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Ilevolution and Indonesia's Ncw Basic Forestry Law 

Eva wollenbergt and Hariadi l<artodihardjo' 

On September 14. tlie Indonesian People's Consultative Assembl! approved a ma.ior piece o f  neu 
legislation--the neM f'orest1.1, law. ' This law updated tlie previous Basic Forestl-) La\+ o f  Ma! 1967. 
UU NO. 5 1967. Although health!. debate has emersed about \\.l~ether the o ~ e r a l l  spirit o f  the law has 
changed. one area where there has been notable change is in the ne\c provisions for inn.\:~.crr.crhl~~ 1711kr111l 
odur. or custolnary communities. and in tlie promotion o f  c o m ~ i i u n i t ~  in\:olvement in the forest 
management. Taken togetlier with the Ministerial Decree 677 (Forestr)) o f  October last !,ear. the law 
signals a si~nif icant shift ill increased state support for the devolution o f  forest management a i d  forest 
benefits to local conimunities. 

In this paper we probide a preliminat-) a ~ ~ a l ~ s i s  o f  tlie ne\! In\\.  Our conllnents focus on t h ~  
institutional requirr~i~cnts fol- de~olut ion at thc gl-ound l e l r l  'ind tile t \ \o  institutions t l i r o t~g l~  \\.I~ieh 
devolution is to be channelled 21ccordi11g to tlie law. 11rcr\:l.trr.crXli/ IIIIXLIIII LIIILII and tlie co-opel-ati\,es. 
The airn o f  the analysis is to suggest tliat before we can (-el) on either o f  these two institutions to 
promote devolution.' tliere needs to be a broader base o f  civil societ! orsanisational capacit! and 
systematic support ciithin gobernlnent. 

As this analysis was prepared only two weeks after the law was signed. tliere has been little oppol-tunity 
for public discussion o f  tlie law. The analysis presented here is therefore an initial interpretation. The 
subsequent implementing regulations (r)c~r-rr/~rr~un ~ ~ e n ~ e r ~ i r ~ ~ t ~ h )  wi l l  provide more detail. as w i l l  the 
practice o f  the la\+. Tlie co1111iients we present liere are offered tlierefol-e in tlie spirit o f  initiating 
debate. rather than resolving it. 

We revie\\ first tlie content o f  the law. and then discuss the nature o f  tlie t ~ o  institutions I~I[I,S,YLII.(I~~II 
hilktllr~ o t l o~  and co-opel.atives---a~~d their suitability as the rncans for implementing devolutio~i. We 
conclude \sit11 several $ugyestions for action to further strenythen devolution consistent \ \  it11 the 
principles o f  empo\ver~iient and e q ~ ~ i t y  stated bq tlie lac\. 
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by President Habibie on 30  September. 1999. 
' Devolution is defined Iiere as the transfer o f  power to sul)-~iational entities such as local gove~.nnient 
01.  ~ r t k r /  corn~nunities. I t  is d i s t i ~~c t  fro111 decent~.aIisation. \\,liicli involbes a transfer iii tlie l o c ~ ~ s  o f  
actiou. but not in po\\er 01. autlio~.it). Dcco~~centration is n transkr i r l  the locus ui.action M itliili [lie 
same orpnization ((;old~iiali 1098). 111 tlie Indonesian conte\r and Iang~lage. devolution (~lc\.tr l~r\. i) .  
decentrali~ation (t/e.\~~i7/1~trlr\ci\r) and dcconcent~-ation ( c l c ~ X o i ~ ~ . \ ~ ~ i l / i . ~ ~ . ~ i )  l i a ~ r  \pecific connotatio~~<. 
De~olut ion is not con~nionl! used. I~~stead. decentralisation is used to refer to transfers o f  poner. and 
deconcerltration to tra~isfers o f  activity. willlout increased po~+t-r or authorit!. Tlie term autono~ii) 
(0/017oii1i) is often associated ~ . i t l i  desentralisasi. 

In t l ~ i s  sec t iv~~ \ \ c  disc~rss tlie c\cc~.pts of [l ie la\+ and i t s  :rcconipan! iriy i~~terpr r ta t io~ i  t l~at  pertain to 
~rlo,~cii.i.trko/ /ILI~~IIII trt/tl/ and ~I I I~II~ IIL~~II. or ctlstolllary Ibrest. For a n~ore detailed under<tandin? o f  thc 
law rele\.ant to local co~nlnunities. tlie reader is referred to tlie attachment at the end o f  this paper. Tlic 
attachment summarires relevant parts o f  the lau and the interpretation in a table prepared b l l ia l i  Y. 
Rahario. Ford Foundation. Jakarta. 



According to the la\\. custolllar! foresl or / 7 1 / / ( / 1 7  ( I L ~ C I I  i b  defined as state forest (hl1iii17 IIL)SCII.II) ill tlie 
area o f  a custornar! c o ~ i i m ~ l n i t !  ( ~ ~ , i l r . j . r ~ h  nlt~.s>,r~~.ukr~/ 17r1k1111l 11i1r1/). Tlie creation o f  hr1irr17 C I ~ ~ ~ I I  is tlie 
single most important innovation o f  the new la\+. for devolution. as i t  marks tlie first t ime in  Indonesian 
legal history that a national law supports the transfer o f  territorially-based rights on state forest land to 
an odoi institution. 

Beyond this intiovation. tlie capacity o f  the law to achieve devo lu t io~ i  must be understood in  terms o f  
ho\v the la\\ enables tlie state to retsin strategic control  over these customarj  forests. First. tlie law 
classifies /i11/(117 ~ L / ( I I  as state forest. I 'he interpretation accoliipan\ ing  tl ie law e x p l a i ~ ~ s  that state forest 
lands are tliose that do not have legall) prc-existing private rights associated wi th  them. as allocated ill 
the Basic Agrarian La\\  o f  1960. The interpretation furtller e lp la ins tliar tl i is classification is tlerived 
from the principle o f  the unit ied State' tliat ~ i iakes tlie State tlie organisat io~i ofaut l ior i t !  ober its 
citizens. These Jus t i f i ca t io~~s  are consistent wi t l i  previous forest \ill\ that lias historicall) bee11 at odds 
with the Basic Agrarian Law.  Tl ie Agrarian Law allocated private agricultural lands accordins to tlie 
principle tliat that cultivated lands best serve production needs when the). are under the contl-ol o f  tliose 
manag i~ ig  and using t l l e~ l l .  Tl i is principle is now widelq applied ill local forest Inanage~nent ( O s t r o ~ n  
1998). and lias been one o f t h e  dr iv ing tbrces bell ind devolution po l~c ies  in  other countries ( 1 . ~ 1 i c h  and 
Talbott 1995). Furt l ier~i iore. Inan!. custo~i ia~.? "forests" are i l l  fact c!clical agl-icultural and 1101-ticultut.al 
sptems.  These lands niiglit Iia\,t. qual i l ied for registl-atio~i ah a g r i c u l t ~ ~ r a l  lalid in  tl ie IC)hOs Ilad 
s\r idden agriculture then been better ~~nders tood .  

A second wa! in  which tl ie new forestry law ensures tliat tlie state ~i iaintains strategic control is tliat it 
gives the state the po\hler to  ~.ecognise and revoke tlie status o f  ~i i r~. \ j . r~rokc~/ huklrn1 rldut, and therefore o f  
/711/~11i ~ I L / ( I / .  l 'liis po\ \er  is vested in local government througli regl~lat ions ( I IP I .UI I I I .U~ (/r/i~rt1/7) tliat 
re~i ia in  to be determined. and according to criteria deter~i i ined hy national government. According to 
the new la\\,, tlie criteria for recognizing I ~ ~ ~ I . \ : ~ , ( I I . ~ I ~ L J /  /iz/kr//ll ( I ~ / L I /  are: 

I .  The comniunity constitutes an association 
3 There is an t/c/ai institution 
3 .  There is a clear t r i lo~ area 
4. L,egaljudiciary institutions exist. and tl ieir decisions are obe!ed 

Rights to /i11/(117 ( I ( /CI I  are not automatic o r  in  perpetuity in  the la \ \ .  The! do not address more deep- 
seated concerns o f  c ~ ~ s t o ~ i i a r !  c o ~ l i r n ~ ~ n i t i e s  ahout their riglits to a place of'ancestral and c ~ ~ l t u r a l  
heritaye. They do not provide secur-e t e ~ i ~ ~ r e .  l ' l i e  rights give11 in  tlie ne\\ la\\ are in this way distinct 
from those associated \\.it11 custoinary co~ l i l i i u~ i i t i es  i n  other countries. sucli as the Ancestral I3ntliai1i 
Claims in  tlie Philippines o r  the i ~ i d i g e ~ ~ o ~ ~ s  ~.o~i i r~~l i t l t r t / t ' . \  o f  Me\ ico.  

Tli ird. tlie  la^ states that h~lk / / / r / . \ :~~o/. t~kc/ /  I i r l h l ~ ~ l ~  c/t/r// \ \ i l l  he given as l o ~ i g  as i t  does ~ i o t  c o n i l i c ~  \\ i t l l  
national priorities. M'li i le tl ie need for tlexibilit!. is i~iipol-tant. legal pl.ocisions sucli as thehe have bee11 
invoked ill the past to l ini i t  ctl\tolnarq c o ~ l ~ ~ i i ~ ~ n i t i e s '  c la i~ i is .  

Foul-th. the current d e t i ~ i i t i o ~ l  ofh~cirr11 u d t ~ ~  could be interpreted to allo\+ tlie state to c l a i ~ i i  custoniary 
forest anywhere. including on private lalid (Kartodihard.10 1999). 1 he la\\ is unclear on tl i is point. hut 
does suggest that co~i ipensation \vould be paid to tliose wliose lands are turned over. Dependi l ls on 
how tlie la\\ is implemented. if al l  custo~i iary forests were to become state forest, t l ie law could create 
perverse i ~ ~ c e n t i v e s  for custo~i iary  r o ~ n n i ~ ~ n i t i e s  to deforest their lalid to keep it out o f  state forest and 
retain control over it. 

Fiftll. the nen  la\\. places tlit. h u r d e ~ ~  ofpr~ooi 'upon c u s t o r i i a ~  c o ~ i i ~ i i u ~ i i t i e s  for  appl! ill:! for trtlcli riylits. 
Tlie la\+ is based o ~ i  tlie premise tliat state c o ~ i t r o l  o f  forest land ha\ heen legitimate. T l i is  pre~l i ise lias 
been qnestioned ho \ \e \e r  b \  cllstolliar! c o r i i ~ n ~ ~ n i t i e s  wl io feel t l i q  st i l l  have li istorical clail l ls to tl ieir 
lalid (Florus et al 199.1). Histo~.icaII!. custoli larj. c o ~ i i ~ i i t ~ ~ i i t i e s  controlled 111ucIi o f  Indoncsia's forest 
lands througll c1t111i institutions. 11~1ring the Dutch period. forest l a n d  and label- in  Dutcli-cont~.olled 
Java and some parts o f  I , a ~ n p ~ ~ n g  were treated as the j u r i s d i c t i o ~ ~  of-the Forestry D e p a r t n ~ e n ~  ( l a b  et al. 
3000). .4tI(/i i n  areas not controlled by t l ~ c  Dutch was nevel-tlieless respected as legitinlate. After 
independence. I I~CI(>I~~\S~~~'S Iiasic Agra r ia~ i  I~.aN acknowledged customar! Ii istorical claims a y i 1 1  bq 
respecting t / t l t / /  arcas as private land. Ho\veve~-. wi th  t l ~ c  o~iset  o f  tlie N e n  Order repi~ne. a ~ i d  the rise 



o f  a lucrative timber i l idustr\ ill tlie outer islands. tlie state c la i~ i ied  forest lands as its o \ i n  a11d iltl[r/ 
practices lost their legitinlac). Areas assigned to loggin: companies \+ere autot i ia t ica l l~  ~ n a d c  il lto state 
forest and tlie Directorate o f  Forestry designated about three-clual-ters ot't l ie country as statc' t 'ore~t land 
in the mid-1970s (Fay, et al. 2000). The principles and interests ol't l ie state in  that period dil'fer 
substantially ti-on1 those that exist n o u  and bear reeuaniination. 

Thus. tlie ne\h l a u  call be a p p l a ~ ~ d e d  for its pioneering efforts to devolve control  o f  custo~i ia~.> forest 
lands to communities. Tl ie law also gives govern~i ient several avenues to niaintain its o u n  control. 
Who actually makes decisions about forest ~iianagement w i l l  depend larzel! on h o w  tlie lau  is 
implemented. 

We can also look at tlie f i l ~ ~ c t i o n s  and use r ishts permitted on different types o f fo res t  lands (T'able I ) 
Each tenure and function categor! is associated u i t h  per~ i i i t ted users o r  nianagers: 

1 .  State torest for conservation o r  protection. ~i ianaged hy tl ie statc 
7. State forest for production. ~ i ~ a n a g e d  by  private enterprise. cooperatives. state owned enterprise. 

under the supel-vision o f  the state. 
3 .  State forest \\ it11 custoniar! forest for conservation. protection and production. managed h! 

c ~ ~ s t o ~ i i a r )  c o ~ i i n l ~ ~ n i t i e s  
4.  State forest for  special purposes. ~i ianaged b\ custoniar~ c o ~ n n i ~ ~ n i t i e s .  research centers. 

educational i ~ i s t i t ~ ~ t i o n s .  social and religious institutions 
5 .  Private forest for  conse~.vation. protection. product io~i.  liianaged by the oi inel-  

The Table shows that tl ie types o f  uses and users permitted are ver? simi lar on huiu17 III/LI/ as they are 
on non-hz//cln adat. -1-lle same functions are applied to ~I I /L I I~  LIL/LJ/ as ~ i o n - / i ~ / / ~ ~ n  UJLII lands: li17ditig 
(protection). ko17~(~i.i. i1.~i (consel.vation) and /~I.o[/II~.YI (production). T l ie  same types o f  users can apply 
for per~i i ission to use protluction t'orest 011 h11/t117 LIL/LI/ and I~OI~-LIL/L// forest: individuals. co-operatives. 
private co~i ipanies or tlie state companies such as Inhutani. Natabl),. co-operatives can be managed by  
local conimunities. bur the>. can do this on II~I/LIII LIL/LII as wel l  as non-~r tkr /  forests. The interpretation 
document suggests tliilt c o ~ i i ~ i i u n i t i e s  can he given pern~ission directl!. for use r igl i ts on p~.oduction 
forest as well. howevel-. it is not clear if this ~.et'ers to any conimun it> o r  specifical I) ~nir.\:~~i~i.trXtr/ 1711k11171 
cidui. The status o f  / i ~ r / i r ~ i  LI~~LII appears to confer few n e u  rights. A n ~ o n e  \\it11 of f ic ia l  use rights is also 
subject to tasation for forest products removed. Tl ie central go \e rn~nen t  is responsible thr determining 
the level and distribtlt ion o f ~ ~ s c  r ig t~ts .  



l'able 1 Forest Function, Status  and  Utilization based o n  UU S o .  4111999 o n  Forestry 

FOREST FOREST STATUS LSE OPTIONS 
Ft'SCTIOS S T A T E  FOKEST 

~- . 
PRIVATE F O R E S T  P E R M I T T E D  FOREST 

E S T E R P R I S E  USE C O N V E K S I O S  
SOX CUSTOYIARY C C S T O Y A R Y  O F  T H E  A R E A  

F O R  EST F O R E S T  

C'O\SFKVATIO\ To be used for biodiversit> Customary communities can T.he owner can use the Sone  Cannot be convet-red to 

IFOKEST' 
conserbation. Other uses use for conservation and forest for conservation and non forestrq use 
possible. except in nature protectiun purposes where protection put-poses as Ion% 
reserbes. core zones and forest these uses do not conflict as these uses do not contlict 
zones in national parks. *itti the designated functions with the designated 
Article 74 and law. Article 37 functions. Article 36 



PROTECTIOY To be used for environniental If changed to state forest. Cali be converted to lion 
FOREST services and NTFP extraction. the government will forestry use (111 ining. etc.) 

Article 36 co~npensate owners. Article 
3 6 

I'RODI:CTIO\ ro be used for environmental Customary commuriities can Forest use is ~iianaged by Can be granted to Can be converted to non 
FOREST services. timber and S'TFP use the custoniary forest for the owner, Individual forests! use (tilining, e tc . )  

extraction. Article 28 dail) subsistence purposes. Co-operative's 
Article 67 Private 
Customar) communities can companies 
~lndertake other uses as long State companies 
as these uses d o  not cnliflict ( B L V X ,  
with the designated function B U V D ) "  
and law. Article 37. 

If forest products are traded. 
the customary community 
has to pay forest taxes. 
Article 37  

~- 

SPECIAL To be used for research. I-"rests with special purpose s ~ w i t i e d  Yot specitied S o t  ipecified 
1'I;RPOSt development. education. are not necessarily customary 

FORKS 1' 
training. religious or culture forests. but custoniary 
filrictions. Article 8 communities can Inanage 

forest with special purpose. 
AI-ticle 34 

--- -- 

LJRBAS FORI-ST Public urban areas designated \()I  relevant h o t  relevant S o t  specified \ot 5pecified 
as forest by the governnient. 
Article 9 



The table also shows tliat special purpose areas can be designated on both lalid types for religious. 
cultural. educational or researcli pilrposes. and. in support o f  devolntion. l~~r~.s>.r~/.oko/ ii11kl1111 crcl( t /  call 
have rights to manage tl~ese areas. Given tlie precedent of the special pill-pose designation (h'i111~1~rrr7 
riengon Tzrjnc~~i / . ~ / i l ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ r r /  for communities ~nanaging the da~iiar azroforest\ in Krui. Sun~atra (SK.17 
Kpts-Il 1998) (Fa! and Sirait 1009). it is feasible t l~a t  t l ~ e  special purpose desiyat ion c o ~ l l d  be used to 
extend rights to conimu~iities ineligible for ~~rir.s,l~o~.oko/ l7lrkl1111 oclir/ status. 

Frorn Table I. \ve can see tliat only two sets o f  rights are i ~ ~ i i q ~ ~ e l ~  associated with ~~~o.s l~o~.c~hrr /  Iilrklrr~r 
oclrl~. Tliese are the ~ r i ~ l i t s :  ( I ) to use o f  tlie {'ores[ to meet dail! consu~nptive needs and ( 7 )  to 
u~~dertake forest Iilaliazelnelit activities accordi~lg to customar! r ~ ~ l e s  (as l o ~ ~ g  as these do not co~i t l ic t  
with state la\vs). Tlie neu law stre~igthens tliese riglits. \vliicli liad been available to customar! 
communities t l i r o ~ ~ g l ~  decrees ~xt l ier  thar~ laws. SK Menteri 25 1 Ic)').3 \rli icli granted use r ig l~ ts  to 
nontimber forest products and timber for consumptive use. is such an esample. Some rights have not 
been actualized because they were interpreted to be in conflict witli national priorities. In other cases 
local people were simply not aware o f  or able to claim the riglits. 

According to tlie la\\. tlie most lucrative r ights-those to enterprise---are to be given to co-operatives 
or companies. On tlie one halid. tlie availahilit! o f  enterprise rights to co-operatives is a ma.jor 
milestone towards devolution. especially since local com~iiunities can form co-operatives. On tlie other 
hand. by relying on co-operatives. the law creates a t i r ~ n  div is io~i  between two kinds o f  institutions: 
those for entel-prise-oriented use o f  tlie foresl and those for custolllar) use rights to local c o ~ i i ~ i i ~ ~ n i t i e s .  
Presu~nabl! r~(/o/ c o m m ~ ~ ~ i i t i e s  ~ i i ~ ~ s t  t i> r~ i i  co-operatives if t h e  \\.ant to use the forest for cash incollie 
generation (although this is not clear in tlie law. as com~ i i~~n i t i es  tecl in ical l~~ may be able to rece i~e 
rights directly). Looking at h o ~  institutions for local forest management have been organized in other 
countries. e.g. Foresl I!sers' Groups (Nepal). Forest Protection Con~mittees (India). E.jidos in Mexico 
or Farmers' Associations (Philippines) where the rights to income are usually inteyated with 
subsistence rights. one might q~~est ion  the necessity o f  such a di\.ision. The burden o f  forming. 
registering and monitoring two insti t~~tions among local c o ~ i i ~ i i ~ ~ n i t i c s .  let alone ensuring co-o~.dinat io~~ 
bet\veen tlie t\$,o ma! prove to be a~i ib i t io i~s.  The adrninistrati\.e burden o f  dealing M it l i one local 
institution alone has proven to he sufticiently challenging in ~ i ios t  countries (Po\  109.3). 

Tlie degree o f  genuine d e v o l ~ i t i o ~ ~  wi l l  depend on tlie estent co-operatives are formed primari l l  b ~ .  local 
communities and primarily benefit these communities. The current popular impression o f  co- 
operatives \\ .oi~ld ~ieecl to be Inore positive for the co-operatives to be considered credible and 
legiti~nate institutions for devolution. According to tlie vision o f  co-operatives promoted during tliis 
reform period. I n a n  different groilps. including tlie employees o f  timber companies can form local co- 
operatives. The implementing reg~llat io~is o f  tlie new la\\' should provide guarantees that local co- 
operati~es represent ol- benefit local com~iiunities. The current law f~~ r t l i e r  stipulates that, oovernment 
and private co~npanies should work with local co-operatives. l'his is witli tlie intention o f  distributing 
forest benefits to local communities. The natul-e ot'this work. I~o\\.ever. is not specitied. ot l~er than that 
the companies slio~rld assist local co-operatives to heco~iie mol-e p r o f  ssional. There is no p~.ovisioli 
that suggests tlie for111 o f  tlie collaboration or how it would increase ~iiaterial benefits to local 
communities. Anecdotal evidence k - o ~ n  a ~iumher o f  sites in I<al i~~~antan indicates that the col lahsratio~~ 
is being used to the concessio~~aires at tlie expense o f  c o ~ ~ i ~ i i ~ ~ ~ i i t i e s .  

Aside f1.0111 the ~-iglits associaled wit11 I r ~ r / ~ r r ~  CI~~CII, III~~.~I~~II.~I~cI/ II~I~IIIII trc/ct/ ancl co-operatives. tllc la\\ 
also includes progressi~e provisions about people in forest nianagellielit that could he S L I P P O I - ~ ~ L ~  o f  
custo~iiar! communities. Tliese include tliat: ( I )  deter~ninntion o f  ll ie forest area is to take illto account 
local cu l t~~re .  ecollolll! 31id i~~s t i t t~ t ions .  i ~ ~ c I ~ ( i i ~ i g  ~ ~ r l ( r /  institutions. ( 2 )  Monitoring is the respo~~sihilit! 
of 'gover~~~iieri t .  i n r l i ~  i d ~ ~ a l s  2nd society (riler.\~o/.oko/). ( 3 )  Societ) has the right to I\no\\' about forest 
maliagelnent and to 111011itor i t .  ( 4 )  I f  co~nmunities suffer pollution or det'orestation tliat affects their 
lives. government forest agencies are responsible to act 011 behalt'of the comnlunities' needs. ( 5 )  NGOs 
can support local people's efforts in reforestation. or forest rehabilitation (note not in forest 
managemelit). (6) A Forestr! Watch Forum (Fl1r.11111 PL'I~~~I.~I~I/I KCJ~III~~IIIU~~) composed o f  central 
government and local government partners is to work to fo r~n i~ la te  and manage the perceptions. 
aspirations and in~lovations o f  communities as input to forest policy. Scattered throughout the law are 
references to tlie e f fcc~ tliat forests should he managed according to principles o f  social eqi~it!. 
elllpo\veroienr o f  (I(/(// c o ~ n ~ ~ i u ~ ~ i t i e s .  fairness. prosperit and sustainabilit?. A ~ n o n g  these provisiolis. 
tlie creation o f  tlie Forest Watch F o r ~ ~ ~ i i  and permission granted to NGOs as support oryani/at io~~s are 
significant measures potentiall! irnportant for further stt.engtlie~~ing devolutio~i. 



i ' c  

In sum, tlie new law potentiall! stren~thens tlie rights o f  i ~ i r r . ~ ~ ~ r r r - t r k o t  /11rk11117 r / l l r / /  on Sorest land by 
creating legal entitlements for tliese groups on hzr/r/~l r r r l r r /  and special purpose zones. A I r ~ . s ~ ~ r r / . l / k r / /  

hzrkzrr11 r r [ / u /  have riglits to use the forest t'or daily consumption needs and to manage the forest 
accordilly to their customar! la\\. as lony as tliece do not conflict \\.it11 national law. Throuyli co- 
operatives. r ~ l i r . s ~ . i r r . l r h ~ ~ /  l l l r k r r r l~  ( r r / r r /  as well a5 other groups can no\\' acquire enterprise manage~iient 
rights. The state retains hegemon! in ways tliat enal~le little to clia~ige from tlie current distribution of 
control between tlie center and local Iiianayers. 

Despite this strengtlienirig and partial expansion o f  rights. vaguenes\ in sonie parts o f t l ie  la\\ could 
work against tlie transfer o f a ~ ~ t l i o r i t j  to custo~narj conim~~ni t ies.  For exa~iiple. \\.I10 has priorit! rights 
o f  enterprise on /11r/lrri ~ I L / ( I / "  Use r i ~ l i t s  011 / I Z I / L I I ~  L / ~ / ( I /  are prese~itl! not exclusive. Without exclusive 
riylits. there i s  al\\a! s insecurit! and thc risk o f  co~iipetition \\ it11 (and losing to) more po\+erf i~ l  groups 

Si~nilarl j , .  what are tlie permitted uses o f  /71r/trri rrdir/? If s \ i  idden farming is the major source o f  
livelihood and means o f  meeting dail!. needs, yet forest burniny is prohibited bq law. ho\v wi l l  
customary commi~~ i i t ies  meet their needs? Is i t  reasonable to assume that these groups should not 
practice swidden. especiall! when it is an inteyal  and sustainable part o f  tlieir economy and ci~lture? 
To the extent the permitted functions and uses o f  1711/u17 r / d r r /  reflect the fi~nctions and land uses 
required by customar! communities. the 11101-e the! wi l l  f i l l t i l l  tliese communities needs and provide 
incentives for good managelllent. Yet the functions and uses in gobel-nment guidelines reflect an 
approach to Ilianagelllent Lev! different in style and purpose fro111 that o f  customary communities. Tlie 
scale and distribution o f  management units in /71r/rrri r r r / r r /  tend to be snialler and deter~iiined I>! more 
limited transport net\vo~.ks. Local people are Illore likel! to shift land uses in / I I I / ~ I I I  L r r / ~ ~ /  acco~.di~iy to 
changes in their needs and external conditions lil,e ~iiarkets. rather than a s s i g ~ ~  permanent land uses to 
fised units o f  land ((.each and Fairbead 1993). H ~ r l t r n  crtlir/ is like11 to have a Iiigher rnix o f  plante~i 
trees and more modified wildlife populations and managed for Inore diverse products. I f ' h r r / ~ r r l  L I L / ~ I /  is 
retained as state land. serious adaptation wi l l  be required o f  past management regimes to acco~ii~nodato 
tliese ver! different s!,stems. 

Tlie insti t~~tional relations aniolig tlie nllr .s~.rrrwkrr/ ~ I I I ~ ~ I I I I  I I I / ~ I / .  co-operati\ es and the goveni~i ient or 
private companies required to nark \4 it l i tlie cn-operati~es also needs f i~rt l ier claritication. M'liere all 
three exist. ho\r \\ill decisions be ~i iade ecluitahl\ and f>irl!.'?Can neutral polrer relations anti equitable 
distribution o f  benefits can exist under such arrangements (Edniunds and b'ol1enbe1.g 1999)'? Despite 
tlie intentions o f  the law. wi l l  tlie relationship among tliese groups develop to be one o f  competition for 
scarce financial or natural resources? What ele~nents o f  accountabilitc exist on tlie part o f  the co- 
operatives arid co~iipanies to tlie customar! co~i i rn~~ni t ies ' l  

As \vitli an! good la\\. there is 111~1cli roo111 for interpretation in tlie neu Forestr~ L.au o f  1990. Tlie 
degree to which d e ~ o l ~ ~ t i o n  OCCLII.S to ~~i i r .s~~crr . r rk i r /  l~lrkrrr lr  I I I / I I /  \\ill depend on I iou the la\\ i s  
implemented. In tlie nest section we discuss the institutional factors tliat \4 i l l  pla! a ~ n a j o ~ .  role in 
influencing this impleme~i~at ion.  

Ill.  'l'he Role of 1,ocal Institutions 

The v iab i l i t ~  o f  tlie l a \ \ ' i  provisio~is for devolution to I I I ~ I . Y ~ . ~ I I ~ L I ~ ~ I /  ~ U X I I I I I  L I [ / ~ I /  s l i o ~ ~ l d  be st1.011ycr to tlle 
extent there are correspondinyl! strong local i n s t i t ~ ~ t i o ~ ~ s  to support tlie Ian.  I~istitutional st~pport f i o ~ i i  
local c i \ i l  societ! i s  necessar! tbr i~nple~i ie~i tat ion.  Inst i t~~t ional  iupport across sectori o t ' c i ~  i l  society 
(e.g. tlie ~ntd ia .  i~~i ivt 'rsit ies) a~ici gover~iIiient call provide tlie checks and balances neceisar! to guard 
tlie intent o f  the la\ \ .  Hcrc we liighliylit the needs for institutio~lal de~elopment in I I I L I . Y - ~ . ~ I I . ~ I / ~ ~ I /  / I I I ~ ~ I I I I  

c/ tkr/  and co-operative5 to tbster Inore robust devolution. 

.lust as local ~overnnients call he liiglil!. val-iablo. customark co~ l~ rn i~n i t i cs  similarl!. var! in tlie ~trenyt l i  
o f  their leadership. qualit! o f  decision-~iial,ing and extent o f  democl-atic practice (Chapter 13). The 
criteria for selecti~ig lezall! -recognized ~ll l r .s~.rrr.crkr~/ hzrkrrrlr L I ~ ~ ~ I I  s l i o ~ ~ l d  identify the stronger among 
these youps.  The Ian. could I i o \ re~e r  he strengthened to address possible cor~tlicts o f  interest \r itl i in 
custoliiary comni~~ni t ics.  



For example. c ~ r l r ~ t  leaders in  nlany c o ~ i i ~ t i ~ ~ n i t i e s  are CUI-rentl~ struggl ing w i t h  how to position their 
identity ~.i.v-ti-1,i.v govern~i ient  and assure their legitimac!, amon? n range o f  constituencies. Man! 
customab leaders serve as vil lage government leaders ( h ' q ~ ~ l u  I)L..\.LI) and as such are Golkar riiembers. 
Others are appointed as I I ~ L I /  lieads (A'O~ZILI .-ILIUI) with in  existing government apparatuses that have 
litt le o r  nothing to d o  wi th  traditional e~dut leadership. Otliers have developed alliances wit11 local 
timber o r  m in ing  companies. police or traders and received associated de~iionstrations o f  gratitude fro111 
these groups. C o m m u ~ i i t >  t i ien~bers us~.~al l)  begrudge these arrangements and are conseque~it l> not 
always sure \r.liose i~iterests their le:lder represents. Also. in Iiianq conimunities. there has been a shift 
in tlie factors inf luencing w:lio holds power in  the co~nniunit!. Inherited power and traditional titles are 
becoming less important deter~i i inants o f  influence compared to education and economic success. 

,?dl /  systenis are not ~iecessaril! Inore de~i iocrat ic.  ecluitable 01. tralisparent than man!. local 
governments. There are ample instances o f  liit.rarcliical dec is io~i -~ i iak ing.  feudal-style tribute pa\.tneiits 
and gender inequities in  Inan! customary societies around the wor ld  (Ribot  19xx). Conf l ic t  acl-oss 
neizhboring 11e1c1t  are;^^ is co111111011. If devolut io~t  is to be ~neaningfu l  to a siynificant proportion o f  the 
population. not just to the elite o f  local coniniunities. is there a responsibilit! on the patt o f t l i e  
government to promote democ~.atic values among these groups. even if the! are not strictl>' consistent 
wi th  traditional practice? This  is a question tliat is not easily ansuered. but it does suggest tlie need to 
give more attention to tlie "l iving" and f lu id  nature o f  c ~ ~ s t o ~ i i a f i '  systems. 

Co-operatives i n  I ~ i d o ~ i e s i a  I i a ~ e  not l i istorically been l i ~ i k e d  to forest ~i ianagement o r  custo~iia~.!' 
commuriities' needs. I l i is Ilia! clianse i f  tlie govern~ i ie~ i t ' s  \ i s i o ~ i  o f  co-operatives as tlie ~111it o f  
economic o rgan isa t io~~  at tlie \ illage level is s u c c e s s f i ~ l l  i~ i i p len le~ i ted  over tlie next several years. For 
tlie t i ~ i i e  b r i n g  lio\\e\,er. proble~ns w i l l  persist. 111 t i i a l i  \ i l l i i ~ e j .  there is no co-operative and Itever Iias 
been. Fe\\' people at tlie vil lage level ktlo\\ ho\r to create a co-operat i~e.  let alone. what a co- 
operative's functiori i s  >upposed to be. (Wliere co-operatives d o  e\ist. tlie o f f ic ia l  state h'oo/)cv.c~.si 1 '1711 

De.sir ( K U D )  has a less t h a ~ i  positive reputatioli for ef fect ive~iess). l ' l ie l .e is evidence f ron i  soliie 
co~nmuni t ies in East t ia l in ia~i tan that tlie ~ i i in is ter ia l  decree for co~i~riiunit!. forestrq. ( S l i  077)  is heing 
used b!. concessio~tairt.s to fo1.111 co-operatives to orya~l ise l a h o ~ ~ r  for t i ~ i i h e r  harvesting, I.l~ilesi; tliere is 
better legal literac! ali iolty c o ~ ~ l ~ i t ~ l n i t i e $  ahout tlie f ~ n c t i o ~ i s  of tlie ne\\ co-operatives and a sliared 
understandi~~g a b o u ~  tllese f i ~ ~ i c t i o ~ i s  ; r ~ i i o ~ ~ g  different stakeholder,. their uses are liable to be 
misinterpreted to tlie det r i~ i ient  o f  local co~ i i~ i i un i t i es .  

As noted above. one potential for ~ i i isuse o f  co-operatives. is tliat t h e .  call be fol-med bq a n o n e .  Tliel-e 
is no indication o f  ho\v the people organised in  co-operatives w i l l  relate to forest usel- groups. be 
accountable to local com~i iun i t ies o r  work collaboratively w i th  otlelt institutions. Also. the 
cooperati\!es' orientatiori is e~iterprise. not forest management. Co-operatives Ii iay not be well-placed 
to niake bala~iced dcc is io~ls  ahout tlie trade-off!, hetween protitabilit! and sustainable nialiagenient. We 
kno l r  that in some otlier countries. co-operatives have had mixed success i n  forest nlanagenielit (Tree 
Growers Co-operati\/e o f  India. 1999). 

IV. Devolution: From Policy to Practice 

So \\liar do these attrihittes ol ' t l ie law and tlie local institutions it \ r i l l  depend on i ~ i i p l  for [lie practice 
o f d e \ o l i ~ t i o ~ i ?  . A I ~ l i o ~ ~ y l i  ~i iot .c precise i ~ i i p l i ~ i ~ t i o r i s  \ \ i l l  01111 b e c o ~ i ~ e  clcar after tlie i ~ i i p l e ~ i l e ~ ~ t i ~ l g  
re$ulatio~is are issued. acco~.d i~tg to tlie ~te\b' la\\. tlie territorial 1.iglit5 t c~  171111117 oc1u1 are not e\clusivel) 
tied to all! use or be~ief ic iar \ .  lclrlt s\.stelns and cooperative5 \ \ i l l  be e~npo\vered to lilaltagc ti,rests. 
but w i l l  need strollgel- checks a11d Ixi la~ices to ensu~.e tl ieir congruence \r.ith tlie interests of'a b~.oatl 
range o f  local coni~ i iun i t ies n ie~ i ib r rs  and accountabilit! to them. Because o f t l i e  pote~i t ia l  f'or 
governmelit intervention to ~ i ia in ta in  control over custo~nal-J forests. tlie degree o f  d e v o l u t i o ~ ~  achieved 
w i l l  depend largel! o ~ i  tlie v i s i o ~ i  and values o f  the government off ic ials responsible for  tlie 
implenientation o f  the la i r .  

Wi t l i  tlie decentra l i ra t io~~ of i~ i ip le lnent ing reyulat io~is about \r liat c o ~ i s t i t ~ ~ t e s  1111/(1t7 LIJ~II.  
iniplementation ~r iI I Val-). b! region. and not necessarilq ill consiste~lt \r a! s. I n  provinces ~r here timber 
values are sti l l  high. \re can ekpect to see higher levels o f  red tape. Inore state-driven r e g ~ r l a t i o ~ i  and 



more burdensome criteria for recognizing / ~ Z I I ~ I I I  L I ~ L I /  in  efforts to reduce the claims o fcus to~nary  
communities. W e  can also expect higher frequencies o f  permission granted for enterprise use o f  /71//~117 

N&I by noneustomar! groups. S i~ i i i lar ly .  tlie organizational capacities and influence o f  customary 
co~n~ i iun i t i es  tl ien~selces varies tren;endo~~sly by reyion. A customar! group in  Paplra is less l ikely to  
even k n o u  about tlie ~riglits associated will1 tlie neu  la\%. co~i ipared to sa) farniers in  La~ i lpung .  
Valuable forests in Kal i~i iantan. S~11nat1-a and Irian Jaya for instance are thus likel!, to sta)' i n  tlie hands 
o f  noncustoniary groups. unless custo~nary groups are wel l  01-gallire and probably assisted b!' third 
parties. What provisions can tlie implementing regulations make to protect tlie intent o f  tlie la\z? 

These conditions point to crit ical uncertainties in the law tliat c o ~ ~ l d  be improved to acliieve d e v o l u t i o ~ ~ .  
The approach to  devolution in  tlie new law raises general questions about \vliat tlie ke)' points o f  legal 
leverage are for achieving real transfers o f  a~~tliorit! '  in  countries such as Indonesia where local people 
must compete \\it11 g o v e r n ~ i i t ~ i t  and private industr! f o ~ .  valuahle forest resources. I!nder these 
circumstances it \ \ , o ~ ~ l d  appear tliat the real p i n  to he had t iom a d e ~ o l u t i o r ~  lab  is lo (./.iJ1//1, / ( y i / l  

po . s . \ , i h i l i / i c~ .v  /or. ~ . O I ~ ~ I ~ ~ I I I ~ I / I ~ ' . S  10  /11( /17r /~( '  I I , I / / I  111o1.r' ( ~ L ~ I . I ~ I I / ~ I ~ . .  l o  yi1117 \ C ~ L . I ~ I ~ C ~  t~i~c~i!.v.v l o  1'(//11(//~/1' 

r c ~ ) 1 7 o r ? ~ i c  he17c:/i1\ c / / i r /  lo o i 7 c d / . c ~ o ~ n l J  c.o/?]lii,/.v 11 . i l l l  /? io / .cJ  / I ~ I I , C ~ I . / I I /  ~ I - ~ I ~ I / J . Y .  The exist ing la\+ t;ihes steps 
in this direction. Tl ie inlplenlentiny 1.egulatio1is could help to some degree to strengthen this aspect o f  
the law. A t  present however. rights to h i ~ t r r n  t / t / l / /  can be r e ~ o k e d  h the government. econo~i i ic  
benefits are delinked f rom i ~ t l i r ~  institutions and there are no protections for communit ies to  pursue their 
interests if tliese conf l ict  wi th  those o f  1no1-e powerful  people. As it is d i f f icu l t  for po l icy  to control al l  

C these things on tlie ground all! \cay. especially under tyontier forest conditions (Ka imowi tz  PI (11. 1999). 
there is sti l l  t l ie opportunity for tlie implementing regulations and co~nplementary policies to strengthen 
both sovernment and c iv i l  institutio;is' capacit! to implc~i ient  tlie devolut ion aspects o f  tl ie cut-rent l a u .  

The delegitimation ofc1t1t11 under the past la\v raises tlie question o f  h o w  implenientation o f  tile new 
law w i l l  effectively recognize. strengthen and leyitimize existing ot1r11 systems o f  mana, "ement. 
Whether o t / r / /  institutions continue to  manage forests sustainahl! under current pressures is a n  open 
cjuestion tliat can he assessed on a site b! s i ~ e  hasis. M'e k n o n  11tli11 management is strong in  solne 
places (Micl ion and de Fosesta 1095. Lubis 1996. Egl~entel- a n d  Sellato 1999). and i n  others kc/.\  been 
displaced by state iilanagenlent (Padocli a r ~ d  Peluso 1996). In  e t  others tlie concept o f  trc/r//  ~.iglits 
have bee11 used to regain contl-ol over resources (Zerner). W i l l  the new. forestr) la\\ a l lo \ \  r e c o p i t i o n  
and empo\verlllent o f  exist ing t r u ' c ~ l  s \ s t c ~ ~ ~ s .  or \+i l l  i t  seek to hrin? tliese lands under a ~ . e g i t ~ ~ e  ot'state 
forest managenlent that destro) their meanins and effectiveness'? I 'he e\istin: la\\ ma! burdeli t l ~ e  atial 
systems through additional resistration, regulations and repol-ting tliat \veaken these ss ten is .  (:hecl\s 
nlust be put in  place to ellsL1l.e tlint opportunists do not seek to talie advantage o f  the law to invent 11t/t11 

systems or take control over legiti11ia;e c/t/rr/  areas. 

Tl ie challenge is tlieretbre how to  ensure tl ie legitimac!, o f  hullr~i u i l o ~  and create the local institutional 
capacities. transparelic! and checlcs and balances that increase tlie security o f  odol c o m m ~ ~ n i t i e s '  ~.iglits 
and better channel benetits to them. Measures in the current la\$ such as the Forest Watch Forum and 
I-ole o f  N G O s  as support orp;~nizations ~ n a k e  important strides in this d i rect io~ l .  Future polic) Inalters 
w i l l  have to work hard to  foster an era that embraces local diversit! and innovation. Devolut ion w i l l  
work better to tlie extent custoniar) management systems are tlieniselves treated as valuable resources 
and given tl ie securit! to develop t l i r i r  own initiatives. r l l i s  is not to say tliat local com~nuni t ies should 
be g i ~ e n  rein to  d e s r r q  forests. On  the c o l ~ t ~ - a c .  tliere need to he s! stems for- co-ordination al l long 
stake1iolde1.s to estahlisli mallayenicl1t o l ject ives and ~ i ion i to t .  progress. But. such c o - o r d i ~ i a t i o ~ l  
requires s t r o ~ i g  local i ~ ~ s t i t ~ ~ t i o n s  and a clear and secure di3trihu1ioli o f  r iyhts across gro~ips.  

Five actions are tl1eret'ol.e recluired to  cnl ia~lce tlie i ~ i ~ p a c t  of ~ l l e  cllrrcnt Ian  ~ I I  d e v o l ~ l t i o ~ i .  A l l  i ~ ~ v o l v e  
strengthening c iv i l  societ! at tlre ground level and ~ ~ p ~ v a l - d .  as \ \e l l  as i ~ i i p r o v i n g  the I-elationsl~ip 
betweell c i v i l  s o c i e t  a ~ ~ d  tlie state. T h e w  actions are to 

( I ) Hui ld local i~ l s t i tu t io~ ia l  capacities. espcc ia l l  to i ~ n p r o ~ e  the rcsponsi~~cness and a c c o ~ ~ ~ ~ t ; r h i l i t  ol' 
co-operat i~es. o t 1 ~ 1 1  i ~ ~ s t i t ~ ~ t i o n s  and other local forest ~ n a n a y e ~ i i e n ~  entities to the interests o f  
custo~i iar- c o ~ i i ~ i i ~ ~ n i t i e \  and to lrlahe them niore de~nocl-atic i t1  creating a shared aye~idn tou;ll.ds 
sustainable forest management. 

(2) Improve tlie security o f  rights to customary communities to enable local innovation and incentives 
for sustainable managenlent over the long-term. 

(3 )  Enhalice information f l o ~ + s  and accountabil ity reyarding equity and sustainable manage~iient. by 
rel!.iny more o n  c i ~ i l  society orsa~lizations. includiny the media and NGOs, 
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(4) Develop in ter- inst i tu t io~~al  arrangements that protect the priorit!, rights o f  customarb com~l~un i t ies  
t o  h r r ~ ~ l n  i r d r r ~ .  wit11 cliecks t l i r o u ~ l i  c i v i l  society organizations for protecting custolnarj3 
communities' interests ayainst those o f  more po\verfirl groups. 

(5) Work out institutional al-ranyements by which valuable econonlic benefirs can s o  directly to 
customary communities. 

These measures. each b\, i tself a challenge, would btrengthen devolution i n  the new la\+ to  help i t  meet 
its own intended purpose o f  g iv ing rights to customark communities to  "achieve empowernlent h i t h i n  
the contest o f  iniproving their prosperit!" (Ar t ic le  67).  The ne\4 fol-estr! I an  sets out an inipressive 
vision tbr the [-ole o f  conlnlunities and especiall? customary co~i im~rni t ies.  The task no\\. is Iin\\ to 
ensure that visron is acllieved 

Acknowledgements 
We are grateful to Marrua Sirait. Chip Fa). Mark I'offenberyer. SeffCampbell. Ida Alu Pradnja 
Resosudarmo. Carol .I Pie1.c~ C'olfer. Hi11l10il11y Soekartiko. Kacliel Wrangl ia~l l .  Davit1 t .dm~lnds and 
David Ka i~no \ \ i t z  for livel! d i \ cuss io~~s  ahout past and current polic! de\lelopments. as \+.ell as theis 
helpful ~ I I ~ L I ~  to rliis iln;ilysis. 

a? Bibliographj 

Edmunds. D. and Wollt.nbc.r:. 11. 1990. M~~ l t i s t ak r l i o l dc~ - -  negotiations and disadvantaged groups of 
people. Manuscript prepared for submission to the International .lournal o f  A ~ r i c u l t l ~ r a l  
Resources. Governance and Ecology. 

Eglientel-. C.  and B. Sellato. eds. 1999. Kebudayaan dan Pelestal-ian Alam. Worldwide Fund for 
Nature. Jakarta. Indonesia. 

Fa). C.. M .  Sirait arid A. KLIS\\.OSO. 2000. G e t ~ i l i ~  the boundal.ies r is l i t :  I~~dones ia 's  u r 2 e n ~  11eed to 
iredefine i t \  forest estate. Pzper presented at the 8"' Conference o f t h e  In te rna t io~~a l  
s s o c i a t i o ~ ~  l i ~ r  tlie Stduy o t 'Com~non Propert!.. .:I Ma! 4 June 2000. Bloomington. Indiana 

Florus. P.. S. Qju\+c.rig.. .I. B a ~ l ~ l ~ a  a ~ ~ d  N. A~ldasputra. cds.. I\;ebutla!aa~~ [)ask. A k t ~ ~ a l i \ a s i  ~ I I  

n. 
Pransfor~ilasi. I.P3S-I11stitute 01'Dayakolog) reseal-cli and developrnenr and P1 Cira~iledia 

i. 
Widiasarana, Jakarta. Indonesia. 

Fox. J.. ed. 199.3 1.egal f ra~neworks for forest Illanagelllent in Asia: Case Studies o l 'Com~i~un i t )  
State Kelationr. Occasional paper No .  16. East-West Center. Honolulu. Hawaii. LISA. 

Goldman. 1. 1998. Decer~tral i tat ion and sustainable rural l iveli l ioods. I n  Sustainable Rural 
L.ivelilioods: What Contribution ('a11 We Make? (Ca r l i e .  C.. ed. pp. 39-5 1). Papers 
presented at tlie Orpal-triient o f  International L~evelop~i ient 's  National Resource .Adviser's 
Conference. July 1998. Department o f  International Development. London. U K .  

Kartodihardjo. H .  A~la l isa substansi L!U I<ehutanan 1999. E n ~ a i l  distributed 17 September. 1999 o n  
Foru111 Kon l l~n ikas i  I<eliutanar~ .?!rr\~.~ri~trk~rt listsel-ve. 

I<ainlo\vit~. ID. Fau~lc. A.  a ~ ~ t l  M e ~ i c l o ~ a .  R. 1099. Your biospliere is In! back~a rd .  The stor.! of 
Rusa\j'as ill Nicalay~ra.  M a ~ ~ ~ ~ s c r i p ~  s ~ r b ~ ~ i i t t c d  to tllc So~r r~ ln l  o f  E n \  ironmental Histor! 

Leach. M .  a ~ l d  J .  Fa~~-ht.ntl. 1093. Whose social i i)rcslr> ~IIICI \+II>'.' I'roplc trees and ~ i ia~ lage t l  
continuit! in Ciui~lea's forest-sava~~na landscape ~i iosaic .  Zeitscllrift fill- Wirtscliafigeoyraphin 
3 7 ( 7 ) :  so- 10 1 

Lubis. Z. 1996. Repong danlar: Kaj ian [entang proses pengambilan keputllsan dalani pengelolaan 
lahan hutan d i  pesisir K r ~ l i .  I .anipLIns Barat. M.Sc. thesis. I~lniversitas Indonesia. Jakal-ta. 
Indonesia. 



Lb8ncch. 0 .  and Talbott. K. ed5. 1995. Balancing acts: Co~iiniu~iit!-based forest nianayelilenl and 
national la\+ in Asia and the Pacitic. World Resources Institute. Neb Yorh. 

Michon, G. and de Foresta. H. 1995. The Indonesian agl-o-forest model. 117:: Halladay. P. and C;ilmour, D. 
(eds). Consesving Biodiversit>. Outside Protected Areas. The role o f  traditional ayo-ecosystems. 
pp. 90- 106. IUCN. Gland. 

Ostrom. E. 1998. Self-yovernallc: and forest resources. CIFOR Occasional Paper No. 30. Center for 
International Fol-estry Researcll. Hogor. Indonesia. 

Padoch. C. and N. Peluso. 1996. Bol-neo in Transition. People Forests. Conservation and 
Development. C)sfol-d O~iiversity Press. Neb Yorh. LISA. 

Ribot. J. 1999. Decentralization. pasticipatio~i and accountabilit! in Sahelian Forests!: le5al 
instruments o f  political ad~iiinistrative contl-01. Africa 69( 1 ): 23-65. 


