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Abstract
There are two paradigms on natural resources management, state based management and community based
management. The first paradigm puts the government in a decisive position and centralized, while the
publiconly as a supporting party. Instead the latter is a decentralized paradigm that puts community as main
actors, and the government play on role as a facilitator and administrator for the activity. Those centralized and
decentralized models of forest management, both equally lead to deforestation and social conflict. Therefore, it is
necessary to use balance centered approach that puts the relationship of local government as a partner of the
central government rather than its subordinate. This approach is based on collaboration among stakeholders,
since one cannot replace the other, but need each other. So, its need to be supported and developed in
proportional division of authority in forestry affair, in the form of balance collaboration among stakeholders by
enhancing the role of local governments and communities with the guidance of the central government.
Key words: decentralization, division of authority, balance collaboration, forestry affair, communities
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1. INTRODUCTION
Government and the communities are very concerned about the existence of the forest, since forest
resources have uniqueness and strategic values. Forests have multiple values, such as economic, social,
religious, and ecological values (Ros-Tonen, 2006;McCarthy, 2002;Hatch, 2005). The Indonesian forest
tenure pattern during New Order Era was highly centralized (Resosudarmo, 2004;WebbandShivakoti, 2007).
Governments determine how roles and access of the communities, local government and central government
itself to forests and forest products. Law number 41 of 1999 on Forestry stated that the government takes
care of the forest with aim to improve people’s welfare, equality and sustainability. Those goals can be
achieved by improving communities’ capacity development and empowerment, in a participatory, equitable
and environmentally-friendly so as to create social and economic resilience and resistance to due to external
changes and ensure fair distribution of benefits and sustainability (Ministry of Forestry, 2013).
There are two paradigms in the management of natural forest resources, namely state-based forest
management and community-based forest management. The first paradigm puts the government in a central
and decisive position, while the second paradigm places the community as the main actor (Khakim, 2005).
Centralist large-scale forest management tend to exploit massively and leave the risks and negative impact of
over-exploitation to the community and the local (Kartodiharjo and Jhamtani, 2006). This is the model of
forest management that encourage poverty and unsustainable ecologically (DFID, 1999), repressive (Nurjaya,
2005), eliminating the role of local communities, uncontrolled violations of the forest, and decreasing forest
cover (Webb and Shivakoti, 2007).
In many countries, centralized forest resource management is becoming obsolete. Decentralization
with all advantages in terms of participation, responsiveness, accessibility, accountability and conformity
between the provisions of services to the public will, become a choice in public policy making (Cheema
andRondinelli,2007; Mody, 2004;Balaquer-Coll, etal, 2009;Muluk, 2009). In those countries, especially in
developing countries, the local government use to want to have a full autonomy. The degree of autonomy and
control is very varied between countries, regions, and even between towns and villages. The more
economically advanced and politically mature, local people want greater autonomy(Muttalib andKhan1982).
Decentralization of natural resources management will give positive impact through: popular
participation, encourage local accountability, improve local units’ capacity, and central government can share
cost and responsibilities. Besides, the common property regime managed by community showed better
performance than the one run by government (Andersson, 2006; Suharjito, 2009). So, decentralization
should be implemented on countries which have wide regional coverage and high heterogeneity of social
preferences (Garcia-Valinas, 2007), but the decentralization of forestry affair will not work if the local whom
receives that decentralization are not accountable (Ribot, Lund, Treue, 2010).
But the decentralized system itself is not without weakness. Some scholar believe that
decentralization actually increase the administrative cost and hamper public services, because of the lack of
human resources, financial and technical matter of local government (Prud'homme, 1995; Crook and
Sverrisson, 2001; Balaquer-Coll, et al, 2009; Ekawati, 2013). It also does not guarantee to strengthen of local
actors and institutions (Yonariza and Shivakoti, 2007). In various studies, decentralization of forest
management has increased of illegal logging, conflict within communities, environmental degradation and
deforestation. It has also increased abuse of authority by officials to get political backing and laying the way
for the rent-seeking (Yasmi et al, 2005; Santoso, 2008; Ribot, Lund and Treue 2010; Teye, 2011). The pattern
of forest decentralization in Indonesia after reformation era, encourage local governments to over-exploit the
forest for increasing their local revenue in the form of Pendapatan Asli Daerah (Local own Source Revenue),
or Dana Alokasi Umum (General Allocation Fund) and Dana Alokasi Khusus (Specific Allocation Fund) by
issuing regulations or permits for the use of timber (Resosudarmo, 2003; Karyaatmadja et al., 2006; Fox et al.,
2005).That local government paradigm leads to more massive exploitation of the forest.
Those fear of over-exploitation, cast doubt on the capability of the local government, and the
increasing of horizontal conflict (Teye, 2011) made the Indonesian central government withdraw most of the
authority on forestry affair that have decentralized and leaves small authority for local governments (Arnold,
LL, 2008).That withdrawal can be argued, because mostly known that deforestation and forest degradation in
Indonesia majority due to the massive expansion of oil palm and industrial tree plantations, huge scale of
destructive and illegal logging (Pagiola, 2000; Rudel, 2007).In the earlier, prior to decentralization era, during
the 1980s until the 1990s, in this heavily centralized system of government, Indonesia lost 19 million
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hectares of forest and peat land (Hansen et al., 2009; Pagiola, 2000).This resulted in environmental
degradation, including deforestation, floods, landslides, social conflict between local communities and
resource extraction enterprises (Azis and Salim, 2005), and loss of biodiversity, (Aiken, 2004; Elliott, 2001;
Yonekura et al., 2010). State forest management by the central government is not proofing better than by the
Local Government (Barr, C, et al., 2006).
The centralized management on state forest, which still exists recently in Indonesia, is in Java forest
by Perum Perhutani (State-own Forest enterprise). The government delegates forest management in Java to
Perum Perhutani in accordance with Government Regulation Number 72 of 2010.This regulation tends to be
centralized. Centralized management of natural resources is more appropriate(Oentarto, etal, 2004)to create
order and political stability(Agustino, 2011)with the consideration of the scale and responsibility of public
services, while the local government used to promote the economic value and short-term priority on forests
over the long-term national interests(Degrassi 2003inColferandCapistrano[Eds], 2006). However,
centralization usually have limitations in huge coverage area (Nurrochmat, 2005b) and gives impact on
economic disparity, the gap among region and the oligarchy of power(Agustino, 2011).
This centralized monoculture forest management by Perum Perhutani in Java was replicated in the
forest outside Java Island. The replication without considering any Javanese social history (Peluso, 1992),
brought the alienation of local communities from accessing forest resources, social conflicts between
communities (Mary, 2013) and deforestation (Peluso, 1992; ARuPA, 2013) on forest management pattern in
those islands outside Java. Forest management should be comprehensive. If forests solely for ecological
conservation and exclude public interest from it, the social conflict and poverty of the communities will
increase (Swiderska, et al., 2012).Most of conflict between communities and forest enterprises is a conflict to
fight over the rights to control forest area and access to its resources (Kompas.com, November 17, 2011 and
January 10, 2013; ARuPA, 2013; HuMa, 2013).
The lacks of access to forest resources and land for agriculture also lead to greater poverty to
villagers who live near or inside the forest (Mary, 2013). Those lacks make the villagers which are socially,
culturally and physically dependent on the forest, to be alienated from the environment in which they grew.
This situation brings communities distrust to Perum Perhutani (Maryudi and Krott, 2012) as state-own forest
company. When forest management fails to alleviate poverty among forest communities, the policy of
forestry affair should be directed to develop communities and villagers which live around or inside the forest,
through the distribution of forest benefits which more equitable, more accountable, and more obey rules of
law (Khakim, 2005; Nurrochmat, 2005a; Kartodiharjo and Jhamtani, 2006).The determination of centralized
or decentralized model of division of authority on forestry affair is depending on whom the authority was
granted. Division of authority on forestry affair and forest management must synergize each other. Forest
resources should be managed jointly by state, private and public, in accordance with their respective
responsibilities (Agrawal and Ostrom, 2007; Mogoi, et al., 2012).Intergovernmental relationship between
local and central government according Muttalib and Khan (1982) can be divided into three approaches
namely: 1) local government centered approaches, 2) service centered approaches, and 3) balance centered
approaches.
The third approaches have some assumptions such as: 1) effective services through the
strengthening and adjustment of local government institutions, so that structure, resources and
responsibilities may sufficient for democracy and good services; 2) put local and central government as
partners for achieving peoples welfare; 3) if local government implement a program, central government
provides assessment, technical, and financial support, and if the central government do the implementation,
the local government gives information and feedback for the program. In general, the relationship between
governments at different levels should no longer hierarchical superior and subordinate, but based on
collaboration between them, because one cannot replace the other but need each other (Muttalib and Khan,
1982).
In case of forestry, that approach emphasizes a balance between the roles of stakeholders and
encourage participation. Forest resources adequacy used to be less than needed, this condition encourages
conflict between users. So, participatory resources management is important in order to manage forests
properly. In a large area with a growing population, participation becomes the only way to preserve the
forest for the next generation (Banerjee, et al., 1997 in Nurrochmat, 2005b).
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From the description as mentioned above, there is a question of how the pattern of the division of
authority on forestry since centralized and decentralized model of forest management both equally lead to
deforestation and social conflict? This paper attempts to put the division of authority for each stake holders of
the central government, local government and communities, to their respective capacities in proportional
collaboration to manage forestry affair to achieve forest sustainability.
2. METHODS
We did this research in Blora District, Central Java, Indonesia. In this qualitative research, we
decided to observe and did deep interview with certain informants from stakeholder involved in Java forest
management. We choose key informants from Central Government especially from Ministry of Domestic
Affair as leader of division power regulation, Ministry of Environmental and Forestry as leader in forestry,
and Perum Perhutani, a state own forestry company, which manage most of Java forest. We also collect
information from Local Governments, both provincial level and district level, community which live in and
surround forest, and other stakeholder related to forestry. We use interactive model (Miles, Huberman, and
Saldana, 2014) for analyze data we collected. These data will triangulate with document, observation, and
other informant.
3. RESULT AND FINDINGS
Some facts from this research that conducted in mid-year 2013 – 2015 related to forest management
in Indonesia show that based on Law Number 23 of 2014, forestry affair as concurrent affair handled by
Central and provincial government. But in Java except Jakarta, Yogyakarta and conservation forests, the
management of state forest delegated to Perum Perhutani in accordance with Government Regulation
Number 72 of 2010. Local government does not have the authority to manage state forest except for TAHURA
(Taman Hutan Raya / forest park) as Law Number 23 of 2014.
From local government perspective, the delegation of authority to Perum Perhutani that rule out
local government role in forest management shows that central government still does not have find best form
to decentralize forestry affair. During our research, we found ridiculous fact while local government set the
strategic issues regarding state-forest management, but do not have any authority to handle it. Local
government raised issues about bare land on forest, without any action to solve it because they don’t have
authority on it. Likewise, when local government raised the issue of strengthening the forest area where the
conflict with public related to tenure issues often arise, they also did not have any authority to solve it.
These limited authority that devoluted to local government, basically base on suspicions and doubt
about local government capabilities as similar to what Teye (2011) found in Ghana. Central government
should also be realize whether the failure of the implementation of decentralization of forestry in Indonesia,
especially outside Java Island, are driven by mass euphoria when the access to forest resources opened from
severe limited on previous (McCarthy, 2004; Arnold, LL, 2008). Government should examine the division of
authority base on a comprehensive study in advantages and disadvantages each area both district and
province. Distribution of affairs to local government cannot be based on the suspicions and doubts about the
capabilities of them. As we refer to the spirit of Law Number 32 of 2004 and Number 23 of 2014 that
promote widest autonomy for local government, the Central government should undertake a mapping of
Districts or Province that have adequate power and resources to conduct an affair. The mechanism to control
those implementations can be built to maintain its accountability. Local governments require authority of
government affairs which emphasizes the role of the local communities on public sector (Supriyono, 2010).
While central government still has doubt about local government capabilities to govern forestry
affair, government of Blora District shows success story in encouraging the development of community forest.
Their capability to initiate, facilitate and foster private forest owners to manage the private forest well
enough until gain recognition as a Sustainable Forest Management using LEI’s (Indonesian Ecolabell
Institution) scheme should become consideration of the Central government to give better assessment
portion in division of authority in forestry affair. Local capabilities can be seen in the implementation of
forestry affair by Blora district, especially in terms of private forests. The development of private forest with
all its functions reaches18,015 hectares in 2015. Although the development of private forests for the local
communities are using the state budget through National Movement for Forest and Land Rehabilitation
(GNRHL), development of these private forest have been managed well and show the capabilities of the
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District in implementing forest affairs. Certificate of sustainable of forest management obtained by
communities in Plantungan village, also shows the capabilities of the local people and institutions.
The other evident that show the capability of local government to manage forestry affair which has
been decentralized even for limited authority, is how they encourage and establish protected areas to
enhance the ecological functions of various forested area, both private and state forests. In the private forests
area, government of Blora District set thirty thousand hectares for area that protected or need to protect,
such as river banks, water reservoir, water catchment areas, and natural disaster prone areas. These
protections are reinforced by issuance Local Regulation Number 18 of 2011 on Spatial Planning for Blora
District.
But for a protected areas located in state forest, local government can’t designate an area as a
protected area. They can only do coordination and encourage Perum Perhutani and Ministry of Environment
and Forestry, and support them in state forest protection. Blora district has two nature preservationswhich
directly manage by Ministry of Environment and Forestry and several protected areas as high conservation
value of forest (HCVF) which are managed by Perum Perhutani.
Referring to the nature of forest externalities, mainly on ecological function of forest, Beder (2006)
give six principles that can be used for policy making. These principles like; sustainability principle, the
polluter pays principle, precautionary principle, participation principle, equity principle, and human right
principle, can be applied on the division of authority especially on forestry affair. As we know, forests have
limitations, so its use requires arrangement in accordance to its carrying capacity in succession and
reformation as renewable processes. The polluter pays principle consider how the state or other area or
region that produce pollution funding to wooded areas in supporting the preservation of the environment,
water resources, and climate that they enjoy. This principle can be used in relations between state and
regions. However, it has not been yet studied in intergovernmental relationship between regions and
between the central and local government. The other principle, especially in participation principle, requires
high involvement of communities in forest management. In a large area with a growing population,
participation becomes the only way to preserve the forest for its sustainability (Banerjee et al,. 1997 in
Nurrochmat, 2005b).
One of our informants, a professor in social forestry, said that if people or communities who live in
and surround the forest see their neighborhood forest are exploited by others while they didn’t get any
economic benefit from those resources, they would be more reactive (interview, 16 September 2014).They
will tend to force to take an action in order to protect their access to the forest with or without regard to
sustainability. This is proven by massive looting in the Java forest in 1998 – 2002.
According to community leaders and informants from the local government, the ignoring of the right
of community to access forest resources for their living will only add to the long list of conflicts and pressures
on forest resources itself. In their traditional perspective, humans have been outlined and get a mandate
from God to manage nature. It is the duty of humans to manage those natures appropriate with its ability.
However, for some other people who have proved that the improvement of environmental conditions with
the number of trees planted increases the number of springs in the region. Forests are not only a source of
livelihood in term of economic income, but a source of life as sources of oxygen, water storage, and soil and
climates guards.
Even if some people have an exploitative view, some researchers still have a lot of hope on
decentralization of forestry affair that is expected to lead the way to solve deforestation and forest
degradation. Through decentralization of forestry affair, the affection and concern for forest sustainability
will increase, the democratic and participation principles will grow, creating equity and justice, and local
development will give more attention on local potential and diversities.
Decentralization of forest resources is recommended in many places. According to the World
Resources Institute, at least 60 countries have decentralized their management of natural resources (Ribot,
2002). Those transfers of power and authority significantly from central to local government show the
reflection of spirit to build good forest governance through accountability, transparency, rule of law and
public participation (Tambunan, 2000 in Yasmi, et al., 2005; Upadhyay, 2006; Tuomasjukka, 2010).
Some of our informants from local government said they want to share with Perum Perhutani in
forest production management. They expect the government to trust their capabilities to manage forest
production, from planting to harvesting, including forest protections. Local government’s concern to the
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social aspect of forest will increase when access to those forests have widely opened. However, we
cannotjustify this desire if local government and communities only want to get economic benefit of the forest.
Both central and local government should maintain sustainability of the ecological functions of the forest.
Indeed, the implementation of the decentralization of forestry affair in Indonesia has not run perfectly. The
decentralization has not reached the goal of good forest governance. But we should know at that time, the
political situation around the decentralization process was still follow the legacy of New Order era (McCarthy,
2004).
However, through decentralization of forestry affair, it is expected to reduce management cost and
keep the income distribution over the forest resources evenly to various regions. Decentralization over
natural resources will give local people a greater sense of belonging over the resources, thus will increase
their willingness to manage the forest sustainably (Larson, 2002 in Teye, 2011). Decentralization of forestry
affair should be able to improve forest conditions in short time. Through this policy, forest management can
provide better benefit to the communities on the base on ecosystem preservation and developing capacity of
local governments (Fisher, 2000 in Suharjito, 2009). Decentralization of forestry affair to local government
will run well and meet the expectations when there is a spirit to reform the existing pattern of forest
management into good forest governance.
There are several important points for decentralization of forest and nature resources (Andersson,
2006). Those points are: 1) the basic premise of successful decentralized management is cost effectiveness of
information, time and places comparing to the centralized one; 2) most of researchers agree to the positive
impact of decentralization of natural resources, local government is believed more accountable to natural
resources users; 3) the success of decentralization of natural resources management depends on the
technical capacity of local units whom received the decentralized authorities and responsibilities; 4) without
adequate funding, the local government cannot do much in management of natural resources.
In the case of delegation of authority on forestry affair in Java, several things that Central
Government has to consider are: the limitations of the decentralized authority;balance between
responsibilities, duties, and the authorities; willingness to receive kickback from local authorities; confidence
in the local government entrusted with the authorities without leave tight monitoring and controlling in the
implementation of decentralized authorities (Ekawati, 2007). Local government and communities in Java,
with the support of other stakeholders, need be trusted in forest management. Decentralization of forestry
affair in Java, especially in production and limited production forests, will make benefit of the forest products
can be accessed directly by local communities. Decentralization of conservation and protection forest will
make local government and communities directly involve by joining in forest security patrol, arranging the
buffer zone and doing social approach in the protected area.
As stated by Agrawal and Ostrom (2007) in his book, centralized management of natural resources is
rarely successful. Local communities who depend on the forest even become enemies in this forest
management policy. It tends to corrupt, over-exploited, and repressive to local communities. These are the
reason why natural resources should be decentralized. But, the same reason is also used by Central
Government to pullback some authorities decentralized on forestry affair. This “partial recentralization” is
embodied in Law Number 23 of 2014 on Regional Government. The government through Ministry of
Environment and Forestry consider that decentralizing the authority of forestry affair on district level of
government will encourage the over-exploitation and causing ecological disturbance.
But, forest management pattern which is involving local communities will create stronger sense of
belonging of the public on the natural resources. This is expected to turn the concern to the sustainability of
forest higher than before. That statement is in line with positive relation between decentralization of forest
affair with efficiency (Balaquer-Coll, 2009). Decentralization of forestry can also be an effective instrument to
improve the efficiency and income (Chen and Groenewold, 2011) and shortening the distance of authority
holders with communities (Cheema and Rondinelli, 2007). Furthermore, if local government and institutions
have limitation to implement the given authorities, the Central Government should strengthen the
institutional capacity and oversees its implementation.
By giving the authority, the local government access to society’s welfare will much better. Besides
that, the implementation of decentralized authority also more accountable than centralized one. The closer
government to the communities, the better it will work (Stigler, 1957 in Shah [Ed], 2006). Public has right to
determine the type and quantity of public services they need. But in the case of forestry, is also realized that
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the capacity of local government and communities need to be improved. People need wider access to forest
products, forest area, and proper empowerment.
Perum Perhutani has also attempted empowerment of forest communities through community base
forest management (CBFM). This program is intended to accommodate communities’ desire to involve and
get benefit from forest exploitation in the region. According to the Decree of Chief of Executive Officer of
Perum Perhutani Number 682/KPTS/Dir/2009 on Pengelolaan Hutan Bersama Masyarakat (Community
based forest management), this program is expected to be a forest management system that gives people an
opportunity to participate, with the sharing spirit and working together in forest management. Perum
Perhutani initiated to form Lembaga Masyarakat Desa Hutan (forest village communities institution) as
institution who formally cooperate with them in partnership principle. LMDH expected to be equal partners
and make agreements with Perum Perhutani in forest management. Perum Perhutani tried to use
participatory and dialogue approaches in this community empowerment.
But those just in applied in normative level only. This CBFM is top-down program and uniformly
applied in all state forest managed by Perum Perhutani. In our interview with community leader, they said
that they are not involved in forest management planning. They are involved in forest protection, planting
and harvesting. And even then they are only as a labor in which regulated by employee of Perum Perhutani.
There is no participatory and dialogue approaches with the community as told above. There are still doubts
to the ability and capability of the communities and the people to contribute in forest management run by
Perum Perhutani. This is also shown in fact that found by Maryudi and Krott (2012) on Menoreh Hill. This
lack of trust from both sides made PHBM not run as expected.
But we have to realize that we need to prepare the system and resources in order to have
comprehensive forest management. Even decentralized environmental management had a positive impact by
ensuring the participation of the local communities, its success depend on the accountability and the capacity
of local units who received the authority (Andersson, 2006). Without sufficient funding, local government and
communities can only do little. The regulation, supervision and monitoring should improve in order to avoid
wrong implementation on decentralization of forestry as happen in outer islands of Java during
decentralization process. In fact, deforestation in forest outsides java occurred long before the
decentralization of forest management policies implemented.
Deforestation is driven by corrupted political and economic systems, which place forest as just a
source of revenue that could be exploited for political interest groups and personal gain (Barber and
Schewithelm, 2000). This is become a confirmation that the unsuccessful story of the decentralization of
forestry after Reformation Era in Indonesia, cannot be used as justification to perform partial recentralization
on forestry affair. Decentralization is not the main cause of deforestation in Indonesia.
As we know, before Law Number 23 of 2014 on Local Government applied, the local government has
small authorities. Large authorities such as provision of license of the conversion of forests into oil palm
plantation, one million hectares of peat land clearing for paddy field, forest clearing for open mining, and
misuse of timber cutting permits in the development of HTI (Industrial Plantation Forest) are the largest
contributor to the deforestation in Indonesia. In addition, several plantation companies often set of fire to do
land clearing, which this is the main source of catastrophic forest fires in this country. All those conversion
policies are belongs to Central Government domain, even when the decentralization of forestry affair carried
out in the political reform in Indonesia after 1998.During that political reform, each districts have different
perceive in addressing the policy. Local government and communities responded the decentralization policy
in accordance with the incentives they got and the level of their dependence on the forests (Yonariza and
Shivakoti, 2007).
Being related with decentralization theory as Smith (1985) said, the transfer of power and authority
from Central to local government still needs supervisions. This will prevent local subjectivity in policy
making, set out steps needed if a program cannot be implemented, and keep the program accountable. Local
government hopes to have bigger authorities in forestry affair in Java as our informants said are not
excessive.They want balance relationship in their intergovernmental relationship with Central government in
forest management.
In this balance center relationship, the decentralized authorities become more effective through
strengthening and adjustment of local government institutions so that the structures, resources, and
responsibilities adequate to providing public services and democratic functions. The inter governmental
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relationship between central and local government havepartnership function for the society welfare, which
central government support technically, assessment, and financially. The relationship between them is
expected to be collaboration because one cannot replace the other but need each other (Muttalib and Khan,
1982). The government should have no doubt to local government and communities in their capabilities in
forest management.
However, we have to remember that the policy of decentralization of forestry affairstill must
consider ecological condition of every forest, economic pressure, local communities’ traditions, and
everything that support the performance of the forest management to achieve the policies’ targets (Webb and
Shivakoti [Eds]., 2007). In other hand, the local government and communities’ desire to have absolute
authorities on natural resources cannot be justified. Central government still can determine which and to
whom the authority can be delegated without threatening environmental sustainability (Colfer, CJP and
Capistrano, 2006).
We believe that, cooperation in the form of “balance collaboration” which refers to balance centered
relationship (Muttalib and Khan, 1982) need to promote and develop in division of authority of forestry affair
to stakeholders proportionally. For production forests, we can try to distribute the authority of producing
forest products such as timber, gums, resins and all its’ derivative to Perum Perhutani and local government
rather than to Perum Perhutani alone and neglect the local government. They can cooperate and give
benefits for each other. Local government can take social role of Perum Perhutani in achieving local
communities’ welfare, which can reduce pressure on production forests. In protected forests, local
government can help Perum Perhutani by providing assessment and material support if Central government
gives the assignment to protect the forests.
In addition, this “balance collaboration” can also be done by providing access to local communities,
local government own enterprises and local government to cooperate with Perum Perhutani in forest
management equally. This collaboration enhances the role of the communities to determine what kind of
species decided as main plant, filler plants, boundary plants and hedgerows planted in forest to optimize the
income of the local communities, local government and Perum Perhutani. By using this balance collaboration,
all stakeholders will sit together to participate and get benefits of those forest managements in economic,
social and ecological aspects. Thus, the communities’ welfare will increase, the forests more sustainable, and
in the end the values of the forest as life support can be maintained.
To achieve this, the Central government needs to open space for dialogue with local government and
communities related to forestry affair authority that should devolved. Regulatory changes relating to the
authority in forestry affair will become as devices that help to implement it. The government also needs to do
a mapping of local capabilities in managing the forestry affair. The simple benchmark as early indicator of the
local capabilities is how progress and achievement of the local governments in management of private forest,
city forest, and forest park in its territory. Meanwhile, the local government and communities still have to
prioritize the strengthening the institutions, improving the technical capabilities of forest management, as
well as the increase of awareness of the ecological functions of forest in the regions.
4. CONCLUSION
In the decentralization of forestry affair must consider how the roles of each stakeholder in
implementing sustainable forest management. The transfer of authority in forestry to one level of
government and exclude the other stakeholders will not only obstruct the preservation of forest, but instead
encourage the deforestation and forest degradation. Indifference and neglect of local government and
communities which has become forefront of the forest management will make the benefit of forest
management for the greatest prosperity of people as mandated in the constitution of Indonesia is difficult to
be realized.
By considering the principle of externality and efficiency as issued in Law 23 of 2014 on Regional
Government, Central Government shut off the participation of the local government and communities in
sustainable forest management. Through this law, the local government’s function for monitoring, evaluation,
supervision, and supporting the implementation of forestry affair lost by the withdrawal of those authority to
higher level of local government. The hope of local government, especially Blora District, to play an active
role in equal position with Central government as Muttalib and Khan (1982) present to be balance center
relationship become lost.
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Current forest management constraint can be eliminated or at least be reduced through increase
participation by respective stakeholder; particularly those who live surrounding the forest so the human
resources, zero sense of belonging and financial constraint are reduced. This balance collaboration among
stakeholders in forestry affair will encourage sustainable forest management in Java if there regulatory
changes in order to accommodate local participation to directly involve in sustainable forest management by
avoiding deforestation and forest degradations. Local commodities should allow take benefit from
surrounding forest while carrying their obligation to preserve forest sustainable.
Balance centered relationship need to be promoted and developed in form of devolution of
proportional authorities on forestry to all stakeholders as balance collaboration. This balance collaboration
can be formed as Business to Business (Perum Perhutani with Local Government Enterprises), Business to
Community (Perum Perhutani with villagers), or Business to Government (Perum Perhutani with District of
Local Government). Perum Perhutani as state own company has to make profit and share it to local
community and government. Instead, local government took over social role of Perum Perhutani to improve
communities’ welfare that lives in and near forest. This will reduce social pressure to the sustainability of
forest. Besides that, local government can support Perum Perhutani to manage the conservation and
protected areas in its territory.
This balance collaboration also can be done by providing access to local government and
communities to cooperate with Perum Perhutani equally. The role of communities and local government
enhance by involving them to choose what kind of species for main products, plant filler, boundary crops, and
hedgerows, which will be planted in the forests to optimize stakeholders’ revenue.

36
Copyright ©Pakistan Society of Business and Management Research

International Journal of Management and Administrative Sciences (IJMAS)
(ISSN: 2225-7225)
Vol. 3, No. 07, (28-40)
www.ijmas.org

REFERENCES
[1]. Agustino, L (2011). Sisi Gelap Otonomi Daerah, Sisi Gelap Desentralisasi di Indonesia Berbanding Era
Sentralisasi. Widya Padjadjaran.
[2]. Agrawal, A and Ostrom, E (2007). Decentralization and Community-based Forestry: Learning from
Experience. In: Webb, E.L and Ganesh P. Shivakoti (Eds.) 2007. Decentralization, Forest and Rural
Communities, Policy Outcomes in South and Southeast Asia. SAGE Publications. New Delhi.
[3]. Aiken, SR (2004).Runaway fires, smoke-haze pollution, and unnatural disasters in Indonesia. The
Geographical Review 94 (1): 55–79.
[4]. Andersson, K (2006). Understanding Decentralized Forest Governance: An Application of the
Institutional Analysis and Development Framework. Article in Journal of Sustainability: Science,
Practice, & Policy. Vol 2. Issue 1.
[5]. Arnold, LL (2008). Deforestation in Decentralised Indonesia, What’s Law Got to Do with It?”. Law,
Environment Journal Vol 4 No 2. http://www.leadjournal.org/content/08075.pdf.
[6]. AruPa (2013).
Perhutani Gagal Sejahterakan Masyarakat. Artikel.
Accessed
throughhttp://arupa.or.id/perhutani-gagal-sejahterakan-masyarakatin March 4,2014.
[7]. Azis, IJ and Salim, E (2005).Development performance and future scenarios in the context of
sustainable utilization of natural resourcesin B.P. Resosudarmo [ed]. The politics and economics of
Indonesia’s natural resources. Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, pp. 125–42.
[8]. Balaguer-Coll, MT, Prior, andTortosa-Ausina, E (2009). Decentralization and Efficiency of Local
Government.
Springer-Verlag.
Valencia,
Spanyol.
http://www.researchgate.net
/publication/248023796_Decentralisation_and_Efficiency_of_Local_Government.
[9]. Barr, C., Resosudarmo, I.A.P,Dermawan, A, McCarthy, J. F.,Moeliono, M.,and Setiono, B. (2006).
Decentralisation of forest administration in Indonesia: implications for forest sustainability, economic
development and community livelihoods. Bogor: Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR).
[10]. Barber, CV and Scheweithelm, J (2000). Trial by Fire, Forest Fires and Forest Policy in Indonesia’s Era
of Crisis and Reform. World Resources Institute. WWF Indonesia and Telapak Indonesia Foundation.
Jakarta.
[11]. Beder, S (2006). Environmental Principles and Policies, An Interdisciplinary Approach. University of
New South Wales Press Ltd. Sydney, Austalia.
[12]. Cheema, G.S and Rondinelli DA [Eds] (2007). Decentralizing Governance, Emerging Concepts and
Practices. Brookings Institution Press. Washington, DC.
[13].
Chen, A and Groenewold, N (2011). The National and
Regional Effects of Fiscal Decentralisation in China. Discussion paper No. 11.18. Jinan University,
Guangzhou, China.
[14]. Colfer, C.J.P and Capistrano, D[Eds] (2006). Politik Desentralisasi: Hutan, Kekuasaan dan Rakyat.
Agus Widodo and Ida Aju Pradnja Resosudarmo (Transl.). CIFOR. Bogor.
[15]. Crook, R.C and Sverrisson A. S (2001).Decentralisation and poverty-alleviation in developing countries:
a comparative analysisor, is West Bengal unique? Working Paper 130, Institute of Development
Studies. (IDS), University of Sussex, Brighton.
[16]. DFID (1999). Indonesia: Towards SustainableForest Management, Final Report of theSenior
Management Advisory Team andthe Provincial Level Forest ManagementProject, Vol. 2. Department
for InternationalDevelopment (UK) and Department ofForestry, Jakarta.
[17]. Ekawati, S (2007). Kewenangan Pusat dan Daerah dalam Pengurusan Hutan di Era Desentralisasi. An
article in Seminar of Good Forest Governance as a condition of Sustainable Forest Management.
Accessed
through
http://www.puslitsosekhut.web.id/download.php?page=publikasi&sub=prociding&idin
June
29,2013.
[18]. Ekawati, S (2013). Evaluasi Implementasi Kebijakan Desentralisasi Pengelolaan Hutan Produksi.
Jurnal Analisis Kebijakan Kehutanan. Vol. 10 No. 3, December 2013.
[19]. Elliott, L (2001). Regional environmental security: pursuing a non-traditional approach, in A.T.H. Tan
and J.D.K. Boutin (eds):Non-traditional security issues in Southeast Asia. Singapore: Institute of
Defence and Strategic Studies (IDSS), pp. 438–67.

37
Copyright ©Pakistan Society of Business and Management Research

International Journal of Management and Administrative Sciences (IJMAS)
(ISSN: 2225-7225)
Vol. 3, No. 07, (28-40)
www.ijmas.org

[20]. Fox, J.J., Adhuri, DS and Resosudarmo, I.A.P (2005). Unfinished edifice or pandora’s box?
Decentralisation and resource management in Indonesia.In B.P. Resosudarmo [ed]:The politics and
economics of Indonesia’s natural resources. Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, pp. 92–
108.
[21]. Garcia-Valinas, MA (2007). What Level of Decentralization is Better in an Environmental Context? An
Application to Water Policies. Jurnal. Environ Resource Econ (2007) vol 38:213 – 229.
[22]. Hansen, M.C, Stehman, S.V,Potapov, P.V, Arunarwati, B., Stolle, F. and Pittman, K. (2009).Quantifying
changes in the rates of forest clearing in Indonesia from 1990 to 2005 using remotely sensed data
sets.Environmental Research Letters 4 (3): 1–12.
[23]. Hatch, MT [Ed] (2005). Environmental Policymaking. Assesing the Use of Alternative Policy
Instrument. State University New York Press. Albany, New York, USA.
[24]. HuMa (2013). Outlook Konflik Sumberdaya Alam dan Agraria 2012. Article. Accessed through
http://huma.or.id/pusat-database-dan-informasi/outlook-konflik-sumberdaya-alam-dan-agraria2012-3.htmlin March 12, 2014.
[25]. Kartodihardjo, H dan Jhamtani, H (2006). Politik Lingkungan dan Kekuasaan di Indonesia. Equinox
Publishing. Jakarta.
[26]. Karyaatmadja, B., Koeswanda, M, Mangkudisastra, C, Arunarwati, B, Caesariantika, E and Febriyanti,
AS [Eds] (2006). Indonesia forestry long-term development plan 2006–2025. Jakarta: The Ministry of
Forestry.Accessed through http://www.dephut.go.id /files/P27_06_en.pdfin September 12, 2013.
[27]. Khakim, A (2005). Pengantar Hukum Kehutanan Indonesia Dalam Era Otonomi Daerah. PT Citra
Aditya Bakti. Bandung.
[28]. Kompas.com (2011).
Konflik Kehutanan Mencemaskan.
Accessed through http://nasional.
kompas.com/read/2011/11/17/11370470/Konflik.Kehutanan. mencemaskanin January 31, 2014.
[29]. Kompas.com (2013). Konflik Agraria Dominan di Hutan. Accessed through http://nasional.
kompas.com/read/2013/01/10/15261884/Konflik.Agraria. Dominan.di. Hutanin Jaunary 31, 2014.
[30]. Mary, SR (2013). Hutan Jawa: Manajemen, Konflik, dan Solusi. Paper. Accessed through
http://www.kpa.or.id/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/Paper-Hutan-Jawa_Rahma.pdf
[31]. Maryudi, A dan Krott, M (2012). Local Struggle for Accessing State Forest Property in a Montane
Forest Village in Java, Indonesia. Journal of Sustainable Development; Vol. 5, No. 7: 2012. Canadian
Center of Science and Education. URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/jsd.v5n7p62.
[32]. McCarthy, J.F (2002). Turning in circles:district governance, illegal loggingand environmental decline
in Sumatra,Indonesia. Society and Natural Resources15(10): 867-886.
[33]. McCarthy, J.F(2004). Changing to gray.Decentralization and the emergence ofvolatile socio-legal
configuration in CentralKalimantan, Indonesia. World Development32(7): 1199-1223.
[34]. Miles, MB, Huberman, MAand Saldana, J (2014). Qualitative Data Analysis. A Method Source Book. 3rd
Edition. SAGE Publication, Inc.
[35]. Ministry
of
Forestry
(2013).
Kesatuan
Pengelolaan
Hutan.
Website.
Accessed
throughhttp://www.kph.dephut.go.id/on Juny25, 2013.
[36]. Mody, J (2004). Achieving accountabilitythrough decentralization: Lessons forintegrated river basin
management. WorldBank Policy Research Working Paper 3346,June 2004. World Bank, Washington,
D.C.
[37]. Mogoi, J, Obonyo, E, Ongugo, P, Oeba, V and Mwangi, E (2012). Communities, Property Rights, and
Forest Decentralisation in Kenya: Early Lessons from Participatory Forest Management. Article.
Journal Conservation and Society 10 (2) : 182 – 194, 2012 accessed through
http://www.conservationandsociety.orgin June 15, 2013
[38]. Muluk, MRK (2009). Peta Konsep Desentralisasi dan Pemerintahan Daerah. ITS Press. Surabaya.
[39]. Muttalib, MA and Khan, MA (1982). Theory of Local Government. Sterling Publishers Private Limited.
New Delhi.
[40]. Nurjaya, IN (2005). Sejarah Hukum Pengelolaan Hutan di Indonesia. An Article in Journal
Jurisprudence. Vol.2.
[41]. Nurrochmat, D.R (2005 a). Strategi Pengelolaan Hutan, Upaya Menyelamatkan Rimba yang Tersisa.
Pustaka Pelajar. Yogyakarta

38
Copyright ©Pakistan Society of Business and Management Research

International Journal of Management and Administrative Sciences (IJMAS)
(ISSN: 2225-7225)
Vol. 3, No. 07, (28-40)
www.ijmas.org

[42]. Nurrochmat, D.R (2005b). The Impacts of Regional Autonomy on Political Dynamics, Socio-economics
and Forest Degradation. Case of Jambi – Indonesia. Dissertation. Cuvillier Verlag. Gottingen.
Germany.
[43]. Oentarto, Suwandi, IMandRiyadmadji, D (2004). Menggagas Format Otonomi Daerah Masa Depan.
Samitra Media Utama. Jakarta.
[44]. Pagiola, S (2000). Land use change in Indonesia. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank. Accessed
through http://129.3.20.41/eps/othr/papers/0405/0405007.pdfin March 11, 2014.
[45]. Peluso, NL (1992). Hutan Kaya, Rakyat Melarat: Penguasaan Sumber Daya dan Perlawanan di Jawa.
Noer Fauzi (Ed.). Landung Simatupang (Trsl.). Konphalindo. Jakarta.
[46]. Prud’homme, R (1995). The dangers of decentralization. World Bank. Res Obs 10:201–220
[47]. Resosudarmo, I.A.P (2003). Shifting power to the periphery: the impact of decentralisation on forests
and forest people. In E. Aspinall and G. Fealy (eds):Local power and politics in Indonesia:
decentralisation and democratisation. Singapore: Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, pp. 230–44
[48]. Resosudarmo, I.A.P (2004). Closer to peopleand trees: Will decentralization work forthe people and the
forests of Indonesia?European Journal of Development Research16(1): 110-132.
[49].
Ribot, JC (2002). Democratic Decentralisation of Natural Resources;
Institutionalizing Popular Participation. Washington DC. World Resources Institute.
[50]. Ribot, JC, Lund, JF and Treue, T (2010). Democratic Decentralization in sub-Saharan Africa : Its
Contribution to Forest Management, Livelihoods, and Enfranchisement. Journal : Environmental
Conservation 37 (1): 35 – 44. Foundation for Environmental Conservation 2010.
[51]. Ros-Tonen, M (2006). Tropical Forest Governance: Dealing with Increasing Complexity. IIFM
Communique Vol 8 No 2 : 4 – 7.
[52]. Rudel, T.K (2007). Changing agents of deforestation: from state-initiated to enterprise driven
processes, 1970-2000. Land Use Policy 24 (1): 35–41.
[53]. Santoso, I (2008). Perjalanan Desentralisasi Pengurusan Sumberdaya Hutan Indonesia. A paper for
International Seminar of Ten Years Along: Decentralization, Land and Natural Resources in
Indonesia. Atmajaya University, Huma, Leiden University and Radboud University. Jakarta.
[54]. Shah, A [Ed.] (2006). Introduction to the Public Sector Governance and Accountability. The
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development . The World Bank 1818 H Street. NW
Washington DC.
[55]. Smith, BC (1985). Decentralization. The Territorial Dimension of The State. London. George Allen &
Unwin.
[56]. Suharjito, D (2009). Devolusi Pengelolaan Hutan di Indonesia: Perbandingan Indonesia dan Filipina
(Devolution of Forest Management in Indonesia: Comparison between Indonesia and Philipine). Journal
of
JMHT
Vol
XV
(3):
123
–
130,
December
2009
accessed
through
http://www.journal.ipb.ac.id/index.php/jmht/article/view/3250/2189in March 22, 2013.
[57]. Supriyono, B (2010). Sistem Pemerintahan Daerah Berbasis Masyrakat Multikultural. Inauguration
Speech of Professor in Local Government at Faculty of Administration Science University of
Brawijaya in April 28, 2010. Malang
[58]. Swiderska, K., Roe, D., Siegele, L.,and Grieg-Gran, M (2012). The Governance of Nature and The Nature
of Governance. Policy that Works for Biodiversity and Livelihoods. IIED.
[59]. Teye, JK (2011). Ambiguities of Forest Management Decentralization in Ghana. Journal of Natural
Resources Policy Research. Vol 3: 4 page 355 – 369.
http://dx.doi.org/10.108
/19390459.2011.620776
[60]. Tuomasjukka, T [Ed] (2010). Forest Policy and Economics in Support of Good Governance. EFI
Proceedings no 58.
[61]. Upadhyay, M (2006). An Assessment of Good Governance in Community Forestry User Groups (A Case
Study in CFUGs of Dhading district). A thesis Submitted to Institute of Forestry for the Partial
fulfillment of the requirement of Bachelor ofScience in Forestry. Tribhuvan University, Institute of
Forestry, Nepal.
[62]. Webb, EL and Shivakoti, GP [Eds] (2007). Decentralization, Forest and Rural Communities. Policy
Outcomes in South and Souteast Asia. SAGE Publication. New Delhi.

39
Copyright ©Pakistan Society of Business and Management Research

International Journal of Management and Administrative Sciences (IJMAS)
(ISSN: 2225-7225)
Vol. 3, No. 07, (28-40)
www.ijmas.org

[63]. Yasmi, Y., Anshari, GZ., Alqadrie, S., Budiarto, T., Ngusmanto, Abidin, E., Komarudin, H., McGrath, S.,
Zulkifli, and Afifudin (2005). Kompleksitas Pengelolaan Sumberdaya Hutan di Era Otonomi Daerah. A
case study in Sintang District, West Kalimantan. CIFOR. Bogor.
[64]. Yonariza and Shivakoti, GP (2007). Decentralization Policy and Revitalization of Local Institutions For
Protected Area Co-management in West Sumatra, Indonesia. In : Webb, E. L and Ganesh P. Shivakoti
[Eds] (2007). Decentralization, Forest and Rural Communities. Policy Outcomes in South and
Souteast Asia. SAGE Publication. New Delhi.
[65]. Yonekura, Y., Ohta, S, Kiyono, Y, Aksa, D, Morisada, K, Tanaka, N and Kanzaki, M (2010).Changes in soil
carbon stock after deforestation and subsequent establishment of “Imperata” grassland in the Asian
humid tropics. Plant Soil 329 (1–2): 495–507.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
The authors would like to thank you for all the inputs, suggestions, and critics to enhance this paper, especially
to I Made Suwandi as decentralization experts, Prof. J Warella as policy experts, and Dr. Bambang Soepijanto as forestry
experts in all research processes, and to the Pusbindiklatren Bappenas Republic of Indonesia which has funding all the
research.

40
Copyright ©Pakistan Society of Business and Management Research

