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Abstract. Decentralization is often seen as an opportunity to bring a localism
approach into practice. As Indonesia experiences rapid decentralization, there is
hope that localism will help to improve forest management. However, the rapid
process of this decentralization has not shown promising signs, especially given
the capacity of local governments in embracing localism to promote a sustain-
able forest management. This paper presents three provincial case studies – East
Kalimantan, West Java, and Central Java– that have been used to assess this issue.
These provinces are selected based on important characteristics in forest manage-
ment – population growth, percentage of poor people, forest areas and agricultural
expansion as well as the type of forest utilization permit given to the province.
From these varieties of provinces, the results show the need for local government
to increase the support for the localism that has been growing in a decentral-
ized environment. In addition, localism is proven to make a difference in forest
management, especially in customary forest management in West Java and East
Kalimantan. The fact that there are pockets of community to defend and carry out
their version of localism is encouraging.
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1 Introduction

Deforestation in Indonesia is an important issue not only for the country but also for the
rest of the world. This is because, at the turn of this millennium, Indonesia had the third
largest area of rainforest in the world [1]. At the same time, Indonesia is also the world’s
highest emitter of greenhouse gases as a result of this land use change from natural forest
[1]. Population growth and agriculture-dependent economic activities have been seen as
major factors in Indonesia’s deforestation.

© The Author(s) 2023
F. Hidayati et al. (Eds.): ICoPAG 2022, ASSEHR 761, pp. 96–107, 2023.
https://doi.org/10.2991/978-2-38476-082-4_10

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.2991/978-2-38476-082-4_10&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.2991/978-2-38476-082-4_10


Can Decentralization and Localism Increase the Effectiveness 97

Managingdeforestation in Indonesiamaybecomeharder as the country decentralized
in 2001. Studies found that decentralizing forest management has not been an easy
task for many developing countries [2]. Furthermore, the decentralization process is
getting harder due to improper decentralization plan, like Indonesiawhere these countries
changed from one of the most administratively centralized countries in the world to one
with a relatively high level of decentralization compared with other developing countries
stated by World Bank on 2003. The Indonesian decentralization that was formalized
by Indonesian Law No 22/1999 and Law No. 25/1999 where most of the authority
was transferred to district-level governments, surpassing those at the provincial-level. In
addition, the implementation of decentralization followed the recovery of Indonesia from
the socio-economic crises in 1998 following the collapse of 32 years totalitarian Suharto
regime. The drastic delegation of power may create autocracy at local government.

Local bureaucrats, businesses and communities may not be ready to work in a decen-
tralized system.Therefore, in forestry, the transition of institutions has only been partially
decentralized in order to smooth the process [1]. As the main authority for forest areas
remained with the Ministry of Forestry, the authority of local governments to issue busi-
ness permits in conservation forest area often created some conflict with the central
government.

There is a more positive story that emerges from the implementation of decentraliza-
tion. For example, there have been rapid and massive responses from some communities
and traditional tribes to undertake sustainable forest management. The movement is
driven by negative experiences related to the direct impact of deforestation [3]. This
phenomenon has raised the question of whether there is an opportunity to reduce the
rate of deforestation through decentralization as its implementation may bring localism
to forest management.

This article aims to see whether decentralization in Indonesia has led to localism in
forest management and hence, assess whether localism plays important role in forest
management. Therefore, at this stage, we have not looked at the overall impact on
the deforestation rate. We examine three different provinces to provide picture on how
the local governments and communities may adapt to the new governance system and
its impact on forest management. This analysis is an important contribution given the
impact of decentralized governance on various environment management systems in
various regions in Indonesia could be similar and therefore, can learn from this study.

2 Literature Review

Localism can be defined as the transfer of some or all decision-making, power, resources
and functions from central to local communities [4]. In the literature, this definition is
actually more specific to community localism that involves the devolution of rights and
support directly to citizens in communities to allow them to engage in decisions and
action [4]. This involves community leaders, voluntary groups, neighborhood residents
and civic associations in the policy decisions [5].

More precisely localism is:
“An umbrella term which refers to the devolution of power and or function and or

resources away from central control and towards front-line managers, local democratic
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structure, local institutions and local communities,within agreed framework ofminimum
standards” [4].

Implementing localism approach could pose some benefits. The most apparent ben-
efits are from a multi-level governance structure through the acknowledgement of local
needs, local problems and local knowledge that could give clear guidance to bureau-
crats and clear ownership to communities [6]. Without decentralization, there is almost
impossible to expect the appropriate environment for the implementation of localism.

Localism arguably allows for the introduction of a new approach in governing local
areas. As one of the indicators, local civil society organizations and market-related
associations has been able to involve in the community activities aswell as representation
and the number of these civil and non-government organizations dramatically increased.
Many developed countries have been implementedmore independent local communities
where local government surpasses central government authority to empower citizen
initiatives stated by Rhodes on 1996 and business initiatives. Many countries implement
localism in various degrees. In Indonesia, power is delegated even more to the lowest
level of government, village, where the village head is allowed to exercise larger power
without consultation with higher bureaucracy. China, as a big communist country uses
decentralization framework to govern the country stated by Bardhan on 2002.

The implementation of decentralization that emphasized on localism perspective is
not free from problem. One major problem in the implementation of decentralization is
weak administrative capacity of the newly powerful local governments [7]. Participatory
governance is also required not only “decentralized design principle” but also demand
understanding on “cultural meaning and political identity” [5]. Unequal community
capacity and weak democratic control on accountability structure may also hinder the
implementation [4].

The localism approach may not be substantially affected by the same issues faced
by the implementation of decentralization. This is because while discussion about the
decentralization process has focused on the conduct of the government especially in
terms of efficiency in service delivery and transparency as stated byRodrı´guez-Pose and
Ezcurra on 2011, the localism approach has put more focus on community involvement
as a means of bottom-up governance. Therefore, discussions about the implementation
of localism should focus on how to involve and engage the community in the decision-
making that will affect them [6]. The lack of capacity in local policy-making institutions
will certainly have an effect on localism, Dare [6] argues that the lack of understanding
about the importance of community in localism by both policy makers and community
members has resulted in any attempts to implement localism becoming empty promises.

One thing that could affect community involvement is how much the local govern-
ment would welcome their input in reality. At certain points, community involvement
can be seen as a hindrance to the local government especially when both formal elected
representations at the legislative assembly and new system are often not ready in accom-
modating this new participation in the governance activity [8]. In UK, Taylor found that
the politician become unsure about their role and felt threatened by the power of this
new community representative model.
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Localism in newly decentralized countries faces huge challenges as a result of
changes in degree of devolution power between central and local government. For exam-
ple, Indonesian central and provincial tiers of government have sought to reclaim some
of the powers lost in 2001. Antlöv and Eko found that implementation of localism could
be threatened by legitimacy and power loss of the village council as the village heads are
no longer accountable to these councils through the operation of new decentralization
regulation. Localism without community participation and village head support will be
an empty promise. This example supported the fact that some countries implement only
a limited portion of Hilderth’s [9] required strategies of effective localism: managerial,
representative and community.

So far, the discussion in this section shows how the localism approach, may have
changed and been affected by the implementation of decentralization. The question is
how these changes may affect the management of forests in Indonesia. Commenting on
Dare [6], Evans et al. [10] argue that land and forest management will be far more effi-
cient by implementing local wisdom or localism than by using the traditional top-down
approach. However, comprehensive and institutional frameworks take tremendous time
and effort to be effectively performed. It is implementation however, is not free fromchal-
lenges, Lane and Corbett [11] found that localism can also jeopardize community-based
environmental management success when too much emphasis is put on the democratic
process, as the people who are directly affected by the changes in the forest can be the
minority and may not become part of the local elite.

There has been an increasing trend of decentralization in forest management since
1980s [2, 12]. The main argument to support the decentralization in forest management
is similar to the argument for the decentralization in public service deliveries, a more
efficient, flexible, equitable, accountable, and participatory governance [12]. Neverthe-
less, the negative impact on local-forest-dependent-people is one main factor that has
increasingly been used to argue the importance of decentralizing forest management
[13]. Local communities’ knowledge could greatly contribute to institutional setting of
forest management [12].

The role of localism comes from the triangulation between business, community
and government. The huge challenge in implementing localism to achieved effective
decentralized forest governance took place due to domination of political and economic
from the elites, and a weak rule of law in regards to forest management [14]. The indige-
nous local people who actually lived in the forest become a minority in the engagement
process [11].

3 Research Methods

Given the challenge in implementing localism on forest management, this study will
assess how the decentralization in Indonesia has led to localism in forest management
by presenting two study cases. Dare [6] argues that the adaptive governance framework
is useful in this assessment because it critically identifies the benefit and limitation in the
process. Therefore, our evaluation is based on adaptive governance aspects presented
by Folke et al. [15]. These aspects involve changing attitude toward shared vision, lead-
ership development, evaluating and monitoring outcomes, creating communication and
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cooperation as well as supporting flexible institutions andmultilevel governance system.
Other important aspects include whether the changes could build and feed knowledge to
the stakeholder so they will be ready for any uncertainty. Dare [6] assess these aspects
in four dimensions – social entrepreneurship and inclusion, economic entrepreneurship
and inclusion, the quality of community governance and the individual capability. These
dimensions are based on the assessable outcomes from implementing those adaptive gov-
ernance aspects. From those four dimensions, we are not looking at individual capability
as we lack any information regarding this dimension.

The research applied document analysis to look at what has happened to localism
in forest management after the decentralization and apply “descriptive case studies” or
“Illustrative case studies” where the use of documents such as newspaper articles and
reports are common [16]. The selection of provinces is based on important characteristics
in forestmanagement identified byGeist andLambin [17]. They argue population growth
and agricultural expansion as the main factors of deforestation. The analysis on selected
provinces in Indonesia also looked at the type of forest policy in a particular province –
timber producing and non-timber producing – according to the permit given to the
province. In addition, the analysis also considered the rate of deforestation in the area.
The time frame for the study is from 2001 to 2015 to encompass the decentralization
process.

The above criteria led to two provinces being identified to use as case studies for
this work. West Java is non-timber-producing province with high population density and
relatively high share of agricultural sector. We will then look at East Kalimantan a very
contrast province as it is timber-producing province with low population density. The
share of agricultural sector of East Kalimantan is below the two previous provinces but
this is mainly due to the contribution of mining. Excluding mining sector, the share of
agricultural sector in this province is actually similar to those in West Java.

4 Results and Discussion

East Kalimantan has the smallest population (3.5 million people) among the selected
provinces, and the province covers a vast amount of land (19.5 million hectares). This
province has substantial forest cover (13.4 million hectares) compared to the rest of
the selected provinces, both as a proportion of total land area and in absolute terms.
These features are typical of timber-producing provinces. The non-timber-producing
provinces – West Java – has smaller land areas (each around 3.5 million hectares), less
forest cover (650 thousand and 1 million hectares, respectively) and larger populations
(40 and 32 million people, respectively). The high population brings both large local
government budgets and large numbers of poor people. Another important characteristic
is the change of the forest coverage. During 2006–2011,West Javamanage to add around
0.3 thousand hectares of its forest, while East Kalimantan loss around 90 thousand
hectares.
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4.1 Province of West Java

Localism in forestmanagement inWest Java is supported the community localism though
community-based forestmanagement (CBFM)program.ThisCBFMis stated ongovern-
ment regulationNo. 34/2002 on forests and forestmanagement plan, the forest utilization
and the forest region exertion.With this regulation the central government tries to ensure
that the community would have a say in the management of the forest although the dif-
ferent schemes mean that there are different levels of involvement in different forest
area. In 2015 the Ministry of Forestry set a target of 40 million hectares for development
of CBFM through Village Forestry and Forest Management Units. Village forestry is
mostly located in West Java province.

West Java is a non-timber-producing province and the forest management in this
province is more affected by population growth and density. Another factor that may
affect forest management in the province is the rapid growth in the industrial profile.
The national statistic (2001–2015) showed that local government has been maintaining
its largest portion (60%) of manufacturing industry in Indonesia. The high share of
manufacturing industry in West Java can be traced back to the 1990s when four new
industrial regions (Tangerang in 1993, Bekasi in 1996, Depok and Cilegon in 1999, and
Banten in 2000)were established [18]. These cities have been developed to accommodate
industry in the rapidly developing capital city, Jakarta. As the result, these four regions
experience rapid industrial followed by population growth. Around 90% of automotive
manufacturing in Indonesia is located in this province [19]. In 2012, for examples,
around 80% land sales in this province were dominated by industrial zone sales [20].
The growth in manufacturing industry has pushed the government to release land not
only for industrial purpose but also for the housing of the job seekers. Although limited,
the availability of mining endowments has also been encouraging small-scale illegal
mining activities that may affect forest managements [21].

All these activities provide a context for considering how difficult it may be for
localism to play a role in reforestation efforts in this province. In this case, decentraliza-
tion seems to increase the problem due to misuse power of the local authorities. Arman
[21] found that local authorities use small-scale and medium-scale illegal mining for
economic gain by imposing illegal levies. The local government also issued land use
change permits to fulfil the demand for settlement, tourism and industrial areas, which
are believed to have caused the rapid loss in forest cover [22]. In this case, decentraliza-
tion may also prevent localism from taking place in forest management since it is the
local government that denied customary forests their proper rights as stated by Thantowi
et al.

There are positives stories coming out from the decentralization due to several efforts
of local people to preserve the forest. Some have been successful in this province. Asd-
hiana [23] reported that Kampung Naga, a traditional village in the West Java Province
has been able to conserve 2.5 hectares of forest without any assistance from government.
This achievement is remarkable due to its location, which is located closely to the city.
Many private and government institutions have been trying to convert these areas into
timber (logging) industrial areas [23]. The decentralization of forest management could
also bring massive economic, social, and ecological benefits to the local-forest depen-
dent people. Community based forests management (CBFM) in province of West Java
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has been provided those three benefits. Economically private forests provide benefits,
the data in 2009 showed that the total area of 3.5 million hectares of community forests
produced nearly 30 million m3 of timber logging [24]. This community forest also
supports social activities in performing CBFM in West Java which are usually carried
out in degraded and critical land [24]. Nevertheless, weak institutional capacity of the
community-forest institutions has hampered CBFM contribution to reforestation effort.
The lack of experience from the community and incompetence support from current
government has resulted in artificial community involvement, but some changes has
gradually occurred [24].

4.2 Province of East Kalimantan

The forest in this province has been exploited since 1971. Timber exploitation escalated
rapidly between 1966 and 1971, providing massive job opportunities to local people.
Government tried to limit forest exploitation by giving permit to limited institution. In
1967, the law on forestry “firmly established control of government over forest lands”.
With this provision, local people’s access to timber for extraction was limited as the
big timber industries owned the licenses. Therefore, limited numbers of local people
received substantial benefits from the high demand for, and hence high price of, wood
and mining products at the international level [25].

EastKalimantan is a province the highest deforestation. It has the highest government
expenditure for forestry in Indonesia but still facing deforestation. As a timber producer
province, East Kalimantan has a very imminent problem stemming from large propor-
tion of industrial forest in Indonesia. Between 2001 and 2011, this province issued 69
large-scale forest utilization permits on average each year which represents the greatest
number of tis kind of permits in Indonesia.Mining and agricultural activities pose another
big challenge to forest management. This province has superior quality petroleum, iron
ore, and gold, as well as the highest quality coal in Indonesia [26]. Varkkey [27] found
that local government prefers to have large-scale industrial palm oil plantations as they
argue the plantations restore degraded land as well as provides income for numbers of
local people. The policy of transmigration also contributes to the problem in forest man-
agement. Up until 2011, 60,832 hectares of forest areas were released for transmigration
areas stated by Ministry of Forestry. These transmigration areas were developed with a
focus on agricultural expansion, especially palm oil plantation development [26]. The
hazard should increase because some transmigration areas are built in forest protection
areas. This situation has also been affected the composition of indigenous in the area
as these people who have more interest in preserving the forest are the minority group.
This is similar to the finding of Lane and Corbett [11] in Australia, a greater authority
at a local level could not help the indigenous people to preserve forest. The indigenous
people often lose their voice to manage their environment in a democratic system since
they have become minority in their own land.

The further threat in East Kalimantan came from the need to use natural resources
for individual benefit and local economic gain in East Kalimantan [28]. The obligation
to be self-sufficient in revenue was found to be usually of great importance referred to
by the local officials, and achieved through issuing small timber and mining concessions
to increase timber levies, regardless of the spatial plan stated by Indonesian Corruption
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Watch on 2004. Local officers issued massive and increasing number of small- and
large-scale timber and mining concessions every year [25, 28].

Local people have tried to implement customary forest but many problems exist.
A definitive and formal legal standing for customary forests was not exist. Zakiya [29]
posted that the government has actually supported this effort since 2009 and there are
some positive signs albeit limited. This support of local government is crucial. Warren
and McCarthy [3] found that local government’s rejection to support community effort
could spoil the result. This finding related to land conservation in remote and steep areas
by traditional tribes that could minimize logging and mining activities in many remote
areas that were well hidden by the high forest density, with hilly and sloping area cover
[3]. The conservation effort was found to be also affected by the long and wide rivers as
the main means to transport legal and illegal timber and mining products [25].

Despite themany issues faced, East Kalimantan still show some success inmanaging
the forest. One of the examples is Dayak tribes in six Wehea villages that declared an
area of 300.000 hectares of customary forest in East Kutai, East Kalimantan Province
on August 12, 2015 [30]. Sandi [30] stated that the management of customary forest
has demanded the termination of new permits and withdrawal of current permits for all
types of businesses. Another example is Komunitas Adat Muara Tae of Dayak people
that has been awarded the Equator prize by the United Nations Development Program
in 2015 [31]. The prize was awarded due to the success in conserving 4,000 hectare of
customary forest from oil palm plantation, mining and logging activities. This interna-
tional recognition has helped in framing more specific regulation on customary forests.
Therefore, the success of indigenous sustainability land and forest management deter-
mined by cohesive kinship relationship, support of various stakeholders, clear property
right as well as financial transparency and accountability.

The international and local networks also have helped localism implementation. For
example, the Wehea tribe, established local and national network in term of funding,
cooperation and acknowledgment. Djoka [32] found that the persistent conservation
effort of 38,000-hectare forest was acknowledged internationally as Wehea protection
forest and received the third place for the Schooner prize in 2007 from The Nature
Conservancy (TNC). This prize contributed more to their conservation effort as this
prize also came with funding to continue their conservation effort. Niel Makinuddin,
Manager TNC-Orangutan Conservancy Service Program (OCSP) Kalimantan Program
concluded that the prize was awarded based on proper cooperation between customary
communities, local government and business organization [32].

The observations indicate that although the provinces facing various issues there
are changing in more adaptive governance in forest management since the decentraliza-
tion took place. The involvement of these local communities and “limited” government
support is a sign that localism has been growing. Despite the negative interest of other
stakeholders in utilizing the forest, decentralization has encouraged a localism approach
in forest management.

One issue that has been dominant in hampering the application of localism to achieve
better forest management in the case studies is the dominant aspect of managerial local-
ism in form of local government has authority in managing and utilizing forests. Barr
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et al. [1] noted that, despite decentralization, many timbers, mining and industrial planta-
tion concessions have been preserved. The current forestry rehabilitation effort has failed
to achieve its goal because local government objectives have still prioritized economic
achievement and revenue over forest rehabilitation through the maximum use of logging
concession [1]. This is especially true in East Kalimantan where the forest utilization
has become the main source of economic growth. This type of forest governance is
common in most tropical forest in developing countries [33]. The threat is widened by
the existence of Illegal logging, mining and palm oil plantation development. This is the
main misuse of power that causes massive deforestation in timber-producing provinces
[25, 28]. Andersson et al. [12] pointed out that the transfer from central government
could be the key. In particular, the transfer of the incentives for ‘reducing emissions
from deforestation and for degradation’ (REDD) could be a viable option.

5 Conclusion and Future Scope

Localism, or prioritizing the local community in decision-making processes, has been
seen as a more effective way to manage natural resources such as forests. There is some
hope that the Indonesian decentralization process can deliver the implementation of this
approach. Nevertheless, the case studies presented here show that there are challenges
such as local government capacities; the financial needs of local government as well as
local elites; and the interests of business groups in the forest areas. Most of the finding in
these three case studies echo the finding generated from other developing countries such
as in Central and South America although the extent of the challenge and the presumed
benefits of early decentralization vary for different local populations. The discussion
leads us to see different actors, powers and accountability could emerge as the essential
elements of a framework that can improve the effectiveness of forest management in
decentralization era.

The success of localismmay be affected by level of social trust achieved. In our study
cases, the effectiveness of sustainability in customary land and forests has been crucial in
conservation efforts. Customary forest in East Kalimantan andWest Java as a traditional
and closed organization had stronger social capital, solid organization, and dependence
on forest products that lead them to better forest management [34]. Therefore, securing
property rights to customary or community land should increase the effectiveness of
forestmanagement. On the other sides, community–owned forest inWest Java has shown
less success due to its open and modern organizational type. Nevertheless, the existence
of accountable heads of community that manage this customary or community-owned
forest is a crucial factor to the success of localism [2].

The quality of network also determines the success of localism. The international
network established by the head of customary forest in East Kalimantan as well as
tourism booming in Kampung Naga, West Java have supported Folke [15] finding on
importance of network. The tribe has received the Schooner prize in 2007 from TNC
which contributed more to their conservation effort as this prize also came with funding
to continue their conservation effort [32]. The proper collaboration between custom-
ary communities, local government and business also has helped the sustainability of
localism implementation.
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Some positive points can be elicited from these case studies. The positive finding
support Dare [6] on dimensions of adaptive governance. The success community-owned
forest and indigenous forest have done a process of in achieving social and economic
entrepreneurship and inclusion. They have knowledge, skill, and resources and generate
genuine creativity to ascertain the social-economy development. The quality of commu-
nication governance is shown in social accountability of leader of community-owned
forest and indigenous forest on their communities and tribe member. Lastly, each mem-
ber has shown big commitment to update skill, knowledge and resources that support
the development.

The future success of this approach requires fundamental institutional change, such
as government accountability and transparency, public participation in policymaking and
democratization. The finding from case studies where local community empowerment
and the involvements of local civil society organizations and market-related associations
plays important roles in land and forest conservation, take place in many countries [34].

Those facts show that localism is not an empty promise. The study cases should
help the localism implementation in all developing countries. One of the key-important
factors is high commitment from the leader that should lead his/her society member to
do so. The commitment leads all members to update their knowledge, skill and resources
to sustain the localism. Another important factor is network building. The international
and local network building should bring not only legal advice but and funding to sustain
the localism effort.

There are some notable limitations of this study. The study needs to further explore
the experience from the stakeholder directly. By doing so, we would understand the
motivation and the dynamic that was not captured by the written document or news.
This is important to see whether the trend shown will be maintained in the future.

References

1. Barr C., Dermawan A., Purnomo, H. Komarudin, H.: Financial governance and Indonesia’s
Reforestation Fund during the Soeharto and post-Soeharto periods, 1989–2009: A political
economic analysis of lessons for REDD+. Occasional paper 52. CIFOR, Bogor, Indonesia
(2010).

2. Agrawal, A., Ribot, J.C.: Accountability in Decentralization: A Framework with South Asian
and West African Cases. The Journal of Developing Areas 33(4), 473–502 (1999).

3. Warren C., McCarthy, J.F.: Community, Environment and Local Governance in Indonesia:
Locating the Commonweal. Routledge, London, New York (2009).

4. Evans, M., Mars, D., Stoker. G.: Understanding Localism. Policy Studies 34(4), 401–407
(2013).

5. Fischer, F.: Participatory Governance as Deliberative Empowerment: The Cultural Politics of
Discursive Space. The American Review of Public Administration 36(1), 19-32 (2006).

6. Dare, M.: Localism in Practice: Insights from Two Tasmanian Case Studies. Policy Studies
34(5–6), 592–611 (2013).

7. Hill, H., Vidyattama, Y.: Hares and Tortoises: Regional Development Dynamics in Indonesia.
in Regional Dynamics in a Decentralized Indonesia, edited by Hal Hill, 68–97. Singapore:
ISEAS (2014).

8. Houtzager, P. P., Gurza Lavalle, A., Acharya, A.: Who participates? Civil society and the new
democratic politics in São Paulo, Brazil, (2003).



106 F. Hidayati et al.

9. Hilderth P.: What is localism, and what implications do different models have for managing
the local economy? Local Economy 26(8), 702-724 (2011).

10. Evans, M., Mars, D., Stoker. G.: Understanding Localism. Part 2.” Policy Studies 34 (5–6),
491–492 (2013).

11. Lane, M.B., Corbett, T.: The Tyranny of Localism: Indigenous Participation in Community-
based Environmental Management. Journal of Environmental Policy & Planning 7(2), 141–
159 (2005).

12. Andersson, K. P., Gibson, C. C., Lehoucq, F.: Municipal politics and forest governance:
Comparative analysis of decentralization in Bolivia and Guatemala. World Development,
34(3), 576-595 (2006).

13. Agrawal, A., Gibson, C.C. Enchantment and disenchantment: the role of community in natural
resource conservation. World development 27(4), 629-649 (1999).

14. Andersson, K.P.: Who talks with whom? The role of repeated interactions in decentralized
forest governance. World Development 32(2), 233-249 (2004).

15. Folke, C., Hahn, T., Olsson, P., Norberg, J.: Adaptive governance of social-ecological systems.
Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour., 30, 441-473 (2005).

16. Yin, R.K.: Applications of Case Study Research. 3rd ed. Sage publishing (2011)
17. Geist, H.J., Lambin, E.F.: Proximate Causes and Underlying Driving Forces of Tropical

Deforestation. BioScience 52(2), 143-150 (2002).
18. BKPM(BadanKoordinasi PenanamanModal).: Potensi investasi provinsi JawaBarat.BKPM,

viewed 12 Sept 2010 (2012).
19. Zachra, E.: APINDO: Jawa Barat Jadi ‘Surga’ Industri. Retrieved from Swa, http://swa.co.

id/listed-articles/apindo-jawa-barat-jadi-surga-industri.
20. Fajar, A.: Cushman and Wakefield: Jawa Barat, Lokasi Favorit Investasi Kawasan Industri.

Swa (2012).
21. Arman.: Pemkab Cianjur tutup mata, penambangan liar merajalela. Pelita. (2013).
22. Didi.: Hutan Primer di Jabar Berkurang Drastis Hingga 92%. Energy Today, (2013).
23. Asdhiana, I.M.: Kampung Naga, Keaslian Alamnya Terkenal hingga ke Berlin. Kompas,

(2012), 19 June.
24. Mutiono.: Pengelolaan Hutan Rakyat Jawa Barat Berbasis Agroforestry Bogor. (2012).
25. Casson, A., Obidzinski, K.: From New Order to Regional Autonomy: Shifting Dynamics of

‘Illegal’ Logging in Kalimantan, Indonesia. World Development 30(12), 2133–2151 (2002).
26. BKPM (BadanKoordinasi PenanamanModal).: Potensi investasi provinsi Kalimantan Timur.

BKPM, viewed 12 Sept 2010 (2012).
27. Varkkey, H.: The Growth and Prospect for the Palm Oil Plantation Industry in Indonesia. Oil

Palm Industry Economic Journal 12(2), 1–13 (2012).
28. Burgess, R., Hansen M., Olken B. A., Petapof P., Sieber S.: The Political Economy of

Deforestation in the Tropics. Quarterly Journal of Economics 127(4), 1707–1754 (2012).
29. Zakiya, Z.: Libatkan Masyarakat Adat dalam Pemanfaatan Hutan. National Geographic,

(2012).
30. Sandi, B.: Masyarakat Dayak Enam Desa Wehea Kukuhkan Hutan Adat Seluas 300.000

Hektar di Kutai Timur. ProFauna, Friday (2015).
31. Halim, H.: Local tribe wins UN green award. The Jakarta Post. (2015)
32. Djoka, C.: Kolaborasi Pengelolaan Hutan Lindung Wehea, Apa Mungkin? Kompas, 3

November (2013).
33. Agrawal, A., Chatre, A., Hardin, R.: Changing Governance of the World’s Forests. Science

320(5882), 1460-1462 (2008).
34. Gibson, C.C., Williams, J.T., Ostrom, E.: Local Enforcement and Better Forests. World

Development 33(2), 273–284 (2005).

http://swa.co.id/listed-articles/apindo-jawa-barat-jadi-surga-industri


Can Decentralization and Localism Increase the Effectiveness 107

Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial 4.0 International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/),
which permits any noncommercial use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any
medium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons license and indicate if changes were made.

The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter’s Creative
Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the chapter’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by
statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from
the copyright holder.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

	Can Decentralization and Localism Increase the Effectiveness of Indonesia’s Forest Rehabilitation Effort? Special Case in Customary and Community-Owned Forest in Indonesia
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature Review
	3 Research Methods
	4 Results and Discussion
	4.1 Province of West Java
	4.2 Province of East Kalimantan

	5 Conclusion and Future Scope
	References




