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Abstract: The Indonesian Ministry of Environment and Forestry recently issued a 35-year permit-based social
forestry, called Izin Pemanfaatan Hutan Perhutanan Sosial (IPHPS), which was implemented in forestlands
managed by the State Forest Corporation (SFC). IPHPS is a unique scheme because social forestry permits
were previously granted on forestland unencumbered with rights. It provides more secure tenure rights
(long-term permits), greater decision-making authority, and improved profit-sharing arrangements
compared with the SFC’s co-management model. However, IPHPS has not attracted widespread interest
from local communities. This paper aims to identify and to analyse factors that explain local communities’
low interest in the policy. Results show that local communities have not been attracted by the scheme
because it requires them to undertake substantial investments in reforestation and make several payments
to the government beyond their means. This paper highlights the specific challenges related to access
mechanisms and benefits to local communities from the granted rights. Lastly, local communities were prone
to manipulative persuasion by the SFC to continue the co-management model.
Keywords: social forestry; poverty alleviation; right and access; security of tenure; livelihood, IPHPS;
Indonesia

1. Introduction
For at least three decades, “community forestry” or “social forestry”, have been promoted as
policy innovations that shift forest management responsibility from government institutions to local
communities and encourage them to actively engage in forest management (FAO, 1978). The
program was envisioned as an instrument for overcoming conservation and development
challenges, namely deforestation and acute rural poverty, as well as social inequalities (Maryudi et
al., 2012; Sikor et al., 2013; Rahayu et al., 2020). This instrument was intended to serve as an
effective alternative to state-controlled forest management models (McCarthy, 2005). Intimate
synergies between local communities and their environment, along with meaningful participation
of the people, were believed to contribute to sustainable forest management and produce socioeconomic benefits (Kellert et al., 2000; Blaikie, 2006).
Many countries around the globe, particularly in the global south, have undertaken revisions of
legal and institutional frameworks to facilitate research and implementation of community forestry.
Nearly one-third of the world’s forests are managed based on the models of community forestry
such as co-management and local governance models (Sunderlin et al., 2008; Gilmour, 2016). In line
with these global trends, the Indonesian government has adopted several models of local
community involvement in forest management in order to obtain benefits and improve local
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community livelihoods (Rahayu et al., 2020; Sahide et al., 2020). In Indonesia, social forestry was
formalized as a government policy in 2007 by issuing some permit-based schemes for state forest
areas unencumbered by other rights and also provided partnership or co-management schemes for
forest areas managed by other entities (Sahide et al., 2020). Although a certification scheme for
customary forests was established later, in 2012, social forestry in Indonesia has largely persisted in
the form of permit-based schemes (Fisher et al., 2019; Myers et al., 2017).
The current government administration of President Joko Widodo has further made social
forestry one of its strategic policies. It has pledged 12.7 million hectares, or about 10% of state
forests to be distributed to local communities (Maryudi, 2017). In addition, it has also introduced a
35-year permit scheme, Izin Pemanfaatan Hutan Perhutanan Sosial (IPHPS), for the forests of Java
Island managed by the State Forest Corporation (SFC). IPHPS is a unique, permit-based, social
forestry scheme which grants forestland without any encumbered rights such as those valid for the
SFC’s managed forests and conservation forest areas, touted as “immune” from permit-based social
forestry (Sahide et al., 2018). The IPHPS values local initiatives (Ota, 2019) and is seen as a
breakthrough for resolving forest conflicts and inequitable control of land in Java (Suharjito, 2018).
This policy has triggered some societal groups, who allegedly serve as proxies for the SFC’s interests,
to have lodged fierce opposition to the new scheme. However, these attempts have all failed judicial
review by the Supreme Court. Thus, the permitting scheme has been considered "a victory" for
Indonesia’s social forestry movements (Absori et al., 2017; Suharjito, 2018). Based on the Ministerial
regulation P.39/MENLHK/SETJEN/KUM.1/6/2017 issued by the Minister of Environment and
Forestry, the IPHPS provides more secure tenure rights (long-term permits) and greater decisionmaking authority compared to the co-management arrangement implemented by the SFC (Ota,
2019; Resosudarmo et al., 2019).
After this policy was formalized, the initial stage of its implementation requires pre-permit
activities, which include providing information about the government’s social forestry programs;
facilitating the formal institutional development; assisting the local communities in preparing permit
application and general management plans, also assisting the local communities in inventory and
identify the potential areas (Rahayu et al., 2020). A few local communities have formally applied for
and secured IPHPS permits. By July 2020, only 25,000 hectares out of 2,566,889 hectares of the
SFC’s forests have been covered by IPHPS permits (KLHK, 2020). This indicates that the IPHPS has
not attracted widespread interest from local communities, even though they were initially promised
greater and more secure tenure rights.
These interesting phenomena can be found in the Ngawi district. No IPHPS permits have been
formally applied in this district despite the early enthusiasm. Ngawi is an appropriate place for social
forestry policy since 35% of its land area is gazetted as state forest land administered and managed
under the SFC’s centralized governance approach, with marginal community access to the forests
(see Section 2). Ninety-five out of 217 villages in the district lie within or in close proximity to the
forests, and the majority of their populations work as peasant farmers (Sutopo, 2005). Further, with
a poverty percentage of 14,39%, Ngawi is classified as one of the province’s poorest districts.
2. IPHPS: what does it offer?
Community forestry generally involves the participation of local communities in the
management of forest resources. During the early promotion of community forestry, participation
was only associated with support from local people in the execution of forest management
activities, in return for minor forest products such as fuelwood and employment (FAO, 1978). In the
current context, community forestry has begun to address the issues of devolution of authority and
substantive involvement in decision-making over forests, including access rules and the use of
products (Fisher et al., 2018; Gilmour, 2016; McDermott & Schreckenberg, 2009). Currently,
community forestry is more broadly seen as a forestry practice that directly involves forest-
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dependent people in the decision-making process, which allows them to set goals and control and
use the forests (Maryudi et al., 2012). Krogman & Beckley (2002) however, give greater attention to
aspects of local control and securing tenure rights. Tenure encompasses a variety of arrangements
that allocate rights and obligations in relation to forestland (FAO, 2011). Local control can be
interpreted as granting communities a higher degree of forest management tenure rights and
access.
Most production and protection forests in Java have been administered and managed by the
SFC, which follows colonial doctrines of exclusion (Peluso, 1992). To protect their precious teak
stands, the SFC strictly limits local communities' involvement in forest activities (Peluso &
Vandergeest, 2001; Setiahadi et al., 2017). Only in the 1970s, did the SFC begin to grant local people
temporary rights to use post-harvest areas for agriculture (tumpang sari), which had to be returned
after two years, in exchange for their labour for reforestation (Sunderlin, 1997). Due to rampant
forest looting (Tacconi et al., 2019), as a form of local resistance, and the changing socio-political
conditions, the SFC formalized its social forestry program in 2001, referred to as Pengelolaan Hutan
Bersama Masyarakat (PHBM), a co-management scheme with legally-registered local community
institutions (Maryudi et al., 2015).
PHBM offers partner institutions a profit-sharing mechanism equivalent to as much as 25% of
timber harvest from the sale of forest products (Sahide et al., 2020). This strategy rewarded partner
institutions for organizing member participation in forest management activities, such as tree
planting and forest patrols (Maryudi & Krott, 2012). Whenever interested, individual group
members can continue to practice transient agricultural cropping and share internally-regulated
profits within the group. Studies have identified how the SFC unilaterally defines the comanagement agreements, rights, and responsibilities and only includes token participation for
partners in forest planning and management (Purwanto et al., 2013; Ansori et al., 2011). There have
been cases of “elite capture” of the profit-sharing and material incentives in the form of seeds,
fertilizer, and agricultural tools that were disbursed to the groups. In most cases, group members
primarily receive benefits from the aforementioned transient use of the forest floor for cropping
(Maryudi, 2011). Worse, these groups can be displaced from their farming lots anytime due to the
requirement of abandoning the transient cropping land after a few years.
Table 1. Profit sharing arrangements in the IPHPS scheme
Types Of Utilization
Main forest product (Timber)
Multipurpose plant
Annual Cropping
Silvoforestry
Environmental services business

IPHPS permit holder
70%
80%
90%
70%
90%

SFC
30%
20%
10%
30%
10%

Source : Ministerial Regulation P.39/MENLHK/SETJEN/KUM.1/6/2017
The IPHPS was designed to provide more secure tenure rights, greater decision-making
authority, and larger profit shares to local communities. Lasting for 35 years, these permits can be
granted to farmer groups and associations, local financing institutions/ cooperatives and even comanagement (PHBM) groups. Sikor et al. (2013) considered long-term permits a form of secure
forest tenure rights close to ownership rights. Although the permit is granted to the group, forest
use and profit-sharing arrangements are delegated specifically to the individual farmers who are
permitted to practice agricultural cropping over the entire permit duration (35 years). Rights over
forest lots can also be inherited. Moreover, the farmers are empowered to determine the
management plan, namely determining the duration and the types of staple crops and agroforestry
plants according to their preference, as long as they do not change the forest's main function. The
new provisions regarding individual farmers’ rights clearly serve as one of the main attractions of
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IPHPS. More importantly, compared to the PHBM scheme, the new social forestry scheme offers
greater control and profit sharing for local communities (see Table 1).
As evident in Table 1, this Ministerial Regulation provides opportunities for local communities
to obtain a greater share of the profit from forest utilization. Under the provisions for profit-sharing
in PHBM as stipulated in the SFC director’s decree No: 436/KPTS/DIR/2011, the maximum profit
share of the harvested staple crops for the local community is 25%, which is further reduced by
certain correction factors that are burdensome for local communities (Djamhuri, 2012; Widiyanto,
2019). Besides, the determination of profit-sharing is often carried out unilaterally and does not
appear to be transparent (Fujiwara et al., 2012; JAVLEC, 2013). The implementation of IPHPS is
expected to address these problems by increasing the role, bargaining position, and profit-sharing
percentage for the local community in order to improve local community welfare.
3. Why has early enthusiasm dampened?
IPHPS permits are granted for degraded forests, where forest cover is below 10% or under
certain social conditions (P.39/MENLHK/SETJEN/KUM.1/6/2017). Permit holders are required to
invest in reforestation (Table 2). They are also required to pay annual land taxes and tax on harvests.
The requirement for such investments is one of the major factors reducing the farmers’ interest in
taking up IPHPS permits. These farmers are typically poor and their interaction with the forest
typically only involves their attempts to fulfil basic subsistence needs. Moreover, reforestation costs
lie well beyond their means. In the short term, income from agricultural or seasonal crops is
inadequate to reimburse their expenses. Though interest in the new arrangement is expected to be
high, this expectation is ultimately based on a long-term scenario and ignores the short-term costs
and skill requirements of the policy.
Table 2. Planting obligations for IPHPS permit holders
Planting Obligations
Coverage of the area Other Points

-

Production Forest
50% for main tree species
30% for multipurpose tree species
(MPTS)
20% for perennial crops

Protection Forest
20% for non-fast growing tree species
(protection for land and water)
80% for multipurpose tree species
(MPTS)

Silvofishery, if any, is to be limited to
30% of the area
Silvopasture, if any, is to be limited to
20% of the area

Some undergrowth plants are
permitted, except tubers plant or
crops harmful for land fertility

Source : Ministerial regulation P.39/MENLHK/SETJEN/KUM.1/6/2017
We conducted interviews with the chairmen and members of the five local communities, local
NGOs, and the SFC staff who assisted the five local communities. Monitoring was also carried out
during the pre-permit activities from September 2019 to April 2020. The results indicated that they
could not undertake such large investments in reforestation without any access to adequate
investment capital. These communities are further vulnerable to fluctuations in social, economic
and natural conditions. Therefore, they prefer to remain risk averse and play it safe. For example, in
the event of crop harvest failure, they prefer not to invest more in the IPHPS scheme. They appeared
to prefer the co-management model which did not require large investments, since reforestation
costs were fully covered by the SFC. The IPHPS scheme illustrates a curative poverty alleviation
policy that only raises people above the poverty line without considering preventive strategies to
keep them from falling back into poverty (Angelsen & Wunder, 2003). Given the local community’s
current capabilities, this policy has the potential to become a “window dressing”, designed to look
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good but not actually being used (Plante, 2019). One of the reasons is because the asymmetric
power relationship between stakeholders still exists (Schusser et al., 2015).
In the broader political context, the SFC, which risks losing its authority over forestland and faces
a potential loss in revenues, has fiercely attempted to persuade potential IPHPS applicants to choose
the co-management scheme by framing IPHPS as a potential burden. This was clearly evident during
the pre-permit activities in the villages. For example, the SFC promises to pay taxes and other
government-related fees (payments) if harvest fails when community groups choose the comanagement scheme (Pengakuan dan Perlindungan Kemitraan Kehutanan (Kulin KK), a
continuation of PHBM) over the permit-based IPHPS. A further cause of community disillusion with
the IPHPS is the need for external assistance in completing the complex application process and
providing the required documentation. Government assistance in the cases we observed was nonexistent and the SFC took advantage of this opportunity by providing a Community Assistance Team.
This team consists of a local NGO that functions as a local community extension agent, whose
operational costs are fully covered by SFC, establishing a conflict of interest between the NGO and
SFC. In pre-permit activities, the NGO primarily represents SFC interests in continuing the comanagement scheme.
4. Conclusions
Considering the extensive history of exclusion doctrines in Indonesian forest management,
particularly in Java, the IPHPS, with secure tenure rights and greater decision-making authority,
represents an important opportunity for local communities. The policy strategy may further serve
as a meaningful pathway for achieving inclusive rural development, and indicates a strong political
interest in reforming the state forest tenure system. Initially, hopes were high in terms of securing
greater tenure and decision making over forestland. However, interest in the permit-based scheme
is apparently fading. Local communities are increasingly convinced they cannot benefit adequately
from the IPHPS, as the many related responsibilities impede them. Moreover, they lack relevant
mechanisms of access, particularly access to capital, knowledge, and the information required to
utilize social forestry rights (Ribot & Peluso, 2003).
Based on our observations, some local groups have been increasingly hindered from exercising
their rights, as formally promised by the community forestry program, even though they were
supposedly provided with secure tenurial rights (Toft et al., 2015; Basnyat, 2020; Sahide et al., 2020).
The IPHPS further raises concern about the potential impact of the growing imposition of
“responsibilization” mechanisms on communities vis-a-vis local forestry agencies (Erbaugh, 2019).
Such strategies appear to impose more burdens on local communities without providing adequate
compensatory benefits (Cronkleton et al., 2012). Although a deeper investigation is necessary, we
have identified that the IPHPS may well serve as another false dawn for social forestry policy in
Indonesia. This example should serve as a cautionary statement to policymakers to create more
innovative frameworks for promoting community forestry. Such frameworks should focus not only
on bestowing rights, but also on providing mechanisms that enable local communities to obtain real
benefits from these rights.
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