elected President and VP)

National Representative Assembly
(Elected Upper & Lower Houses)

Provincial Government
(Elected Governor and V.G.)

Provincial Representative Assembly
(Elected Members)

District and City Government
(Elected Regent and V. Regent)

Sub-District Government
(Appointed Head)

District and City Representative Assembly
(Elected Members)

Village Governments
(Elected Heads)

Figure 3.2 Indonesia’s political hierarchy and methods of appointment.

Kalbar), Central Kalimantan (Kalimantan Tengah or Kalteng), and South Kalimantan (Kalimantan
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Selatan or Kalsel). Each province is divided into a number of districts or regencies (kabupaten).
Each district is run by an autonomous local government, headed by an elected district head
(bupati).

3.1.2 ECOLOGY
Kalimantan’s tropical climate and unusual geological history make it one of the most
biologically diverse locations on the planet. The climate is warm and wet year-round, receiving at
least 60 mm of rainfall every month and as much as 7,000 mm in a given year (Rautner et al., 2005).
The island was, at one point, nearly entirely covered by tropical evergreen forest. These forest
ecosystems house an astounding array of biological diversity, including 15,000 known species of
flowering plants, 222 mammals, 420 birds, 100 amphibians, 166 snakes, and 394 fish species on the
island (MacKinnon et al., 1997). Approximately 34% of all plant species, as well as 44 mammals, 37
birds, 19 fish, and 4 swallowtail butterfly species, are endemic to the island – adding to its
ecological significance (MacKinnon et al, 1997). Researchers are also continuously discovering new
species on the island. In 2004 alone, 52 new species were identified (Rautner, et al., 2005).
Several distinct forest ecosystems dominate Kalimantan’s terrestrial landscape. Each of
these ecosystems presents its own set of conservation and management issues. Lowland
dipterocarp rainforests are the most expansive, biologically diverse, and commercially valuable of
Kalimantan’s forests. In these ecosystems, at least two-thirds of the upper-canopy trees consist of
species which individually do not make up more than 1% of the total number (Whitmore, 1985). Up
to 80% of the emergent trees belong to the Dipterocarpaceae family. These impressive trees
frequently grow to heights of over 45 m and have strong, dense bark -- making them particularly
appealing to loggers (The World Bank, 2001). The lowlands of Kalimantan also house the largest
remaining intact area of heath forests in all of Southeast Asia. Heath forests seldom recover from
disturbance events, due to the high incidence of forest fires in the residual acid scrub (Rautner, et
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al., 2005). Montane forests grow starting at altitudes of ~ 900m – 1000m and are dominated by
trees from the temperate beech family (Rautner et al., 2005). These forests exist as high-altitude
patches surrounded by lowland forest, and thus host a unique array of flora and fauna due to their
isolation. Close to the island’s shores, freshwater swamp, peat swamp, and mangrove forests
dominate the landscape.

3.1.3 PEOPLE
The island of Borneo remains only sparsely populated by humans. A total of 17 million
inhabitants share the island with an average density of only 22 people per square kilometer (WWF,
2001). Despite the population’s limited size, the cultural diversity in Kalimantan is equally as
astounding as its biological diversity, particularly amongst forest dwelling populations. Hundreds of
distinct indigenous groups exist in the region today, some of which remain relatively unknown in
terms of anthropogenic study. A study in 2001 estimated that approximately 142 languages remain
in active use throughout Kalimantan (Payne et al., 2001). Of Borneo’s total population,
approximately 66% are Muslim (residing mainly in coastal and urban areas), 29% are non-Muslim
indigenous, and 5% are Chinese (Rautner et al., 2005).
The region’s indigenous groups are generally referred to as either Dayak or Punan (Penan
in some accounts). The European-introduced term “Dayak” refers to Borneo’s native farming
population and actually encompasses hundreds of distinct ethnic groups and an estimated 4 million
people (Djuweng, 1997). The seven largest Dayak groups in the region are the Iban (also known as
the Sea Dayak), Bidayuh (Land Dayak), Kayan-Kenyah, Maloh, Baarito, Kelabit-Lun Bawang, and the
Dusun-Kadazan-Murut (Rautner et al., 2005). The Dayak have traditionally been self-sufficient in
terms of food production, but have a long history of trading goods such as beeswax and other forest
products with nearby countries such as Manila and China (Rautner et al., 2005). The primary crop
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of the Dayak is rice. Rice cultivation is virtually universal across Dayak groups, to the extent that the
word for food in many Bornean languages translates literally as “rice” (Payne et al., 2001).
In contrast to the agricultural Dayak, the Punan people are traditionally nomadic huntergatherers. The origins of the Punan are an issue of debate, and it is unknown if they diverged from
the Dayak or are of a completely independent lineage (Payne et al., 2001). The Punan are far fewer
in numbers than the Dayak, with a total population of less than 10,000 individuals. Of these, less
than 4% retain entirely nomadic hunter-gatherer lifestyles (Payne et al., 2001). Those who do still
derive their daily livelihoods by traditional means remain completely dependent upon the forest.

3.2 THREATS
Dramatic land use change is a relatively recent occurrence in Kalimantan. Large-scale
deforestation has occurred primarily within the last two and a half decades alone. In the early
1980’s, 75% of Borneo remained covered by forest. This percentage dropped to 50% by 2001
(Rautner et al., 2005). A sharp increase in deforestation occurred in Kalimantan immediately
following governmental decentralization in 1998 (Barr et al., 2001). Illegal logging, forest fires, land
conversion to palm oil plantations, coal mining, and large scale industrial projects are the primary
threats to Borneo’s forests (Curran et al., 2004). Unlike many other tropical developing countries,
subsistence agriculture and local population densities are not thought to be significant contributing
threats (Curran et al., 2004).

3.2.1 ILLEGAL LOGGING
In 1997/1998, illegal timber harvesting in Indonesia amounted to 33 million cubic meters,
costing the government more than $3.5 billion USD per year (The World Bank, 2001). Official
harvest amounted to only 29.5 million cubic meters, making the output from illegal trade more than
half of the total production (The World Bank, 2001). Up to 40% of Borneo’s pulp and paper industry
wood supplies come from undocumented sources (Rautner et al., 2005). Remote sensing data
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provides a rough estimate of the total area affected by illegal logging in Borneo, indicating that
approximately 2.5 million ha was lost in 2001 alone (Rautner et al., 2005). A survey by the World
Bank found that 84% of timber concessionaries in Kalimantan had violated numerous laws (2001).
Park boundaries offer little deterrent to illegal expansion. Of 18 concessionaries surveyed in
Kalimantan, 14 had illegally expanded into neighboring protected areas (Curran et al., 2004).

3.2.2 FOREST FIRES
Moist, evergreen tropical rainforests like the lowland dipterocarp forests of Kalimantan are
ill-adapted to handle fire. Dense canopies and rapid decomposition rates maintain humid
conditions and minimize combustible material, even during times of drought. However, as forests
areas are degraded, they become increasingly vulnerable to fire, exacerbating the problem of forest
degradation. A study in Borneo in 2002 found that 98% of all forest fires that were detected in
undisturbed forests occurred within 5 km of a forest edge. 75% occurred within 1 km (Langner et
al., 2002). During the El Nino events of 1982-83, 1987, 1991, 1994, and 1997-98, severe drought
coupled with the impacts of deforestation, resulted large-scale forest fires which ravaged
Kalimantan’s forests. The 1997-98 fires were particularly devastating, burning more than 9.7
million ha of Indonesian land (Idris et al., 2005).

3.2.3 OIL PALM PLANTATIONS
Palm oil, the world’s most widely produced edible oil, 1 is derived from the oil palm plant
(Elaeis guineenis). Indonesia is currently the world’s leading producer, supplying more than half of
the global market from 2000-2009 (Block, 2009). The geography of much of Indonesia, (high
temperatures, levels of humidity, and precipitation) combined with a growing global market, and
active encouragement from the national government, have led to the rapid expansion of oil palm
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Palm Oil Production (12 August 2009) - USDA Foreign Agricultural Service
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plantations throughout the country. From 2000-2009, this expansion resulted in an average annual
loss of 340,000 ha of forested land (Block, 2009). In Kalimantan, the internationally funded
“Kalimantan Border Oil Palm Megaproject” is set to cover a proposed 1.8 million ha of land,
including several areas within existing protected areas (Block, 2009).
The growth of the palm oil industry poses significant negative environmental and social
impacts. Most direct and apparent of these impacts are the widespread deforestation and loss of
biodiversity due to land conversion into monoculture. Approximately 80% of plant species are lost
in the conversion process (Casson, 2003). Subsequent leeching of soil nutrients and soil erosion are
also major consequences of forest clearing. At the same time, agrochemical inputs from fertilizers
and insecticides lead to widespread contamination watersheds. Oil palm plantations also contribute
to the proliferation of forest fires in Kalimantan. Based on satellite images from 2002, 75% of
hotspots in Central and West Kalimantan occurred within oil palm plantations ( Darussamin et al.,
2004). From a social perspective, plantation projects are commonly reported to ignore traditional

land boundaries, effectively destroying local economies and displacing entire indigenous
settlements (Sawit Watch, 1998).

3.2.4 COAL MINING
Indonesia is the third largest exporter of steaming coal after Australia and China, with
deposits totaling approximately 4328 million tons as of 2007.2 The largest coal stock in Indonesia is
in East Kalimantan and comprises 35% of the national total (Fatah, 2008). South Kalimantan claims
an additional 16% (Fatah, 2008). The Indonesian government has sought to support the
development of the coal industry, passing the new National Coal Policy in 2004. Several large-scale
mining companies operate in Kalimantan, including Kaltim Prima Coal in East Kalimantan, which is
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From BP Statistical Energy Survey, 2008
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one of the largest open pit mining operations in the world3. In addition, numerous unlicensed smallscale miners operate illegally across Kalimantan with increasing abundance.
The most obvious impacts of strip mining are on forest cover and land degradation. Areas
surrounding mines are subject to flooding, contaminated water, and dust-laden air. Heavy
transportation vehicles clog and damage existing roadways and increase logging access along newly
created roads. In Kalimantan, depleted mining areas are often abandoned without any sort of
rehabilitation (Fatah, 2008). Local communities living near mines and transportation roads receive
little economic benefit from the mining operations, apart from those who work in the mines
themselves (Fatah, 2008).

3.2.5 LARGE-SCALE INDUSTRIAL PROJECTS
While in power, the New Order regime initiated numerous large-scale industrial projects
throughout Indonesia. These projects were frequently undertaken without consideration to the
environment or to the opinions of local inhabitants. In Kalimantan, the worst example of one such
project was the Mega Rice Project (Proyek Lahan Gambut). In order to offset the loss of one million
ha of rice paddy land on the island of Java that was to be sold for commercial development,
President Suharto ordered the cultivation of an equivalent amount of land in the peat swamp
forests of Central Kalimantan. Completely ill-suited for the cultivation of rice, the drained peat
forest collapsed into unusable land, leaving behind 4,600 km of useless irrigation channels and
60,000 unemployed settlers (Rieley, 2001). Land clearing continued long after the government
withdrew its support of the project, and access provided by the project roads caused dramatic
increases in illegal logging in the surrounding areas (Rautner et al., 2005).

3

From Kaltim Prima Coal website: www.kpc.co.id, accessed 2 May 2009.
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3.3 ISSUES CONFRONTING FOREST CONSERVATION
The endangered position of Kalimantan’s forests is both alarming and disheartening. Worse
still has been the blatant failure of protected areas and other conservation attempts in preserving
the region’s forests. Currently, only 82% of what is designated as protection forest actually remains
forested in the region (Holmes, 2002). A fourteen-year study by Curran et al. (2004) found that
protected lowland forest cover in Kalimantan decreased by more than 56% from 1985 to 2001. For
some protected areas, such as the 306,000 ha Katuai National Park, degradation is already so
severe that ecologists have classified certain areas as “lost” (Jepson et al., 2002). This section
addresses the question: “Why have conservation efforts in Kalimantan failed to effectively protect
forest ecosystems?” This question cannot be answered by a single causal factor, but rather a broad
range of issues that can be broken down into four general categories: 1) authority, 2) corruption, 3)
economic drivers, and 4) program issues.

3.3.1 AUTHORITY
The processes of democratization and decentralization following the fall of the New Order
regime have created serious implications for forest management and conservation (discussed
further in section 4). In terms of contributing to the failure of conservation efforts, the government
transition has caused conflicts regarding basic authorities and responsibilities over forest
resources. Consequently, many district governments have started to ignore the boundaries of
protected areas that have been established by the Ministry of Forestry. Additionally, the Ministry of
Forestry has been forced to decrease its role enforcement measures due to fear of being associated
with the previous centralist regime.
Kalimantan’s geographic proximity to Malaysia and Brunei Darussalam raises the issue of
authority with regard to transboundary management. Historically, there has been little
cooperation between the three nations of Borneo with regard to conservation attempts. Protected
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areas and systems of forest classification remain disjointed across national boundaries. There are
virtually no transboundary enforcement mechanisms, meaning that a tree illegally harvested in
Indonesia can easily be transported across the Malaysian border to be processed and sold.
Uncertain land tenure has also created conflicts of authority over forest land, which in turn,
has hindered conservation efforts. Official recognition of indigenous lands has been historically
limited by the national government and continues to cause conflicts between state and local
management efforts (discussed in section 5). If forest dwellers have no future guarantee of secure
access to their land, they have little reason to consider the long-term consequences of their
management practices or to participate in conservation programs. Additionally, the protected areas
created by the Ministry of Forestry often ignore traditional land-use boundaries. Protected areas
that have been created on top of indigenous lands have, in some cases, outlawed the traditional
practices of swidden agriculture, thereby disrupting local livelihoods. Programs such as this stand
little chance of successful compliance or cooperation at the local level.

3.3.2 CORRUPTION
Illegal logging has been an institutionalized practice in Indonesia for decades. Under the
rule of former dictator Suharto, the national government relied on the allocation of timber
concessions in order to gain political support and financing. The Indonesian government has also
been known to either hide or misrepresent land cover data (Rautner et al., 2005; the World Bank,
2001). In 2005, Transparency International ranked Indonesia the 8th most corrupt country in the
world. Even with the new government system in place, the national government, the Armed Forces,
political parties, and now local governments all continue to rely on revenue generated from illegal
logging practices (Tacconi et al., 2004). In many respects, nepotism and corruption have simply
been pushed to the local level, rather than diminished, by decentralization.
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3.3.3 ECONOMIC DRIVERS
Timber and other wood products are vital to the Indonesian economy, and nearly 50% of
Indonesia’s timber production comes from Kalimantan (Rautner et al., 2005). International
demand for wood products is greater than domestic demand in Indonesia (Tacconi, 2007). Pulp
and paper are exported primarily to China, Japan, South Korea, and the EU (Tacconi, 2007).
Malaysia has already exhausted much of its available timber supply, and is now forced to import
logs from neighboring Indonesia in order to keep up with its booming wood product industry. The
Malaysian states of Sabah and Sarawak have thus become important entry points for illegal
Indonesian timber into the international market, resulting in increased logging pressure in
Kalimantan (Rautner et al., 2005). Approximately five million cubic meters of illegal timber crosses
from Kalimantan into Sabah and Sarawak every year (The World Bank, 2001). Export pressure also
drives the expansion of the palm oil industry, demand for which is greatest from the Netherlands,
India, and China (Rautner, et al., 2005). The same is true of Indonesia’s coal industry, which is
driven primarily by other Asian countries including Japan, China, India, and the Republic of Korea
(ABARE, 2006).
In Kalimantan, illegal logging is simply more lucrative than legal logging. With virtually no
enforcement of regulatory guidelines, there is no incentive for compliance. The estimated cost for a
legal concessionaire to deliver wood to the mill is $46 USD per cubic meter. In contrast, the cost for
an illegal harvesting operation is just $5 USD per cubic meter of wood (Tacconi et al., 2004). Such a
market, which does not discern between legal and illegal products, essentially forces timber
producers to favor cheaper, illegal options.

3.3.4 PROGRAM ISSUES
As mentioned in 3.3.1, previous conservation efforts in Kalimantan may have been setting
themselves up for failure by not including local populations in the decision making process.
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Programs have also been limited in their planning processes by the lack of available, reliable land
cover data for much of Kalimantan’s forested land. Geographic disconnectedness between
conservation areas and insufficient networking between conservation groups further injure project
planning and implementation.
Once a program is in place, monitoring and enforcement become problematic for many
conservation initiatives. Government projects are severely limited by funding. Environmental
expenditures have been decreasing in Indonesia throughout much of the 1990’s and into the 2000’s
(World Bank, 2001). Following the Asian economic crisis in 1997-1998, expenditures fell sharply
relative to the national budget and GDP and also fell more sharply than in other SE Asian countries
including Malaysia, Thailand, and Korea (Vincent et al., 2002). This lack of funding, coupled with
hundreds of thousands of sq km of forest land that is virtually inaccessible by road, trail, and in
some places, even river, makes effective monitoring and enforcement of forestry laws nearly
impossible.
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4. GOVERNANCE AND DE CENTRALIZATION

Over the last ten years, Indonesia has struggled to lay the framework for a decentralized,
democratic system of governance. This transition has been particularly turbulent in the forest
resource sector – in which the battle for authority between local and national governments
continues to rage. Theoretically, a more democratic and decentralized government should open
doors for community-based initiatives; however, whether or not this has actually been the case in
Indonesia is not entirely clear. In this section, I review the recent government history of Indonesia
as well as the confusing and conflicting web of reformasi legislation applicable to resource
management. Based on this information, I then explore the potential for new opportunities for
community-based forestry, as well as the potential problems and shortcomings.

4.1 POLITICAL HISTORY
Since gaining independence in 1945, Indonesia has struggled to find a balance between
maintaining national sovereignty and meeting the individual needs of its more than 17,000 islands.
This struggle has been reflected by several tumultuous government transitions since the country’s
relatively recent nationhood. The most recent and dramatic of these transitions began in 1998,
with the fall of ex-President Suharto and his authoritarian New Order Regime. For 32 years, the
New Order developed powerful, centralized institutions to govern Indonesia as a single unified
nation. However, in the wake of the 1997-1998 Asian economic crisis the centralized government
was unable to effectively respond, resulting in the collapse of the New Order regime and
widespread demands for political, economic, and administrative reforms.
Priorities for reform varied between provinces, but shared an underlying demand for
increased local autonomy (Resosudarmo, 2005). Resource-rich provinces were particularly
adamant in their demands for a greater share of revenue from natural resources and threatened to
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secede unless they were accommodated (Kompas, 1 October 1998) 4. Desperate to hold the
republic together, the People’s Consultative Assembly of Indonesia hastily constructed the
principles of “Organization of Regional Autonomy, Equitable Arrangements, Division and Utilization
of National Resources, and Balanced Finance of the Central and Regional Government in the Context
of the Unitary State of the Republic of Indonesia” (Decree No. 15/1998). Five months later, in April
1999, the House of Representatives passed Act No. 22/1999 on Regional Governance and Act No.
25/1999 on financial balance between local and central governments. These laws came into effect
on 1 January 2001, and became the first of many legislative reforms toward decentralization5.
Collectively, these legislative reforms are referred to as reformasi.
The first reformasi policies were significant in that they empowered district governments
by devolving powers previously held by central and provincial governments. This devolution
formed the framework for an entirely new system. District governments were granted authority
over all government tasks, except for those related to “National and international issues, such as
foreign affairs, national defense and security, justice, fiscal and monetary policy, and areas involving
national level policy plans and development controls” (Article 7, Act No. 22/1999 Law on Regional
Governance). New policies also created provisions for the rights indigenous communities and local
cooperatives. However, the consequences of hastily constructed legislation soon became evident in
the form of vague, confusing phraseology and conflicting statements within and between many
early policies (see section 4.4). Even so, reformasi policies signaled the beginning of a rapid,
dramatic shift in the decision-making powers of the Indonesian government.

4

(Indonesian periodical, archives accessible at www.kompas.com)

In this paper, the term “decentralization” refers to the following definition: “A process by which
discretionary powers are transferred to lower levels of governance, by the design and implementation of
fiscal and other financial aspects and by degree of social responsibility” (Blaser et al., 2005).
5
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4.2 RELEVANT LEGISLATION
The national government controls more than 70% of Indonesia’s land, (up to 90% in some
provinces), one-third of which is classified as production forest (Rautner et al., 2005).
Consequently, nearly all of Indonesia’s forests are effectively state forests. The Basic Forestry Law
of 1967 first asserted the central government’s authority to control exploitation rights on state
lands. By 2002, 90% of state land had been allocated to the concessions of a network of large
private companies (Campbell, 2002). Under the New Order regime, all government revenue derived
from state forests was filtered through the central government before being reallocated in small
percentages to district and provincial economies. However, during the reform movement,
individual provinces demanded greater authority over the management and revenue of state forest
lands within their borders. As a result, numerous reformasi policies attempt to directly address
forest management. However, none seem to provide a single, definitive answer regarding authority
– leaving room for different interpretations by the various interested parties. This section briefly
reviews the reformasi legislation relevant to forest management.

4.2.1 ACT NO. 22/1999 LAW ON REGIONAL GOVERNANCE
Four articles of the Act No. 22/1999 on Local Government have the potential to directly
affect the management of Indonesia’s forests.


Article 4.2 and 4.9: “All Autonomous Areas (provinces, districts & municipalities) are
independent – there is no hierarchical relationship between them. However, some
responsibilities may be assumed by Provinces if Districts/Municipalities can't handle these.”6
This article removes the hierarchical nature between local, district, and provincial

governments. Before the passage of this law, an appointed district head (bupati) reported to the
provincial governor. However, under the new law, the bupati is elected by local assemblies and

6

Translation: Down To Earth, 2000
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does not have to report to the governor for district-level decisions, creating a more direct line of
accountability between citizens and decision makers, as well as increased decision-making
authority at the local level.


Article 7: “An Autonomous Area has authority over all aspects of government except foreign
affairs, security, justice, monetary & fiscal policy and areas involving national/macro level
policy plans and development controls: the budget, state administration, economic institutions,
education & training, natural resource exploitation, strategic high technology, conservation &
national standards. Government regulations will be issued on this.”7
Natural resource exploitation and conservation are mentioned directly within the list of

development controls, which are excluded from the authorities granted to autonomous areas. This
article implies that the central government retains the authority to issue regulations regarding
natural resource management.


Article 8: “The decentralization of power means changes in responsibility for paying for
infrastructure & personnel will have to be funded locally instead of by central government.
Where authority is delegated to a Governor ('deconcentration'), central government will pay
in accordance with these responsibilities.” 8
By delegating more financial responsibility to local governments for infrastructure and

personnel, Article 8 creates new pressures on local economies to procure funding schools, roads,
government salaries, etc.


Article 10: “Autonomous Areas must protect national resources in their localities and are
responsible for implementing environmental conservation legislation. National resources
include natural, constructed, and human resources.”9
Article 10 seems to contradict Article 7 by giving the responsibility to protect natural

resources to the autonomous areas in which they are located, rather than the national government.
Whether or not this authority to protect local resources includes the authority to regulate resource

7
8
9

Translation: Down To Earth, 2000
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management and exploitation is not clear. The conflict between the two articles prompted local
government officials to interpret the overall message of Act No. 22/1999 in a completely different
way than officials in the Ministry of Forestry.

4.2.2 ACT NO. 25/1999 ON FISCAL BALANCE BETWEEN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
AND THE REGIONS
Article 6 of Act No. 25/1999 outlines the specifics for allocation of funds between central,
provincial, district, and local governments with regard to natural resource revenues. The new
allocation scheme directs the majority of revenue to the region of origin, (with the exclusion of oil
and gas revenues). Such allocation is a dramatic change from the previous system, (Act No.
32/1956) in which all revenue was first directed through the central government, and then redispersed in small proportions, to the regions.


“State income from Land and Property Taxes: 10% to central government and 90% to
Autonomous Areas
o Planning Permission Fees will be split 20:80, central: local.
o 10% of Central government's portion of Land and Property Taxes and 20% of its
portion of Planning Permission Fees will be divided between Districts and
Municipalities



State income from natural resource (forestry, fishing and mining) will be split 20:80, central:
local.
o For forestry the 80% local portion of Forestry Concession levies (IHPH) and Forest
Produce fees (PSDH) will be split 16% to Provincial Administration and 64% to
the District/Municipal Administration.



o

For mining the 80% local portion of Land Rent will be split 16% Province and 64%
District/Municipality. The royalties on exploration and exploitation will be
split 16% to the Province , 32% to the District/Municipality where the mine
is, and 32% to other District/Municipalities in the Province.

o

For fisheries 80% of Fisheries Permits and Catch Fees will be divided equally between
all District/Municipalities in Indonesia.

State income from oil will be split 85:15, central: local. The local government portion will be
further split 3% Province : 6% District/Municipality where the oil is produced : 6% to other
Districts/Municipalities in the Province.
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Natural gas revenues will be split 70:30, central: local. The local government portion will be
split 6% Province : 12% gas-producing District/Municipality : 12% other
Districts/Municipalities in the Province.” 10

4.2.3 ACT NO. 41/1999 LAW ON FORESTRY11
Indonesia’s New Forestry Law updated the Basic Forestry Law (Act No. 5/1967). The new
law, (Act No. 41/1999) does not mention the allocation authority for natural resource utilization,
including that of forests, to local or regional governments, implying that it remains in the hands of
the central government, as stated by the Basic Forestry Law of 1967. As a result, the Ministry of
Forestry based its actions on the Forestry Law, and local governments based their actions on Act
No. 22/1999 (Resosudarmo, 2005).
An important component of the new forestry law, in terms of CBFM, is the definition of the
official concept of customary forest, or a “customs-related forest” which the law describes as, “a
state’s forest located in the territory of a community upholding on customary acts” (Article 1.6, Act
No. 41/1999) The same functional classifications apply to customary and non-customary forests
(conservation, protection, production, special purpose) and the same users can apply for usage
rights on both customary and non-customary production forest. While the law does acknowledge
the concept of a “customs-related forest”, it fails to grant any specific access rights to indigenous
peoples over their traditional lands, and was thus met by significant outcry from the indigenous
community (DTE, 1999). The only rights granted specifically to “customary communities” (as
identified by the state) are the rights to use customary forests for daily subsistence and to
undertake forest management activities according to customary law -- as long as such activities do
not contradict national interests (Article 4.3, Act No. 41/1999).

10

Translation: Down To Earth, 2000

11

Full text available at faolex.fao.org
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Another important component of Act No. 41/1999 is a provision allowing “cooperatives” to
apply for utilization rights on productive forest lands (Article 27). These cooperatives can be
formed by local communities and indigenous groups, who are then able to apply for permits to
manage small tracts of forest land.
The New Forestry Law also includes references to public participation and cooperation with
local communities in several articles:


Article 30: “In the framework of the economic empowerment of the community, every stateowned enterprise, enterprise owned by a regional administration, and Indonesian privately
owned company obtaining a business license for environmental service utilization, timber, and
non-timber forest product utilization will be obligated to cooperate with the cooperatives of
the local community. “12



Article 42.2: “The participative approach in the context of developing potentials and
empowering the community will be prioritized in the implementation of forest and land
rehabilitation”13

4.2.4 GOVERNMENT REGULATION NO. 25/2000
Government Regulation No. 25/2000 was passed in order to resolve the conflicts over the
ambiguities in Act No. 22/1999 on Regional Governance. However, rather than directly explaining
the role of district governments in resource management, GR No. 25/2000 only outlined the
responsibilities of the central and provincial governments without any mention of the districts.
Included in the explanatory notes of the regulation, is an explanation stating that Act No. 22/1999
had released nearly all authority to districts/municipalities, and that GR No. 25/2000 is simply an
explanation of the exceptions (DTE , 2000). The regulation states that the central government (and
hence, the Ministry of Forestry) retains the following responsibilities: classifying forest areas and
changing their status and functions; setting criteria and standards for tariffs on forest use license

12
13

Act No. 41/1999 Full text available at faolex.fao.org
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fees; reforestation funds and forest royalties; setting criteria and standards for licensing of forest
area use; and setting standards for the management of forest products, (including management
planning, maintenance, rehabilitation, and conservation) (DTE, 2000). Provincial governments are
granted authority over forestry issues that affect more than a single district within a province (DTE,
2000). Given the allocation of previously mentioned responsibilities, the implied authority of
district governments is limited to daily forest management activities.

4.2.5 MINISTERIAL DECREE NO. 310/1999 GUIDELINES FOR GRANTING FOREST
PRODUCT HARVESTING RIGHTS
Ministerial Decree No. 310/1999 grants district governments the right to issue small-scale
(up to 100 ha) timber-extraction permits in state productive forests. Soon after, the Ministry of
Forestry postponed the implementation of the implementation of the decree via Ministerial Decree
No. 084/2000. By the end of 2000, the Ministry of Forestry passed a decree re-implementing the
license-granting rights of the districts in Ministerial Decree No. 05.1/2000. Due to an immediate
rush for permits, the Ministry of Forestry issued yet another decree in 2002 (Ministerial Decree No.
541/2002) revoking the right. However, by this time, other decentralization policies were already
in effect, and consequently district governments refused to acknowledge the authority of the
Ministry of Forestry to revoke their rights and continued to issue small-scale permits (Dermawan et
al., 2006). In order to put a definitive end the rampant permit abuse, the government issued
Government Regulation No. 34/2002 revoking the rights of district governments to grant forest
concessions.

4.3 POTENTIAL FOR COMMUNITY-BASED FORESTRY
Under the previous centralist New Order regime, communities and local governments were
stripped of their autonomy. Law 5/1979 put villages under the direct control of the central
government, making village leaders government agents rather than independent community
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leaders (Safitiri, 2006). The reformasi policies represented a resurgence of local autonomy. As
Agrawal and Ostrom (2008) state: “At its most basic, decentralization aims to achieve one of the
central aspirations of a just political governance and democratization process: the desire that
humans should have a say in their own affairs.” In theory, decentralized governance should
succeed in responding to the needs of the people, in ways that centralized governance fails.
Advocates of decentralization cite a number of potential benefits of such a shift in authority, with
specific regard to the management of natural resources, including:








Increased provision of social services that meet local needs
Use of local knowledge and preferences
Increased sense of ownership at a local level, making programs more sustainable
Enhanced accountability of government officials/ institutions and government
responsiveness
Local self-reliance
Promotion of interregional competition
Promotion of monitoring, evaluation and planning at the local level and enhance community
participation in decision-making
(Carney, 1995; Furguson, I. and C. Chandrasekharan, 2005)
Indonesia’s reformasi legislation provides new opportunities for local community

involvement in decision-making. The decision-making process has moved physically closer to the
citizens, theoretically increasing public access and promoting a sense of ownership regarding rules
and regulations. Additionally, district heads and provincial governors are now appointed via direct
elections, rather than by
legislative assemblies,
increasing their accountability
to local citizens. These
opportunities for increased
involvement could have a
Figure 4.1: Paths of accountability between citizens and providers via local
versus central governments (Source: The World Bank, 2005)
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number of implications for CBFM. First, increased public access to the decision-making process
should increase civic participation, which in turn, should encourage decisions that benefit local
communities, such increased recognition of indigenous rights and the utilization of traditional
knowledge in management practices. Secondly, elected officials should be subject to increased
pressure to represent the interests of their constituents to higher levels of government, which
creates implications for national-level issues such as land tenure and resource access rights. Third,
a sense of ownership over resource regulations has the potential to increase not only willingness to
abide by the rules, but also to encourage monitoring and enforcement of such rules at the local
level. This could potentially impact illegal logging and timber trafficking.
Indonesia’s decentralization policies also provide new opportunities for community groups
to gain legal utilization rights over forest resources. Most directly addressed in the legislation, is the
new opportunity for “cooperatives” to apply for resource management rights on production forests.
Since these cooperatives can be formed by local communities, this creates the legal justification for
CBFM projects to independently manage state forest land. Also recognized for the first time is the
concept of “customary forests”. This recognition does not include specific access and utilization
rights for traditional communities on these forest lands. However, there is at least an
acknowledgement of traditional forest territories, the rights of indigenous groups to manage the
forests for subsistence, and the potential for indigenous groups (along with others) to apply for
commercial management rights. A final point with regard to community rights is the
encouragement of community participation, as outlined by the New Forestry Law. The law directs
forest concessionaires to work in conjunction with the needs of local cooperatives surrounding
concession areas and encourages participation-based forest rehabilitation efforts. As such, the
concept of community participation is now an active part of the national policy dialogue.
In addition to new rights, the new responsibilities provided by reformasi policies might also
impact CBFM. Districts are now entitled to an increased share of profits from natural resources (Act
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No. 25/1999). However, districts are also financially responsible for fulfilling local needs (Act No.
22/1999, Article 8). This combination of increased payoffs and financial responsibilities has
manifested in the form of dramatically escalating rates of timber extraction in the postdecentralization period. Alternatively, in their quest for increased local revenues, districts might be
more inclined to utilize CBFM projects, which have the potential to boost local economies and
timber production.

4.4 SHORTCOMINGS
4.4.1 BATTLE FOR CONTROL
Soon after the reformasi policies were passed, it became apparent that they left ample room
for interpretation by different parties, owing to vague and conflicting phrasing within and between
laws. With regard to forest management, the Ministry of Forestry continues to claim authority over
primary management decisions. However, the ability of the Ministry to effectively enforce their
authority is now limited by national-level budget cuts, as well as hesitation on behalf of
enforcement agencies for fear of being associated with a centralist regime (Resosudarmo, 2005).
District governments also continue to claim to their rights to manage the forests within their
borders, often completely disobeying regulations and boundaries set by the Ministry of Forestry
(Suswanto and Wardojo, 2005).

4.4.2 INDIGENOUS RIGHTS
Despite their tendencies toward decentralization, reformasi policies still leave strategic
authority over indigenous land utilization rights in the hands of the central government
(Wollenberg and Kartodihardjo, 2002). While customary lands are now defined by national law,
such lands are defined as state lands. According to some, this classification directly conflicts with
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the Basic Agrarian Law of 1960, which granted control of private agricultural lands to those who
were actively managing them at the time. Since Dayak communities practice swidden agriculture,
in which large portions of forests are left unfarmed, but still actively managed within a cyclical
agricultural system, such lands should therefore have been included as private land claims – which
would grant Dayak farmers management control of their traditional lands (Wollenberg and
Kartodihardjo, 2002). By declaring customary lands to be state forest, the New Forestry Law
actually increases state control over traditional territories, implying that these lands were never
included in the provisions of the Agrarian Law. The state also retains the power to recognize the
status of a “customary community”, leaving the burden of proof on the communities themselves.
Supporters of indigenous rights argue that simply providing the opportunity for short-term
management licenses for customary communities does little to resolve the underlying uncertainty
regarding land tenure for traditional lands.

4.4.3 DESTRUCTIVE DISTRICT BEHAVIOR
While proponents of decentralization argue that local authority over resources will increase
ownership and accountability; opponents fear that local groups might lack appreciation for longterm or large-scale consequences (World Bank, 2005). The rapid time-frame of Indonesia’s
government decentralization and subsequent devolution of powers to district governments raises
particular concerns regarding the capabilities of local government institutions to effectively handle
their new responsibilities. Evidence justifying such fears has been illustrated by the initial
consequences of decentralization in resource-rich areas of Kalimantan. In response to Ministerial
Decree No. 310/1999, district governments in Kalimantan began issuing small-scale logging
permits at unprecedented rates. Within a single year, the district of Kutai Barat in East Kalimantan
had issued 622 such permits. The district of Sintang in Kalbar issued 409 licenses in the same short
time frame (Resosudarmo, 2005). Many of these permits were issued within the boundaries of
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protected areas and existing timber concessions. Local news coverage at the time suggested that
permits were being issued on the basis of informal incentives (Kompas, 16 October 2001) 14. The
Ministry of Forestry revoked the decree a year after it was issued, but district governments
persisted in issuing permits until 2004, proponing their new authority over forest management.

4.5 POST-DECENTRALIZATION?
Following the initial decentralization legislation, most national policies relating to forest
management were aimed at clarifying previous policies and attempting to regain control over the
district governments. By 2004, the Ministry of Forestry outlined their five priority policies for the
following five years: combating timber theft and the illegal timber trade, revitalizing the forestry
sector and forest industry, carrying out rehabilitation and conservation of forest resources,
empowering the economy of communities in and around forests, and gazettement of the forest
estate (Hindra, 2007; Dermawan et al., 2006). Decentralization policy was not mentioned as a
priority. A basic pattern of decentralizing followed by recentralizing legislation (Table 4.1) could be
interpreted as the end of the decentralization process in Indonesia, at least in terms of resource
management.
Table 4.1: Timeline of forest-related legislation and respective characteristics of either decentralization or
recentralization. Note that the four most recent regulations all tend toward recentralization. (Source: Dermawan et al.,
2006)

14

Indonesian periodical, archives accessible online at www.kompas.com
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5.NATIONAL COMMUNITY FORESTRY PROGRAM

Although closely related, Indonesia’s national social forestry program developed prior to,
and independent of, the reformasi decentralization process. The practice of communal forestry has
been practiced by many of Indonesia’s indigenous groups for thousands of years. In general
however, the Indonesian government has historically promoted centrally-controlled “‘scientific
forestry”, favoring large-scale industry for logging and timber processing (Colchester, 2003).
Demands for equity in forest management and multi-stakeholder cooperation prompted the initial
introduction of community participation as a concept in national policy in the 1980’s (Suryadi,
2002). Since that time, the development and implementation of a national social (community)
forestry policy has proven to be a formidable challenge. Much like the decentralization policies,
scholars argue from both sides regarding the potential benefits and limitations of a nationalized
program. Also like the reformasi policies, community forestry policies have encountered
contradictions within and between pieces of legislature, which have impeded successful and
widespread implementation.
In this section, I explore the current state of Indonesia’s national community forestry
program, taking into account traditional practices, the development of national policy, and the
integration of national policy with locally-based community forestry projects.

5.1 TRADITIONAL NOTIONS OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY
For centuries, Dayak farmers have used a system of swidden agriculture. Still widely
practiced today, the Dayak version of farming equates to a long-term agroforestry system based on
the concept of a land use mosaic. Rotating, swidden (fallow) fields are intermixed with patches of
natural forest, cultivated forest, and permanent fields. Thousands of years of selective cultivation
and seed trade between communities have produced high levels of agrobiodiversity in terms of rice
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varietals (Setyawati, 2003). Overall, this system of shifting cultivation is thought to have relatively
minor consequences in comparison to industrial deforestation, primarily because the majority of
land clearing takes place on already fallow land, with only about 5% occurring in primary forests
(Rautner et al., 2005).
Although specific practices show a great deal of variation between communities, the
concept of community resource management is a common theme throughout the Dayak
agroforestry systems. In general, there are three types of property rights recognized by traditional
adat law: common property rights, descent group common property rights, and private property
rights (Peluso, 1993). Common property is managed by and belongs to the village as a whole.
Descent group common property rights are based on inheritance but might span across many
households, resulting in the communal management and utilization of land and resources. A
number of Dayak societies use the concept of Tana ulen, which refers to actively managed
community forest areas of restricted or prohibited access, controlled by traditional adat law
(Jacobus and Frans, 2003). In the Kenyah community of East Kalimantan for example, a small group
of elders, (or in more recent times, a community council) control the tana ulen areas with very strict
prohibitions: villagers may not harvest except at explicitly stated times, people from other villages
may not enter without permission from the elders, and the cutting of rattan and the felling of
certain trees is strictly prohibited (Jacobus and Frans, 2003).
Although not organized into permanent agroforestry systems, the selective harvesting and
migratory practices of the nomadic Punan societies do reflect an awareness of the need for resource
sustainability at the community level. Several sago palm species are the primary source of food in
the Punan diet, along with approximately fifty types of fruit, wild pig, and other small game (Levang
et al., 2007). Since sago palms are such a critical dietary component, Punan move according to the
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palms’ availability, migrating from grove to grove, carefully cutting only one or two stems per
location (Rautner et al., 2005)
From their systems of resource management, it is clear that the forest-dwelling, indigenous
communities of Kalimantan share a long history of sustainable forestry, agroforestry, and
communal management. Accordingly, many NGOs15 believe that strengthening traditional adat law
and the rights of indigenous communities to legally manage their lands would encourage the
success and proliferation of community-based forestry in Kalimantan.

5.2 POLICY TIMELINE 16


1980’s:
Taungya system (system Tumpangsari) - Social forestry system first introduced by
the Ministry of Forestry in state-owned Javanese teak plantations (Perum Perhutani).



1991/1995:
Ministerial Decree No. 691 and No. 69 Community Development System (Pembinaan Masyarakat Desa Hutan) obligated large-scale forest concession holders to
support development activities which promote socio-economic improvement for
communities living in and around their concessions (Hindra, 2007).



1995:
Ministerial Decree No. 622 on Guidelines for Community Forestry - (Hutan
Kemasyarakatan) represented the first policy attempt to establish a management program
that provides some elements of authority to local communities. According to the current
Director of Social Forestry Development, Billy Hindra, the program sought to “support the
development of a community’s capacity and rights in the management of forest resources”
(Hindra, 2007).



1998:
Ministerial Decree No. 677 on Community Forestry - (Hutan Kemasyarakatan) is a
revision of Ministerial Decree No. 622/1995. This decree gave community groups the right
to apply for 35-year licenses to manage small-scale forest areas (Hak Pengelolaan Hutan
Kemasyarakatan or HPHKM) for both timber and non timber forest products.

15

Referring to organizations from Appendix 1

Translations from Hindra (2007) and Food and Agriculture Office of the United Nations Legal Office; full
text available online at www.faolex.fao.org
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2001:
Ministerial Decree No. 31 on Community Forestry –replaced Ministerial decree No.
677/1998 due to various implementation problems with the previous decree. This revised
policy gave district governments the sole authority to grant community forestry licenses
(authority previously held by the Ministry of Forestry), restricted locations of where
community forestry licenses could be issued to protection and production forest, and
reduced the license duration from 35 to 25 years.



2002:
Government Regulation No. 34 (Article 51) – mandates the empowerment of
communities within and surrounding forests in order to improve community institutional
capacity in using the forest; while at the same time revokes the authority of district
governments to allocate timber licenses. This regulation essentially removed all effective
power from the Community-Forestry System.



2003:
Ministry of Forestry Regulation No. 1 on the Social Forestry System - The Minister
of Forestry initiated a process of policy reform to integrate all policies related to
community-based forestry into a single umbrella policy called the Social Forestry Program.



2004:
Priority Policies - By the end of 2004, the Ministry of Forestry declared five priority
policies to aid in the implementation of the New Forestry Law (Act No. 41/1999), one of
these priority policies was to “empower the economy of communities within and
surrounding the forest” (Hindra, 2007).



2007:
Government Regulation No. 6 was implemented as a revised version of GR No.
34/2002. This regulation mandates that the government empower local communities
through three programs (Article 84):
(1) Community Forestry (Hutan Kemasyarakatan),
(2) Village Forestry (Hutan Desa),
(3) Partnerships between community and concessionaires (Kemitraan)
According to the regulation, district governments are to form, “forest management units”,
(FMU) to manage issues relating to community forestry. District governments are
authorized to issue community licenses for forest resource use within “community forest
working areas”, which in turn are regulated by the Ministry of Forestry. The government is
also responsible for fulfilling the following roles in community forestry projects: provision
of legal status, institutional enhancement, multi-stake holder resolutions, guidance on
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production schemes, guidance on technology, human resource development, and
information access to markets.


2008:
Government Regulation No. 3 amends and clarifies GR No. 6/2007.

5.3 OFFICIAL VERSUS UNOFFICIAL COMMUNITY FORESTRY
Throughout the legislative tumultuousness of the national community forestry policy, many
of Indonesia’s local groups have continued to practice their own forms of CBFM, regardless of their
official legal standing and without support from the government. According to some, the continued
disparity between national policies and local practices, represents an underlying discrepancy
between two different types of management regimes, both labeling themselves “community
forestry” (Suryadi, 2002, Awang, 2000).
Opponents of the national social forestry policy argue that its top-down restrictions on
rights, access, and the management process directly conflict with the practices of communityinitiated programs (Awang, 2000). Other groups argue that while the national program provides
opportunities for access and management rights, it remains difficult for communities to successfully
implement due to strict, specific regulations. On the other side of the argument are the supporters
of national community forestry policy, arguing that the national policy is necessary in order to
legitimize community-based practices, help to secure access rights, increase economic benefits and
local development, and to elicit technical and financial support from the government.
Despite the shortcomings of the nationally-based program, community-based efforts are not
without flaw. Highly destructive cases of community-based timber extraction and processing have
occurred in many areas (Ravenel, 2004). Without the security of long-term access rights, local
communities lack the incentives to manage forests in a sustainable manner, potentially encouraging
destructive forestry practices by non-legally supported CBFM efforts.
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5.4 INTEGRATION
The approaches of national policy and locally-initiated CBFM efforts represent two
dramatically different models in terms of their levels of participation. The question is: do national
policies provide sufficient opportunities for participation that they can be considered “community
based”? If so, then compromise between local and national initiatives should be a reasonable
possibility given the existing policy. Wallenberg (1998) characterized participatory local forest
management on the basis of the following indicators:
1) Access and control over the land and forest resources by local people
2) Control over local decisions, independent initiatives and self-mobilization
3) Solutions to competing demands over resources that minimize conflicts
4) Complementary or synergistic relationships among different forest uses and users
5) Equitable shares of forest benefits
Does Indonesia’s national program abide by these indicators? Numbers (3), (4), and (5) are
directly addressed by national policy; (Act No. 41/1999, Articles 30 and 42.2; Ministerial Decree
No. 691/1991 and No. 69/1995) providing opportunities for these criteria. Indicators (1) and (2)
are less definitive. Part of (2) is accommodated by national policy in terms of “independent
initiatives and self-mobilization”, since responsibility for the initiation and application of
community forestry projects rests in the hands of the communities themselves. However, “control
over local decisions” is not truly granted to local communities since local management strategies
are subject to an extensive set of regulations, dictated by national policy. Indicator (1) conflicts
most directly with national policies. While communities can be granted certain privileges in terms
of management, they are by no means the primary bearers of authority over the community forest
land. If and when they are granted permits, communities are only guaranteed access for a period of
25 years. This access can be revoked if policy requirements are not met or if local practices start to
conflict with national interests. Most indigenous communities in Kalimantan utilize forest resources
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based on customary adat law. However, if government policy conflicts with adat law, then the adat
law is automatically subjugated by the national policy (Nanang and Inoue, 2000). This issue
becomes particularly problematic in terms of integrating local and national programs. Additionally,
when applying for permits, local communities with existing CBFM practices have no guarantees
that they will be granted legal access to land that they have already been managing, often for
generations before, government involvement. This produces little incentive for existing community
forestry programs to participate in the national program or to abide by national policy standards.
In many ways, the Ministry of Forestry has progressed in terms of acknowledging the rights
of local communities, promoting participatory planning and management programs, and devolving
certain authorities to local governments. However, taking the previously discussed indicators17 into
account, I argue that Indonesia’s current national community forestry policy does not provide the
basis for true community-based forestry management programs. Due to restrictions on local
management practices and lack of secure, long-term access to forest resources, communities
remain secondary to the national government as managers of the forest. In order to successfully
integrate existing, locally-based community forestry projects with a national social forestry
program, the state must loosen its protective grip on its valuable forest resources.

17

Referring to the indicators from Wallenberg (1998).
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6. COMMUNITY CAPACIT Y FOR CBFM

In the previous two sections, this paper focused on the legal framework for CBFM in
Indonesia. This framework influences CBFM in terms of obtaining forest access and management
rights, gaining government support for program planning and implementation, and promoting the
concept of CBFM in a national setting. This section shifts its focus to the communities themselves.
Inherent by definition, community-based forestry management is in the hands of communities,
perhaps making them the most important factor in this assessment. The political, social, economic,
and ecological contexts described in the previous sections help to dictate the local capacity
requirements for communities to successfully plan and implement CBFM in Kalimantan.
Many studies have attempted to identify the specific criteria necessary for the success of
CBFM projects in Indonesia by using participatory modeling methods (Mendoza and Prabhu, 2000;
Mendoza and Prabhu, 2005; Purnomo et al., 2002; Purnomo et al., 2004; Purnomo et al., 2005).
Such studies have been able to produce lists of priorities for specific CBFM projects based on the
inputs of multiple stakeholders, and have been found to be useful in a collaborative planning
context. For example, Purnomo et al. (2004) identified the inter-component relationship of forest
laws and rules (figure 6.1). Based on the responses of the participants in the study, Purnomo et al.
identified issues such as “strength of law enforcement”, “quality of implementers”, and “quality of
institutions” as components that needed to be improved in order to improve “law certainty”. Such
components can be thought of as the capacity requirements for achieving “law certainty”, which
was identified as a key indicator for the successful implementation of the CBFM project in this
situation. The follow up question to studies such as this is how to improve the necessary
community capacities. This question can, in part, be answered by identifying the capacity-building
resources that are available to a community, as well as resources that are lacking.
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Figure 6.1: Inter-component relationship of forest laws and rules from Purnomo et al.
(2004) . “Strength of law enforcement”, “quality of implementers”, “quality of institutions”,
and “quality of the law making process” (including “quality of government law” and
“strength of customary law”) are all components (ie capacities) that must be improved in
order to improve the key indicator of “law certainty”

This section explores community capacity-building resources throughout the region of
Kalimantan - specifically, the capacity-building organizations. Examining the individual approaches
by which organizations engage in the capacity-building process provides insight regarding the
potential impacts of these organizations on influencing CBFM in the region. Cumulative data
compiled from multiple organizations reveal trends in availability and in the roles that these
organizations play in the capacity building process. These trends reflect upon the current abilities
of communities in the region to successfully plan and implement CBFM projects. Such information
will then contribute to the overall assessment of the current state and future potential of CBFM in
Kalimantan.

6.1 DEFINING THE ROLES OF CAPACITY-BUILDING ORGANIZATIONS
As a requisite for inclusion, all of the organizations in this study highly prioritize the
concepts of community involvement and local capacity building. However, the manifestation of
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“community capacity building” differs in terms of definition, priority, and role depending upon the
organization involved. Therefore, the organizations in this study are quite diverse. I identified 97
capacity-building organizations with programs active in Kalimantan, for which I created basic
organization profiles (Appendix I)18. These organizations are likely to provide a good
representative sample of the organizations in the region. However, it likely that some organizations
were unintentionally excluded due to limited accessibility of information (particularly when
conducting the majority of research outside of Indonesia) and language barriers. 19 The information
identified in each profile was:










Organization Name (Indonesian/English)
Abbreviation
Contact Information (address, phone, fax, email, website (when available))
Type of Organization
Level of Activities
Geographic Area of Work
Year Established
Mission and Objectives
Activities
In this section, I use the information from these profiles to generally define and categorize

an organization’s capacity-building approach based on several factors. These factors include:
operational scale (international, national, local, etc); type of organization (network, foundation,
educational institution, etc); focus (priority reflected in mission/objectives); and kinds of
activities. In addition to these defining characteristics, an organization might also be influenced by
The information for many of these organizations is not easily accessible, particularly in English. With the
objective of increasing the potential for networking and collaboration between organizations, potential
donors, students, activists, and other interested parties, I compiled the profiles from Appendix 1 into an
interactive online database (https://capacity-building-kalimantan.dabbledb.com/page/capacitybuilding-kalimantan/wxEBNAoC). On this website, representatives from organizations can add a new
organization profile and edit or update their existing organization information. The site also includes filters
for searching and sorting profiles based on certain criteria, as well as links to individual organization
websites (when available).
18

19

Such issues were particularly problematic in identifying village- and local-level organizations.
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other secondary factors. Additional attributes of an organization that could potentially constrain
or bolster its efforts include issues such as year established, networks and partners, number of
staff, staff training, and amount of funding/operational budget. Due to the limited information
regarding many organizations, I included only “year established” in my analysis.

6.2 OPERATIONAL SCALE
Organizations were classified according to operational scale into one of the following
categories: international, national, regional, provincial, local, and community/village level.
“International” organizations include those operating in more than one country and with a
program(s) active in Kalimantan. Organizations classified as “national” are those operating in
multiple regions within Indonesia, including Kalimantan. “Regional” organizations are those active
in multiple provinces within the region of Kalimantan. Organizations defined as “provincial” are
those active in multiple districts within a single province (Kalimantan Timur, Kalimantan Barat,
Kalimantan Tengah, Kalimantan Selatan). “Local” organizations are those active within multiple
communities within a single district (kabupaten) or urban municipality. “Community/village”
organizations are programs organized by an individual local community, active only within that
community and in adjacent villages or settlements. Figure 6.2 summarizes these scales.
Of the organizations identified, 22 are local, 21 are provincial, 2 are regional, 21 are
national, and 19 are international. In addition, 12 village organizations were identified in
Kalimantan Barat, but could not be identified in other provinces. Table 6.1 lists organization
abbreviations according to scale.
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS:
Information regarding specific provinces, districts, and individual communities targeted by
international organizations within Kalimantan was not considered. All international organizations
included in this study have programs active, but not necessarily specific to the Kalimantan region.
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Several international organizations are based specifically in Indonesia -- The Center for
International Forestry Research and Down To Earth.

ORGANIZATIONAL SCALE

17

2
22

2
21

DISTRICTS
(KABUPATEN)

International Organizations
assisting with Programs in
Indonesia
International Organizations
Based in Indonesia
Indonesian National
Organizations

PROVINCES

Kalimantan Timur

Pasir, Penajam Paser Utara, Kutai
Kartanegara, Kutai Barat, Kutai Timur,
Bulungan, Berau, Malinau, Nunukan, Tana
Tidungg Tidung

Sambas, Bengkayang, Pontianak, Ketapang,
Landak, Sanggau, Sekadau, Sintang, Melawi,
Kapuas Hulu, Kayong Utara, Kubu Raya

Kalimantan Barat

2

Kalimantan Regional
Organization

Kalimantan Tengah

21

Provincial Organizations

Kalimantan Selatan

22

Local Organizations

12 Community/Village Organizations

Buntok, Barito Timur, Barito Utara, Gunung
Mas, Kapuas, Katingan, Kotawaringin Barat,
Kotawaringin Timu, Lamandau, Murung Raya,
Pulang Pisau, Sukamara, Seruyan

Balangan, Banjar, Barito Kuala, Hulu Sungai
Selatan, Hulu Sungai Tengah, Hulu Sungai
Utara, Kota Baru, Tabalong, Tanah Bumbu,
Tanah Laut, Tapin

Figure 6.2: Scales and corresponding levels of activities for organizations identified in this study. Scale ranges from

international organizations based outside of Indonesia to community/village organizations (left). Circled numbers,
refer to the number of organizations included each category (far left). “National organizations” are active in
multiple regions within Indonesia, including Kalimantan; “regional organizations” are active in multiple provinces
within Kalimantan; “provincial organizations” are active in multiple districts within a single province of Kalimantan
(center); “local organizations” are active within a single district (right); “community/village organizations” are those
established by and active in an individual community (ie a village or group of villages)
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Table 6.1: Abbreviations of organization classified according to scale
(fully described in Appendix 1)
Village

Local

Provincial

Regional

National

International

APDS

Agromitra

KBCF

AMAN

APRIL-Asia

BESTARI

Gemawan

SOB

AusAID

JAKA

BIKAL

HSB

CSF
DoF U of
Bogor

LBB

FPPD-PMD

ID

ESLAM

CIFOR

LKBM

HIH

LBBPJ

FKKM

DTE

PEMADAR

KSU

LBBT

FPPM

PERMADALI

LAMAS

LBH-UMA

JKPP

FFP

POMMA

LP3M

LBP

JKTI

IDRC

PUSAKA

LEW-KT

KEHATI

MFP

SkaKMAD-KH

LRPL-KT
LSM
GKEPDP

LPMA

KPA

OFI

STADES

P3R

Madanika

KpSHK

RECOFTC

TAMBAI

PLASMA

MI

LP3ES

RUPES

Riak Bumi

PPSHK-Kalbar

MoF

SEANAFE

YBSD-RMF

PRCF Indonesia

PPMA

TFF

YKB

SEGERAK

Pancur Kasih

TNC

YPB

YBSD

TFF

DID - UK

YPD

YCHI

SW

USAID/KEMALA

YPPN

YDSK

Telapak

WAI

YPSD

YKB

WALHI

WRI

YSK

YLTD

YDT

WWF-Indonesia

YSKM

YPSBK

YTMI

GEMAS
GEMA KAMI

CI

YTT

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS:
Of the 21 national organizations active in Kalimantan, 12 cover the entire region in their
program area. Four national organizations are active specifically in the province of Kalimantan
Tengah. Two are specific to Kalimantan Barat. Three organizations work in several, but not all four
provinces , including two in Kalimantan Tengah and Timur and one in Kalimantan Timur, Selatan,
and Barat.
REGIONAL AND PROVINCIAL ORGANIZATIONS:
Two regional organizations are active in the entire region of Kalimantan. Of the 21
provincial organizations, 13 are active in Kalimantan Barat, 4 are active in Kalimantan Tengah, 2
are active in Kalimantan Selatan, and 1 is active in Kalimantan Timur.
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LOCAL AND VILLAGE ORGANIZATIONS:
Kalimantan Barat (Kalbar) was the only province in which village organizations were
identified.20 A total of 12 village organizations and 7 local organizations were identified in Kalbar.
Districts in the Kalbar province with more than one organization were Kapuas Hulu (five),
Pontianak (three), Sekadu (three), and Melawi (two). In each of the districts of Serawi, Landak, and
Keyong Utara, one local or village organization was identified. In total, seven of Kalbar’s twelve
districts are represented by a local or village organization (Figure 6.3a).
Local organizations were identified in four of ten districts in Kalimantan Timur (Kaltim).
The district of Kutai Timur and the Samarinda municipality each house two organizations, Malinau
and Berau districts each have one active organization (Figure 6.3b).
In Kalimantan Tengah (Kalteng), local organizations were identified in four of thirteen
districts. Those districts represented by more than one organization were Kapuas (two) and
Palangka Raya (three). Kabupaten Marung Barito Utara and Kotawarington Timur are each
represented by a single organization (Figure 6.3c).
The province with the fewest local organizations was Kalimantan Selatan (Kalsel). The
activities of local organizations cover two areas, the Banjarmasin municipality (kabupaten Banjar)
and kabupaten Kotabaru (Figure 6.3d).

Distribution of village organizations in this study does not represent actual distribution of village
organizations between provinces. Village-level organizations exist in provinces other than Kalbar that were
not included in this study. Such organizations were excluded due to information limitations.
20
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Kapuas Hulu

Landak

Sekadu

Sintang

Pontianak
Melawi

Keyong Utara

(b.) Kalimantan Timur

(a.) Kalimantan Barat.

(c.) Kalimantan Tengah.
(d.) Kalimantan Selatan

Figure 6.3(a-d): Provincial maps with district divisions, showing which districts represented by at least local or village
organization: (a.) Kalimantan Barat, seven represented districts are colored pink (top left); (b.) Kalimantan

Timur, four represented districts are colored green (top right); (c.) Kalimantan Tengah, four represented
districts are white (bottom left); (d.) Kalimantan Selatan, two represented districts are white
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6.3 TYPE OF ORGANIZATION
For the sake of this study, the “type” of an organization refers to its classification, as a nongovernmental organization (NGO), a network, a community cooperative, a university department, a
government program, or a private organization. An organization’s type is likely to impact its role
and its approach to capacity building, and should therefore be considered when assessing the
potential influence of an organization on CBFM.
The organizations in this study include 60 institutions (lembaga), foundations (yayasan),
and NGOs (LSM); 15 networks (jaringan) and forums (forum); 15 community cooperatives
(koperasi) and associations (assosiasi); 4 government-sponsored organizations; 2 university
departments, and 1 private organization. The distinction between “network” and “community
cooperative” is that a network consisting of several local NGOs, whereas a community cooperative
consists of a number of individual communities, villages, or farmer groups. Table 6.2 lists the
organizations classified according to type.
Table 6.2: Abbreviations of identified organizations organized according to type, (see Appendix 1 for
full descriptions)
Types of Organizations
University Programs
CSF Mulawarman
University
DFM - Agricultural U. of
Bogor

Networks/Forums

Community Cooperatives

NGOs/Institutes/Foundations

AMAN

APDS

Agromitra

LEW-KT

ICRAF
WRI
WWFIndonesia

FKKM

GEMAS

BESTARI

LP3ES

FPPD-PMD

GEMA KAMI

BIKAL

LP3M

Government Programs

FPPM

JAKA

CI

LPMA

YBSD

AusAID

JKPP

KSU

CIFOR

YBSD-RMF

DID UK
Ministry of Forestry Indonesia

JKTI

LBB

DTE

LRPL-KT
LSM
GKEPDP

KBCF

LKBM

ESLAM

Madanika

YDSK

USAID

KpSHK

P3R

FFP

MFP

YDT

MI

PEMADAR

Gemawan

OFI

YKB

Private Organizations

NTFP

PERMADALI

HIH

Pancur Kasih

YKB

APRIL Asia

SEANAFE

POMMA

HSB

PLASMA

YLTD

SEGERAK

PUSAKA

ID

YPB

SOB

SkaKMAD-KH

IDRC

SW

STADES

KEHATI

PPMA
PPSHKKalbar
PRCF
Indonesia

YPPN

WALHI

TAMBAI

YCHI

YPD

KPA

RECOFTC

YPSBK

LAMAS

Riak Bumi

YPSD

LBBPJ

RUPES

YSK

LBBT

Telapak

YSKM

LBH-UMA

TFF

YTMI

LBP

TNC

YTT
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6.4 ORGANIZATIONAL FOCUS
In this study, the “focus” of an organization refers to the issue(s), client(s), or concentration(s)
targeted by that organization’s mission statement and objectives. Examining the foci of capacitybuilding organizations active in Kalimantan will hopefully provide a better understanding of exactly
what organizations are doing in the region. I included in the study organizations that target
capacity-building issues either directly or indirectly related to CBFM. The organizations were
classified into one or more of four general categories of focus. Each of these general categories
encompasses the specific issues described directly in mission and vision statements of the
organizations (see Appendix 1 for full descriptions). The four categories and their specific
inclusions were:


Indigenous and Traditional Livelihoods:



Sustainable Development and Resource Management:

Indigenous Rights (legal, land-use); Traditional Law; Preservation of Traditional cultures; Traditional
Land Use Practices; Indigenous Empowerment; Rural Welfare
Community/Social Forestry; Sustainable agriculture; Agroforestry; Non-timber Forest Products;
Sustainable Resource Use; Small Enterprises; Micro-credit



Conservation:



Good Governance and Community Mobilization:

Environmental Awareness; Protection; Advocacy

Democratization; Civics; Community Participation; Human Rights; Pluralism; Equality; Law
Enforcement; Anti-corruption; Education; Institutional Development

In total, 61 organizations focus on sustainable development and resource management, 38 on
traditional and indigenous livelihoods, 26 on good governance and community mobilization, and 22
focus on conservation. The total number of organizations in the combined four categories includes
26 organizations focusing in more than one category.
Several interesting points emerge by examining organizational focus across scales of
activity. All 12 village-level organizations focus both on traditional and indigenous livelihoods and
sustainable development. At the local level, the greatest number organizations focus on sustainable
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development (13), closely followed by good governance (10). Provincial organizations were most
interested in traditional and indigenous livelihoods and least interested in conservation. Both
national and international organizations focus most on sustainable development and resource
management. These differences across operational scales support a study by the Regional
Community Forestry Training Center for Asia and the Pacific suggesting that the scale and
geographic location of an organization influences how that organization considers capacity building
(Stephen et al. 2006). For example, a community-based, village-level organization may be more
likely to approach capacity-building at the individual level; whereas, an international organization
may be more likely to approach capacity-building at ‘project level’ - which might cover dozens of
individual communities. The implication is that the scale of an organization could play an important
role in defining its approach, as could be implied by the inter-scalar variation in focus.
Of the organizations located specifically in Kalimantan 21, organizational focus varied slightly
by region. In West Kalimantan, the primary focus was traditional livelihoods. In Central Kalimantan,
both traditional livelihoods and sustainable development were most commonly focused upon. In
South and East Kalimantan, sustainable development was, by far, the most popular focus, with less
attention paid to other issues.

21

Only provincial and local; Village organizations were excluded since only available for one province
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Foci of Organizations by Scale
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Figure 6.4: Number of organizations focusing in each category, divided according to organizational scales of
Figure
6.4: Number of organizations focusing in each category, divided according to to organizational scale s of activities.
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Percent Focus Composition by Scale
100%
90%

Percent of Organizations

80%

Good Governance and
Community Mobilization
Conservation

70%
60%

Sustainable Development
and Resource Mgmt
Traditional and Indigenous
Livelihoods

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Village

Local

Regional

Provincial

National

International

Total

Scale of Activities
Figure 6.5: Percentage of total organizations at each scalar level in a given category; note the differences in foci
Figure 6.5: Percentage of total organizations at each scalar level focusing in a given category. Note the differences in foci
between scales
between scales.

47

Foci of Organizations in East Kalimantan
Sustainable Development and Resource
Management
Traditional and Indigenous Livelihoods
Conservation
Good Governance and Community
Mobilization

Foci of Organizations in East Kalimantan:
Provincial vs Local
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Provincial

6

Local

4
2
0

6.6(a):

Sustainable Development
Traditional and
and Resource
Indigenous Livelihoods
Management

Conservation

Good Governance and
Community Mobilization

Focus

Foci of Organizations in West Kalimantan
Sustainable Development and Resource
Management
Traditional and Indigenous Livelihoods

Conservation
Good Governance and Community
Mobilization

Foci of Organizations in West Kalimantan:
Provincial vs. Local
Number of Organizations

12

6.6(b.)

10
8
Provincial
Local

6
4
2
0
Sustainable Traditional and Conservation
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Development Indigenous
Governance
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Figure 6.6(a-b): Pie charts reflect proportions of organizations located specifically within East Kalimantan (top) and West
Kalimantan (bottom), in each of four categories of focus -- based on data from local and provincial organizations. Bar

graphs show the number of organizations in each category of focus in the respective provinces, broken down into
provincial (dark blue) versus local (light blue).
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Foci of Organizations in South Kalimantan
Foci of Organizations in Central Kalimantan
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Foci of Organizations in Central Kalimantan:
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Foci of Organizations in Central Kalimantan
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Figure 6.6(c-d): Pie charts reflect proportions of organizations located specifically within South Kalimantan (top) and Central
Kalimantan (bottom), in each of four categories of focus -- based on data from local and provincial organizations. Bar

graphs show the number of organizations in each category of focus in the respective provinces, broken down into
provincial (dark blue) versus local (light blue).
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6.5 ACTIVITIES
The organizations in this study undertake a broad range of activities in order to achieve
their objectives. Examining the different kinds of activities should help to understand how
organizations attempt to reach their capacity-building goals. All of the organizations listed multiple
activities. The activity performed by the greatest number of organizations is advocacy (32
organizations), closely followed by research (30), training (26), education (24), and networking
(24).
Kinds of activities appear to vary slightly across operational scales. The most common
activities of international organizations are training (10), research (9), networking (8), and
resource management planning/modeling (8). By contrast, the most common activities for local
organizations are education (9), advocacy (8), awareness (5), publication (5), and resource
35

Number of Organizations
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Distribution of Activities by Scale

25
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Figure 6.7: Distribution of kinds of activities of all organizations; the number of organizations performing each activity is divided by color
bars according to the operational scales of the organizations (scale increases as color darkens)

Figure 6.7: Distribution of kinds of activities of all organizations; the numbers of organizations which perform each
activity are divided by color according to the operational scales of the organizations (scale increases as color darkens)
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management implementation. The top activities of both national and provincial organizations are
advocacy and research.
A closer look at provincial organizations provides an idea of the kinds of services available
in each of Kalimantan’s four provinces. Represented by the greatest number of provincial
organizations, it makes sense that West Kalimantan has the most diverse range of organizational
activities. Advocacy, research, and community organization are offered by the greatest number of
organizations in that province (figure 6.8a). The single provincial organization of East Kalimantan is
limited to the three activities of research, education, and publication (figure 6.8b). In Southern
Kalimantan, training and advocacy are offered by the greatest number of organizations (figure
6.8c). Nine kinds of activities are performed throughout the province. The four provincial
organizations of Central Kalimantan cover nine kinds of activities in the area, the most frequent of
which are advocacy and awareness (figure 6.8d).

6.6 OTHER FACTORS
6.6.1 YEAR ESTABLISHED
The length of time that an organization has been established is likely to affect a number of
factors, such as public awareness and trust of the organization, the experience level of staff and
volunteers, institutional capacity, connections with other organizations, and availability of funds. I
was able to identify the dates of establishment for 75 of the Indonesian-based organizations. Of
these organizations, 15% had been established for less than five years at the time of this study
(since 2004), 43% less than ten years (since 1999), and 75% less than fifteen years (since 1994).
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Activities of Provincial Organizations in West Kalimantan
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Figure 6.8(a-b): Activities of provincial organizations in West Kalimantan, (top) and East Kalimantan, (bottom) ; sections are

labeled with activity, number of organizations, and percent of total organizations in the province. Color schemes
broadly correspond to types of activities in order to increase visual interpretation – activities related to information
services are shades of blue; community development are shades of red green; resources are shades of red; finances are
shades of orange; health care is yellow; law enforcement is purple
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Activities of Provincial Organizations in South Kalimantan
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Activities of Provincial Organizations in Central Kalimantan
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Figure 6.8(c-d): Activities of provincial organizations in South Kalimantan, (top) and Central Kalimantan, (bottom ); sections are

labeled with activity, number of organizations, and percent of total organizations in the province. Color schemes
broadly correspond to types of activities in order to increase visual interpretation – activities related to information
services are shades of blue; community development are shades of red green; finances are shades of orange; law
enforcement is purple; participatory mapping is dark yellow
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The percent of organizations that have been established less than ten years decreases as the
scale of the organizations increases, to include: 83% of village, 43% of local, 31% of provincial, and
23% of national organizations22. This information is summarized in figure 6.9.

Years Established by Organizational Scale

Percent of Organizations Established
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Figure 6.9: Percentage of organizations at each scale of activities to be established for less than five, ten, and fifteen
years. Note that the majority of organizations at all scalar levels have been established within the last 15

years.

In addition to the length of time that an organization has been established, I was also
interested in the potential trends in establishment of organizations over time (figure 6.10). The
data indicates that organizational establishment peaked between the years 1998-2000. A possible
causal link between this peak in establishment and the political upheaval and government
transition that occurred during those years, could explain this correlation.

Regional information withheld, since only it only includes two organizations. Both established less than ten
years.
22
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Establishment of Organizations Over Time
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Figure 6.10: Number of Indonesian organizations established each year, over time. Note the peak in organization
establishment from 1998-2001, the same as government transition.

6.7 POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON CBFM
Organizations active in Kalimantan are currently focusing on a broad range issues and are
approaching capacity-building through a variety of activities. These foci and activities appear to
vary between organizational scales, implying different interpretations of the concept of capacity
building and different perspectives regarding what issues are most important. International
organizations participate most in training, research, and networking; whereas, local organizations
participate most in education, advocacy, and awareness. Such differences in approach suggest that
the presence of both large-scale and small-scale organizations is vital to the capacity-building
process. The finding that the most common focus among organizations is “sustainable development
and resource management” bodes well for the future of CBFM in the region, since such
organizations are likely to focus on issues directly related to CBFM. In contrast, the fewest
organizations focus on conservation, which could negatively reflect upon the priorities and the level
of environmental awareness of local communities. Advocacy was found to be the most common
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activity of organizations in the region, which is helpful in terms of policy promotion and securing
community rights. Training was also found to be a common activity, and is imperative for CBFM which requires certain technical abilities and an understanding of land-use planning and forestry
practices. However, several key activities for CBFM capacity-building were far less common,
including marketing, field assistance, legal aid, monitoring, and habitat rehabilitation, among
others.
There was a great deal of disparity between the provinces within Kalimantan. West
Kalimantan was the most represented by both provincial and local organizations. Several local
organizations were identified in East Kalimantan, but only one provincial organization. The fewest
local organizations were identified in South Kalimantan. Across all the provinces, numerous
districts were left completely unrepresented by local organizations. While it is probable, (given the
difficulty in gathering contact information) that organizations were unintentionally excluded from
this study; the exhaustive nature of this study’s search suggests that identified trends are likely to
reflect overall disparities in the distribution of organizations. Such disparities might reflect upon
the potential of communities to successfully engage in CBFM, depending on their location.
Many of the organizations in this study were found to be relatively new, with 43% having
been established for less than ten years. These “young” organizations could potentially be less
equipped or less effective than more established organizations in the capacity-building process.
However, the explosion in the number of capacity-building organizations during the last decade
signals a positive trend in community activism. The peak of organization establishment in the years
of 1998-2000 overlaps with the initial phases of democratic decentralization and likely reflects the
enthusiasm of the time, combined with the creation of new opportunities for public involvement
and representation in civic affairs. This is a promising trend regarding the willingness to participate
by the communities of Kalimantan, implying that when opportunities for involvement present
themselves; there are groups ready and willing to mobilize in response.
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7. DISCUSSION
7.1 THEORY VERSUS REALITY
This paper has explored several factors influencing the CBFM in Kalimantan. For each of
these factors – decentralization reform (reformasi), national social forestry policy, and capacitybuilding organizations – there exists a discrepancy between the theoretical ideal for impacting
CBFM and the current reality of impacting CBFM. By combining the theoretical concepts of each of
these factors, an ideal basis for successful CBFM in the region can formed. However, since this ideal
image does not match reality, certain issues must be addressed in order to create a setting in which
communities can actively participate and successfully implement CBFM.

7.1.1 REFORMING REFORMASI
Ideally, a highly responsive and accountable democratic system would clearly and
appropriately divide authorities and revenues between central and local governments during the
process of decentralization reform. District governments would become more self-sufficient and
develop their local institutions so that they could effectively address their new responsibilities.
Enthused by new opportunities for civic engagement, community members would participate in
voting and the decision making process. Local governments would react to the needs of the
community and enact legislation that represents these needs, based on the knowledge of the local
community. Entitled with a new sense of ownership in the decision making process, community
members would willingly comply with regulations and participate in government programs,
making them more sustainable. The national government would clearly define land tenure, fairly
acknowledging the rights of indigenous communities to their traditional territories. Forest
utilization permits for indigenous groups and cooperatives would be easily accessible and
renewable. Accordingly, communities would have a vested interest in the long-term sustainability
of their forest resources, thus promoting successful CBFM.
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However, this theoretical ideal has not been the reality of the decentralization process in
Indonesia. Figure 7.1 shows the intersection of problematic issues with the theoretical flow of
benefits. Based on the review in section 4, I believe that the main issues that must be addressed in
order for reformasi policies to have a positive effect on forestry management are:


Clarification of authority over forest management and forest utilization allocation:
In order to avoid conflicts in understanding between different levels of government, new

amendments need to be developed through an open dialogue between district, provincial, and
national officials. Such a process would help to re-establish the enforcement capabilities of the
Ministry of Forestry and ensure compliance by district governments with national policies.


Development of local institutions:
The rapidness of Indonesia’s reformasi process gave local governments many new

authorities and responsibilities, but no time to prepare for such a transition. This has left districts
scrambling for money, government infrastructure, and trained officials; which in turn, has resulted
in short-sighted and ill-planned decisions regarding resource management. The experienced
central government should provide some sort of bridge between dependence and autonomy. This
bridge could be as simple as allowing districts to temporarily exchange a portion of their newlyincreased resource revenues in exchange for financial support and institutional development for
new responsibilities such as infrastructure, education, and the training of government officials.


Public education for civic engagement:
Following 32 years of authoritarian regime and in a region where many people live in

remote, rural settings, the concept of a democratic system of government is something that must be
developed, rather than expected with the swipe of a pen. I believe that public awareness campaigns
regarding the rights of citizens and the obligations of decision-makers would greatly impact the
accountability of local government officials and the responsiveness of local governments, which
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Figure 7.1: Flow of effects of reformasi policies on forest resource management; Arrows direct flow of influence from
top to bottom of figure; “Financial Reform”, “Increased Local Autonomy”, and “New Forestry Act” are identified as the
three primary, direct effects of reformasi; effects indicated by thick arrows have already occurred; blue boxes represent
potential positive impacts; purple boxes represent current negative impacts that must be addressed for reformasi to
fully achieve the potential positive effects

would help to control irresponsible district behaviors such as the issuing of illegal logging permits
based on nepotism.


Land tenure reform:
The state’s failure to acknowledge the rights of indigenous people to their traditional lands

is simply unsustainable, both culturally, and from a resource management perspective. Indigenous
communities, although now able to apply for permits in customary forests, have no specific rights
for forest utilization, other than for subsistence, and no long-term guarantee of access to the tracts
of land that they have been actively managing for generations. This lack of secure tenure defeats
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any incentive for indigenous communities to participate in sustainable CBFM practices and leaves
an open door for large companies to exploit traditional forest areas.
The Ministry of Forestry should address this issue in several ways. First, the state should
provide assistance to indigenous communities in gaining legal recognition as a “customary
community” and in assisting with participatory mapping of territorial lands. The government must
guarantee tenure for those areas actively managed by indigenous groups, including tracts of forest
managed in the long-term rotations of swidden agriculture. This tenure should not be subject to
being revoked for commercial use or concession by the state. Indigenous groups should also be able
to apply for small scale commercial forest utilization permits on these lands.

7.1.2 NATIONAL COMMUNITY FORESTRY POLICY
In an ideal scenario, Indonesia’s national social forestry policy would be based on the
successful integration of locally-based community initiatives and the legally recognized national
program. This integrated program would aid in the equitable distribution of revenue from forest
resources and be based on the premise of sustainable forestry practices. The state program would
assist in providing legal status, utilization permits, training and technical support, assistance in
multi-stake holder conflict resolution, and information regarding access to markets to those
community groups wishing to actively manage a tract of state forest in a sustainable manner.
Requirements for permit-approval would be situation-specific and open to individual project
proposals. Permits would be for long periods, and would be easily renewable. Community members
would be the primary sources of authority regarding management decisions on permitted land.
In reality, there are four main issues that must be addressed in order for Indonesia’s
national social forestry program to successfully support CBFM projects:
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Public awareness:
Particularly in remote areas, local communities are unlikely to be fully informed regarding

the ever-changing legal status of the social forestry program, its applicability to their individual
situation, or the process of applying to become a legal cooperative and for a utilization permit. A
state-sponsored campaign of community information sessions and training seminars would help to
increase public awareness and promote participation.


Government support:
Government support of CBFM projects is outlined on paper, but is not easily accessible in

reality. Increased access to legal support, training, on-site technical and field assistance, and
marketing is necessary.


Secure, long-term access to local forest resources:
Currently, permits are difficult to obtain, are granted for a period of 25 years or less, and are

subject to revocation based if community efforts conflict with “national interests”, (ie, the
commercial priorities of the state). Requirements for permit approval need to be more flexible,
especially for community-groups applying for permits on land with existing CBFM projects. The
permit period should be extended, and renewal should be made automatic, assuming that the
project has maintained its resources in a sustainable manner. The state should not be allowed to
revoke a permit for another commercial interest, including state-owned enterprises.


Control over local management decisions:
Other than the basic requirement that practices be ecologically sustainable over time,

management decisions on community forestry lands should be based on the authority of the
community group members.
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7.1.3 CAPACITY-BUILDING ORGANIZATIONS
Ideally, there would be a broad range of capacity building organizations across the region of
Kalimantan. There would be a presence of organizations with both large and local operational
scales. All communities would have access to a range of organizations, with all districts and
provinces adequately represented. Organizations would focus on issues both directly and indirectly
affecting forestry management and provide a variety of services. A comprehensive communication
network between organizations would exist and collaboration between organizations would be
common. Communities would be aware and trusting of these organizations and be eager to utilize
them as resources and participate in their programs.
In reality, the capacity-building organizations in Kalimantan do indeed focus on issues both
directly and indirectly related to CBFM, performing a variety of activities and services. Additionally,
a dramatic increase in organization establishment within the last decade, particularly by villagelevel and local level organizations, points toward an increased enthusiasm for participatory
involvement in communities. However, a few gaps in the provisions of capacity-building
organizations still exist:


Conservation as a focus:
Conservation was the least common focus among organizations, and was particularly

uncommon in organizations located within the region of Kalimantan (village, local, and provincial
organizations). More organizations focusing on conservation would help to improve the success of
conservation efforts as well as environmental awareness in local communities.


Increased representation across provinces and districts:
There was a significant disparity between provinces in terms of numbers of identified

organizations. In particular, the province of South Kalimantan was underrepresented. Many
districts across all four provinces remain unrepresented by local organizations. In order for a
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community to benefit from the presence of capacity-building organizations, organizations must be
active in the location of that community.


Marketing, field assistance, legal aid, and monitoring as activities:
Although they were among the least common activities listed by organizations; marketing,

field assistance, legal aid, and monitoring are all important capacities for the implementation of
CBFM.


Access to organization information:
As I learned during the process of compiling organization profiles, information on many of

the capacity-building organizations active in Kalimantan is not easily accessible, even in terms of
basic contact information. Increasing the accessibility of information would be useful for public
awareness, networking between organizations, media coverage, and for eliciting donations from
potential donors.

7.2 CONCLUDING REMARKS
The three primary factors addressed in this paper - decentralization reform, national social
forestry policy, and capacity-building organizations - comprise only part of the complicated web of
interconnected issues that forms the basis for successful CBFM (figure 7.2). Overall, Indonesia has
made significant progress toward the development of CBFM, at least conceptually. Local
governments have increased authority over their forests and local communities have more
opportunities for direct involvement. Community participation as an idea has penetrated national
decentralization legislation and forestry policy. However, although Indonesian government has
gone through a radical process of decentralization, the central government has failed to devolve
significant authority over its natural resources. As such, rights and access of most local
communities remain the limiting legal factors hindering the widespread implementation of
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nationally-recognized CBFM projects in Kalimantan, and across the country. Without secure access
to resources and without

Capacity-building
Organizations

Figure 7.2: Key elements of successful CBFM in Kalimantan. In purple, governance, local production and revenue, landuse planning and implementation, and empowerment of local communities act as the key indicators for successful CBFM
and are all tied to one another (grey arrows). Numerous interrelated components (green) feed into the key indicators,
with individual issues within a component in blue.
Components such as accountability of local officials, land use rights transparency, and civic engagements are directly
impacted by decentralization reforms. The national CF program impacts issues such as access to markets, sustainable
practices, and policy implementation. Awareness, advocacy, education, local infrastructure, local institutions, technical
abilities, and traditional culture all relate to capacity-building organizations. However, many components also impact
one another. Likewise, the factors addressed in this paper: decentralization and government authority, communityforestry policy, and capacity-building organizations are all closely intertwined.
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clearly defined authority structures, it seems unlikely that existing local CBFM projects will
successfully integrate with Indonesia’s national social program policies.
Despite a lack of wide-spread participation in community forestry projects beyond
traditionally-based subsistence practices and instances of community-based illegal logging, this
paper asserts many of the communities of Kalimantan are eager for opportunities for participatory
involvement. This is indicated by a dramatic increase in the establishment of Indonesian capacity
building organizations within the last decade, particularly by Kalimantan based organizations
during the time of political transition. Working within the context of Indonesia’s national political
framework, capacity-building organizations will play a defining role in CBFM development in the
region.
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