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Abstract

This research paper explores issues of governamceratection
Forests in East-Kalimantan, Indonesian Borneo. tiStarfrom a
conceptual framework rooted in critical anthropglogn empirical
analysis of the governance situations in two feresGunung Lumut
and Sungai Wain Protection Forests — is made. frAmework is
built on the concepts of power and authority, clasd hierarchy,
capitalism and neoliberalism, and the dynamics eetall of those.
The analysis is partly based on literature reviavd gartly on
ethnographic fieldwork, and focuses on what hapjetise twilight
zones between forest governance discourse andriéng fovernance
realities. In doing so, it seeks to find out how throcesses in this
gap can produce a counter-productive arena in whmrernance
remains fuzzy and ambiguous. Yet it also attempsrove how the
same processes can cause for governance to sprtutnithin this
arena. The used empirical analysis brings issuemtabstract and
conceptual level, but it also allows for an extensibeyond
traditional oppositions and categorisations, thgreforging
connections which may otherwise go unnoticed. #kie lies in a
combination with on-the-ground, interdisciplinatydy.






All phenomena are naturally uncreated.

They neither abide nor cease, neither come nor go.

They are without objective referent, signless,faigke, and free from
thought.

The time has come for this truth to be realised!

Our impermanent environment will be destroyed bg éind water,

The impermanent sentient beings within it will erelthe severing of body
and mind.

The seasons of the year: summer, winter, autumrspiridg, themselves
[exemplify] impermanence.

Grant your blessing, so that disillusionment [watinditioned existence]
may arise from the depths [of our hearts]!

- The Tibetan Book of the Dead
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Glossary

Adat
Banijir kap
Bugis
Bupati
Daerah
Dayak

Etische Koloniale Politiek

Gubernur
Hutan

Hutan Konversi
Hutan Tutupan
Kabupaten
Kecamatan
Kepala adat
Keresidenan
Konservasi
Kota

Kretek
Kultuursysteem
Ladang

New Order
Orang

Orang asli
Putra daerah
Reformasi
Taman Nasional
Walikota

customary
‘flood of logs’, the timber frenzy beten 1967-1970
ethnic group originating from South-Sulawesi
district head
region
general name for all indigenous peoples from
Kalimantan
Ethical Policy Peridte revised Dutch colonial
regime
governor, the head of the provincial adstriation
forest
forest land which can be convertgdther land uses
Closed Forest
district
sub-district
customary leader
resident, the seat of the local Datthinistrator
conservation
city or municipality
cigarettes made from tobacco mixed witives
Culture System, Dutch coloniaimey
swidden rice field
Suharto’s regime from 1967 to 1998
person or people
native person or people
‘son of the region’ or native peditifigure
reform
National Park
mayor



List of names and acronyms

Badan Lingkungan Hidup Environmental Office ialiBpapan

Balai Konservasi Sumber Daya Alam Provincial NatGonservation Office

BFL Basic Forestry Law

BPHLSW Sungai Wain Protection Forest Management
Body

DAS Manggar Manggar Watershed (Protection Forest)

Gepak (Gerakan Pemuda Asli Kalimantan) Movememdifjenous Youth of
Kalimantan

Golkar (Partai Golongan Karya) Major political fyar

HL (Hutan Lindung) Protection Forest

HLGL Gunung Lumut Protection Forest

HLSW Sungai Wain Protection Forest

HP (Hutan Produksi) Production Forest for timberation

HTI (Hutan Tanaman Industri) Industrial Produntiéorest or forest
plantation

HTR (Hutan Tanaman Rakyat) People’s Plantatiors$tor

IPPK (Izin Pemungutan dan Pemanfaatkan) Regionallstale logging permit
Konsorsium (Agenda 21 Balikpapan) Consortium o&ld¢GOs in Balikpapan

NRM Natural Resource Management Campaign
by USAID

Operasi Wana Lestari ‘Operation Everlasting Forest’, raid against
illegal logging organised by the Ministry of
Forestry

PDAM (Pemerintah Daerah Air Minum) Balikpapan Wdt#anagement Office

PKK (Pemberdayaan Kesejahteran Keluarga) Familyfadeebnd Empowerment,
village organisation in Swan Slutung

PNPM (Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakai)idtCommunity
Empowerment Programme

RAL Regional Autonomy Laws

TBI Tropenbos International

UP-HLSW Sungai Wain Management Implementation
Unit

UP-KWPLH Recreation and Education Centre Sungai
Wain

VOC Vereenigde Oost-Indische Compagnie or

Dutch East-Indies Company
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1 Defining the landscape

Introducing East-Kalimantan'’s forests

Indigenous peoples have the strongest interest and
motivation to protect their forest and territoriés
order to preserve their sustainable livelihoodseyh
live a low carbon lifestyld...] They have their own
traditional knowledge and institutions passed down
from generation to generation that preserve their
environment. They have their own system of land use
and land allocation. They develop diverse cropping
patterns, maintain sustainable communal water
management and practice sustainable agriculture
and agro-forestry. They talk and sing to the treks,
mountains, the rivers, the animals and plants. €hes

are the people who are protecting the Earth.
(Abdon Nababan, secretary-general of the Indigeresples
Alliance of the Archipelage AMAN)®.

The article above was written shortly after the tBdi Nations
launched the International Year of Forests, 2014is Teclaration
intends to put the world’s forests in the spotlgglind specifically
forestsfor people.The UN's interest in forests spans a multitude of
concerns regarding biodiversity loss, climate clearand their
respective consequences. Furthermore, it fits tN&s ldommitment
towards sustainable development as a means tacatadvorldwide
poverty, but also to safeguard resources for toomarMNext to all
this, almost a quarter of the world population defgedirectly on the
forest for their livelihood (UN, 2011). Plenty ofasons to ‘[raise]
awareness at all levels to strengthen the susteinraBnagement,

! As written by Basorie, W.D (2011) ‘Fixing foredtsr the people’ inThe
Jakarta Pos{OPINION], February 22, 2011.
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conservation and sustainable development of a#sygf forests for
the benefit of current and future generations’ (201.1).

It is obvious that Sustainable Forest Managemenaies a hot topic
in the global community. It is accorded a very canposition in

climate change mitigation and moderating naturahsters. It also
provides opportunities for closing the ever-widegnigap between
rich and poor and for assuring the future of hutyans not

jeopardised. Lastly, specific emphasis lies onnion that it needs
to acknowledge and include communities who liveaind from the
forest as they see their daily lives affected.

1.1 Research purpose and question

The concept of Sustainable Forest Management seegrgail high

expectations. These expectations are generallggeg on specific
forest situations, yet it can be questioned whethir approach is
really the appropriate one to reach these ambitgosls. Many
anthropologists, researchers and academics haven drtiention to

the discrepancy which exists between forest manageugliscourse
and actual forest management situations. They togabandon a
strict focus on the constituting principles and cEpts for

Sustainable Forest Management, and how these tmeauently be
materialised in a local context. Politics, whettiexy take place in a
forest or elsewhere, are hardly ever a pure reifineof a foregoing

ideology. They are endlessly dynamic processeshithwprojects,

positions, practices and the relationships betwadenf those shift,

twist and turn in an attempt to counterbalanceeemés (Li, 2003). If
they are right, it becomes more interesting to dight into this

maelstrom and turn back the gaze towards the disedtself — to

understand how it can be dragged into the cur@niniss the boat
completely. Starting from here, the main reseangbstion for this

paper can be defined:
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Which processes bridge the gaps between forest geament
realities and forest management discoursen the inside-out?

The purpose of this research project is to makerapirical analysis
of forest governance as it unfolds in two Protectiorests in the
province of East-Kalimantan, Indonesia. This puepoan be broken
down into two elements of focus:

a. How can these processes obstruct the emergenceresit f
governanceDo they contribute to the creation of so-called
governance frontiers — spaces in which the elements
determining said governance are especially ambig@ou

b. How does forest governance emerge, and how cateit bn
be maintained through these processes?

By doing so, | intend to build on the hypothesiatth this precisely
this disconnection of forest governance discourbehvallows for
very diverging interpretations and unpredictablécomes of actual
forest management. This is because the ‘governragiohality’ that

accompanies these processes as they appear, raogesself-

regulation to non-regulation and everything in legw (Li,

2003:5121). Hence, it is expected to make way fimydad of social
identities, positioning, power struggle and repnéston.

1.2 Forest in East-Kalimantan

East-Kalimantan is one of Indonesia’s 33 provindesated on the
Indonesian side of Borneo Island. Ever since theloeations of
Alfred Russel Wallace in the f9century, Borneo has been
perceived as a “Mecca of biodiversity”; often asated with images
of wild, mysterious forests, intersected by cowstleaivers and
inhabited by fascinating plants and animals as wvesl fierce
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indigenous peoples, notorious for their involvemanttribal and

ethnic wars and even head-hunfindss a matter of fact, East-
Kalimantan has been an important hub in internatidrade for

several millennia (Muller, 1992). This implies thae forests and
their inhabitants may be a lot less pristine thataily considered.

The trade, first in forest products from the hilged, evolved

according to changes in demands of the foreigneteadMuller,

1992). East-Kalimantan is one of the most resotioteareas of the
archipelago, covered in massive rainforests, bst dlolding oil,

coal, gas, diamonds and valuable minerals in its.sSthe East-coast
cities, mainly Balikpapan and provincial capitaln&ainda, are
Western-style metropoles thriving on the naturehies of the region.
Administratively, the province is further dividedto tenKabupaten

or districts, and fouKota (municipalities).

1.2.1 The forest of Gunung Lumut

The Protection Forest of Mountain Lumidutan Lindung Gunung
Lumu)® is located in Paser, the southernmost districtEaft-
Kalimantan. It measures a total land area of rou@4,000 ha or
56.3 km in length, and 8.3 km in width (TBI, n.dT)he forest of
Gunung Lumut is defined as tropical lowland to subAtane and
montane rainforest, most of which is in an old-gitowr primary
state. Less accessible areas of the forest caatamiginal fauna and
flora composition, whereas other parts — especialgse to
settlements — have suffered deforestation in vgrylagrees. Still,
Gunung Lumut is one of the last refuges for theehbipdiversity

2 Kalimantan’s indigenous people are all namedyak, although this

generalisation disregards the huge varieties arftereinces between
numerous groups.

3 ‘Lumut’ is Indonesian for ‘moss’, as the top oktimountain is entirely
covered in a thick layer of moss.
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once found on Borneo and several communities dgilend (partly

or entirely) on this forest for their livelihoodl'BI, n.d.)
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Photo 1A small sign next to the logging road reads ‘Thet&etion Forest area of
Gunung Lumut embodies watershed regulation and\@ecgity conservation’.

One way to get to Gunung Lumut is to take a longging road
westbound from the town of Simpang Lombok in Lokgs.| First
this logging road passes through a field of old;agéng oil palms.
The fresh green saplings have already been pldmtdeen the
orange-brown seniors that will soon be gone. Nexhes a large
area of productive oil palms, and the harvestcantinuously being
piled up alongside the road. As it then climbs kigbnto the hills,
the road enters an ex-Telaga Mas site. PT Telagauded to be the
main logging concessionaire in the Gunung Lumugalat their
activities have been ceased for a while. The ajréaghed-over site
is now planted with oil palms and explorationsffgure coal mining
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projects are conducted as well. This area is sulesely bordered by
an abandoned nickel-mifyehind which the road takes a sharp turn
left and climbs steep. The panorama over the |lap#sdelow
reveals neat rows of palm trees as far as the agesee. A few
kilometres further ahead, a sign and an emptyosigiost mark the
entry to another PT Telaga Mas logging zone. Tten® sign of any
logging activities, only patches of forest, inteaged with tiny
settlements or individual houses with agricultutetp The logging
road soon passes a hotice board indicating theeboodfl the
Protection Forest.

Gunung Lumut became a Protection Forest in 198@aa in which
more than 20 million ha of forest land was declgpeatected. This
decision fit in the fourth five-year plan (1982/83986/87) of the
New OrderGovernment, which contained a strong focus onstore
management for the first time in the young stakéstory (Gunarso,
2009). There was the establishment of the Minisfr{Forestry as a
separate entifyand the Third World Parks Congress — held in Bali
1982 — was followed by the designation of 36 rieaman Nasional
or National Parks (Gunarso, 2009). Yet even befdr®f this, the
government had already had a strong impact orotlestt. Right after
taking over presidency in 1967, Suharto opened dbentry to
foreign investment and capitalism, mostly aimechatural resource
exploitation (Peluso, 1995). The Basic Forestry L@B#L)° was
issued in the same year Suharto took power and efbriie
foundation for Indonesia’s forest management sysésma whole
(McCarthy, 2000). Although the government alreadytoolled all
forest lands as outlined in the Indonesian Coriglity the BFL

“ By the time | finished my research, the nickel-engeemed to have started
up again.

® Forestry was a subdivision of the Ministry of Agiture at first (Gunarso,
20009).

®UU no. 5/1967
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intended to further consolidate state authorityider to guarantee
access to those forests and enable the commeatiatisof the

available resources (Peluso, 1995; McCarthy, 2@iarso, 2009).
This literally meant that communities living in aritbm forests

would henceforth be obliged to ask government p&sion to use
these lands (Bakker, 2009).

One such a community is Mului. It lies close to 88 kilometre
mark on the logging road, surrounded by steep fa@gered hills
and slopes. Mului is the only village located withine borders of the
Protection Forest, although it is difficult to telWhere these
boundaries precisely fieThe name Mului refers to one of the four
rivers that flow from the mountain and which alselitkeates the
adaf territory of theOrang Mului, the Mului people. At first Mului
was not an actual ‘community’ as the people livadiridividual
households dispersed over the land, moving frontepl® place
according to needs and demands (TBI, n.d.; Bak®9). During
the earlyNew Orderyears, Gunung Lumut was classifiedHistan
Produksi Terbatas(Limited Production Forest); conceded to the
earlier mentioned logging company PT Telaga Maswati, 2010;
Murniati et al., 2006). Mului'sadat land formed part of this
concession as well, hence their village was retmtand their forests
logged over during the 1970s and 1980s (TBI, n.&rther
disturbances were caused by the 1979 Village Govenh Law. The
peoples of three rivers — Swan, Slutung and Muluwere asked to
join together in a new village called Swan Slutuagyroposal that
was largely rejected by the Mului people.

" Different maps (f.i. the provincial maps versus ttentral government’s
maps) contain different information regarding theotpction forest's
borders and the precise location of the variouagés in the area (Yuwati,
pers. comm).

% adatrefers to all kinds of customary practices andesys

® Such concessions are formally known as HPldk( Pengusahaan Hutan
or Forest Concession).
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Photo 2 Gunung Lumut, the mountain after which the Protecfrorest is name:
rises up from behind Mului'mdangs

Bakker (2009) explains that Mului’s ancestbtiad bee the first to
settle in Gunung Lumut, hencadat traditon attributes them
dominant psition in the local hierarchy; a position they Wwblose
in the new village. TheOrang Mului thus established tlir own,
unrecognisedillage at a short distance from Swan Slui. Tension
mounted when Mului constructed a school and aghkeddvernmer
for teaching staff. The request was deriiedause of the villager
earlier unwillingness to cooperate in the goweent plan. In
protest, the Mului people then moved their villayenfurther away
into isolation (Bakker, 2009).

In the early 1990s, Swan Slutungecame the centre of
transmigration project,as industrial forest plantationsHutan
Tanaman Industrior HTI) were developed around the vill:
(Murniati et al, 2006; Bakker, 2009). JavaneBegis and other
migrants moved in to work on theplantations and the governme
provided them with housing and other goods sediice. Keen on
receiving similar provisions, Mului announced thieyp wanted to
join modern society, yet they still refused to lgb of their
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independence; ‘an uncompromising attitude [whicfifially earned
them a reputation among government officials fowolhardy
stubbornness in clinging to a ‘primitive’ way offdi doomed to
disappear’ (Bakker, 2009:174). By the end of theade, however,
Mului’s stubbornness paid off: a Balikpapan-basedigenous
rights-NGO called Padi guided Mului in an applioatifor assistance
from the East-Kalimantan provincial government (Baxk 2009).
This was also when Suhartd&w Ordergovernment had started to
crumble down, and the radical change in politicevatd for a
revitalisation of local authorityadat and tradition. The governor
approved the application and passed on the dectsiche Paser
Welfare department. About 50 houses were built aruVs current
location, alongside the logging road which connelbtan to Swan
Slutung — still the administrative superior for thidage — and the
town of Simpang Lombok. Unfortunately neither tha/grnor, nor
the Paser welfare department or the Mului peopbentielves were
aware that the new village was built within the derms of a
protection forest — where human habitation is #yriprohibited
according to the Forestry Law. (Bakker, 2009)

After the 30 years of authoritaridtew Orderrule, Indonesia aimed
to drastically reform its governance system andteslaa rapid
decentralisation of government administration. Tleeentralisation
laws of 1999 placed the Protection Forest undepffieial authority
of the Paser district government. The strong Mipistf Forestry,
however, was reluctant to hand over the full authavver forest
lands. Consequently, the rights and obligationsevidefined and
responsibilities towards natural resource managenvene equally
unclear (Yuwati, 2010; Moeliono et al, 2009). Fbe tforest of
Gunung Lumut, decentralisation actually meant iforasa hunt for
the available riches of the land. The district gameent — from then
on responsible to generate most of its own incomesued a large
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number of small-scale logging perniftsaround the Protection
Forest. The vague regulations concerning theseifsesoon entailed
conflicts and discussions between the Ministry afreiStry and

district Forest Service Offices. Consequently, laggcompanies
started arranging deals with local communities dfiye rather than
taking the official government path. (Bakker, 200d)ese small-
scale logging deals proved to be a valuable saofrigcome for the

villages around the Protection Forest (van der d°l&Persoon,

2006). However, illegal logging within the protexsti forest's

boundaries also intensified (Yuwati, 2010; Slikakt2007), mainly
by non-local loggers working for large companiedlegal sawmills

in nearby towns (van der Ploeg & Persoon, 2006).

Yet Mului was always different. The village was etatined not to
allow any logging in their forest, because theyidweld outsiders
would only bring damage and (financial) troubletihe long run.
Given their dependence on the forest, Mului would {heir own
future at risk if they allowed logging since ‘[t]Herest is, as the
assistanadat leader called it, the community’s ‘insurance’ feihen
disaster strikes and a direct supply of resoursexeeded’ (Bakker,
2009:177). This forest is their ancestral landjrtheme, their life
and their future. They opdadangs® based on communal decision-
making and customary tradition, and forage thesfofer honey,
fruits and medicinal plants. They grow their owrg&mbles, and
they sell rattan, rubber and birds caught in thedofor cash. The
message Mului brings is cleaBunung Lumut's forests are better
protected when we are here to guard th&ims message appealed to
conservationists and indigenous rights’ groupsealénd travelled
way beyond the mountain slopes through researclaers’ NGOs’
attention which the village has been receivingdegr a decade. The

1%1pPK orlzin Pemungutan dan Pemanfaatkara forest license for small-
scale timber harvesting, issued on a regional Iéekliono et al, 2009).
1 swidden rice fields
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Paser government even declared themselves toKddeupaten
Konservasi a conservation districtAll of this, however, has had
little influence on Mului and how the people go abtheir lives. The
village still sits in the Protection Forest, asittee logging road,
keeping a close eye on who comes in and who gdes ou

1.2.2 The forest of Sungai Wain

Roughly 90km north-eastgg
from Gunung Lumut lies §
Hutan Lindung Sungai Wainjls
(Protection Forest of thellils
River Wain) within the
municipality of Balikpapan.
Sungai Wain currently covers
about 10,000 ha, an are
encompassing the basins ¢
two rivers called Wain and
Bugis. According to
Fredriksson & de Kam
(1999) the protection of the
Sungai Wain forest has &
clear functional purpose in
guaranteeing the safety of §
water-catchment area, whiclZs
supplies  the necessar
freshwater for the city and theéPhoto 3 The small entrance gate to t
local oil processing industry.PrOtECtion Forest of Sungai Wain.

The importance of the forest was recognised ay @arll934, when
the sultan of Kutdf declared a large part of the current protected

12 Kutai is one of the sultanates between which ovler East-Kalimantan
used to be divided. After Indonesian independenckE945, their autonomy
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area to beHutan Tutupan- Closed Forest. Théataafsche
Petroleum Maatschappijconstructed a reservoir and pump
installation in the Wain basin in 1947 and theseawater taken over
by national oil company Pertamina. They use thesivatr drinking,
electricity (steam turbines), oil pumping and cogliof the refinery
equipment. This history of company involvement éygexplains
why Sungai Wain is free from human inhabitationapdbesides
some encroachment (a few hundred people) on thesekes of the
forest, next to the Balikpapan-Samarinda highwaye Qvillage,
which is also called Sungai Wain, was relocatedidatof the forest
by Pertamina in the 1970s. (Fredriksson & de Ka@®9) A Hutan
Produksi or Production Forest (PT Inhutani | Batu Ampar)
neighbours the protection zone from north to wdste south-
western corner of Sungai Wain Protection Foresbatnouches an
unprotected mangrove forest, which in turn bordeakkpapan Bay.
South- and eastwards the forest is surrounded bgll-scale
agriculture catering the city.

Sungai Wain has been a research hotspot ever #irece 980s,
serving as a biodiversity fieldwork location forveeal research
institutes and students, and making it an unusuwedlijy-documented
area. But in March 1998 these researchers fouridftinest going up
in flames. The El Nifio oscillation had been causingsual droughts
in Indonesia and man-made fires raged out of cbrdho over
Kalimantan and Sumatra. The burning forests pradlsceh a thick
smoke that the entirety of Southeast-Asia was &uvén a haze.
Sungai Wain was not spared as more than half ofatlea was
destroyed by fierce fires and smouldering coal se¢dteary, 2008;
Fredriksson, 2002). The core of the Protection $tonas saved due
a rescue mission set up by the researchers, tiadirasd the locals

was gradually dismantled, and the region officidllgcame a province in
1957 (Wood 1986, Muller 1992).
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they employed (Frederiksson, 2002). The forest dithin its
biodiversity value, but the gravity of the firesnaenstrated the
inadequacy of the forest management in Sungai WMbore
importantly, the fires also proved that the goveenimwas clearly
powerless in actuallgrotectingthe Protection Forest.

Nonetheless, from the ashes arose new opporturfiliesSungai
Wain: the heroic fire rescue was widely describedhe press and
the faith of the forest attracted people’s attemtié forest lobby
group was formed and they were soon given a kiakt stith the
help of USAID. After the widespread fire disastegiSAID decided
to develop an elaborate Natural Resource Manage@antpaign
(NRM) based on social training. From this campaggnergedthe
Group for Sungai Waina multi-stakeholder initiative funded and
facilitated by NRM. The Group subsequently contiht raise local
awareness about the value of Sungai Wain; to genbraad public
support for a conservation strategy for the for€be campaign was
designed to be entertaining and celebrative, imetud puppet show
and a song about the forest. The positive apprpemyed successful
and the municipality government’s attitude towattuks protection of
Sungai Wain changed. This change coincided withiskgance of
the 1999 decentralisation laws, which brought gmponsibility for
Protection Forests under authority of Balikpapan nicipality
government. Hence, the Group could negotiate digregth the local
government about a conservation strategy for Sugéin.

On March 15, 2001 an elaborate list of stakeholdegmned the

Deklarasi Sungai Wainthereby committing to the conservation of
the Protection Forest,
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We, all parties present at the Working Meetinghef t
Sungai Wain Protection Forest Management on
March 15, 2001 in the Office of the Mayor of
Balikpapan, hereby declare that we agreed to pitotec
the Sungai Wain Protection Forest with all of our
capacities combined.

(Badan Pengelola Hutan Lindung Sungai Wain dan DAS
Manggar, 2009:2§

In this context, the committed parties started aregy a
management framework for the forest, which resultech book
called Portret of Sungai Wainand a finished concept for the
management bodyrhe Group for Sungai Wain thus managed to
convince the Balikpapan government of the imporamd the
Protection Forest for the city. Guaranteeing ahfineder flow for the
Pertamina refinery undoubtedly played a centrale rah this
recognition, although the strong commitment of thew Mayor
candidate Imdaad Hamid should not be underestimeitbeér. He
launched a political campaign to promote Balikpapana “Green
City” centred on the conservation of Sungai WhirThe city
subsequently donated the necessary funds for tladlisement of
the management board (hamBddan Pengelola Hutan Lindung
Sungai Wainor BPHLSW), a whopping annual two billion Rupiah
for starters.

13 ‘Kami semua pihak yang hadir pada Rapat Kerja Plefmpn Hutan
Lindung Sungai Wain pada tanggal 15 Maret 2001 wdaAantor Walikota
Balikpapan, mendaklarasikan bahwa kami sepakakuntlindungi Hutan
Lindung Sungai Wain sesuai kapasitas masing-masing.

14 After Pak Imdaad won the elections, Balikpapasity slogan became
“Green, clean and healthy”.
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Photo 4 Malayan sun bear statues decorating the mayoitetffront yard.

With the funding secured, BPHLSW set out to malisgaits
responsibilities as a management body (Falah e208l7). First, a
Strategic Plan Teanwas established to draft blueprints for the
implementation of their programmes. SecondRecruitment and
Selection Teamwas set up to find the right personnel for the
Implementation UnitUnit Pelaksana-HLSVWr UP-HLSW) or the
operational wing under the management body. A tRiedulation
Drafting Teamwas installed to design the proper (local) legista
framework for the management body. Last but nostléhe Team
lllegal Loggingwas created, which would carry the difficult tagk o

stopping illegal logging and possible fires in gm®tection forest.
(Falah et al, 2007)
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This initial phase was followed up with the finakulation of the
strategic planning through multi-stakeholder wodgsh and
programme sessiolisn 2002. The Recruitment and Selection Team
also finalised their personnel search and the Imetdation Unit
(UP-HLSW) started working. (Falah et al, 2007) Atetvery
beginning, getting the support of local people pto be tricky
business. The situation even turned feisty for anemt when the
Tree Spiking Programme was launched. Tree spildregmethod to
prevent illegal logging; nails are slammed into ttem, which
doesn’t harm the tree itself, but which irreparatidynages the wood
and hence affects its timber value. The conflighwilegal loggers
climaxed on a public consultation on the regulatioafts for Sungai
Wain. Many illegal loggers were present and thesady voiced
their discontent about the new authoritarian presein the
Protection Forest. They were, however, literallgrsied by Mukmin
Faisyal, the (then) vice-mayor of Balikpapan. Faisyas also the
local chairman of GolkarRartai Golongan Karya one of the
biggest political parties in Indonesia, and enjogedery high status
— especially among Bugis people, where his ownsrtiet Many of
the illegal loggers were Bugis as well, hence thee-wmayor
addressed them directly — using their own languagka stern tone
— telling them the situation would never go backhe way it was
before, whether they liked it or not. On this ndtes discussion was
closed®.

15 Such as the preparation for the allocation of reémovernment funds for
reforestation and the construction of the managéméastructure.

16| asked Pak Satria, who told me this story, whreipgened to the illegal
loggers afterwards. He answered smilingly that thepably went to Kutai

to continue their logging activities there. Kutaéanegara is Balikpapan’s
neighbouring district, notorious for its disastrofesest management and
rampant illegal logging.
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Figure 1 Crop-outfrom a Bali papa map showing the HKM areas insidsw
(source:Badan Lingkungan Hidgp

The Team lllegal Logging soon initiated clock-rourfdrest
monitoring and the Balikpapan government issuedlegigns to deal
with the encroachment and illegal settlements (irataal, 2007). A
land rearrangement system was thought to be theicwl families
who cultivated land inside the Protection Forestld@xchange this
for a usage permit to another piece of land (2 érafamily, under
specific conditions) close to the road at the edfjéhe protection
forest (HKM, Hutan Kemasyarakataor People’s Forest). The city
government also provided official recognition andvere
compensations in certain instances. The systemevewcautious in
its design, seemed to have some flaws. The aasatttement of the
people did not entirely fall through, and many ar@ware of the
services which the programme provides. According tstudy by
Falah et al (2007) only 24% of the target groupialty knows about
the permits. Furthermore, there have been sombla®withGepak
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a militant group which strives for the rights ofdigenous people
(albeit not always for kosher reasons) — mostlyuésed on land
rights and claims. The conflict has been dormanafahile now, but
the resettlement remains a touchy subject, esheéialpeople who
do not benefit in any way from the forest managamsuch as the
encroachers next to the highway.

All in all, however, the condition of Sungai Wain®rests is
excellent, because of the efficient management,pboibably even
more so because of the broad public support fofahest. ‘Clock-
round monitoring is not necessary anymore’, UP-HLS&ctor
Purwanto explains, ‘because entry to the forest list harder since
the logging road has been closed. And people krwaw this is a
Protection Forest which they should not enter, thiglis respected.’

1.3 Two Protection Forests in perspective

Gunung Lumut and Sungai Wain are located at shistartce from
each other in the province of East-Kalimantan. Despheir
geographical proximity, the two forest areas seambg ill-
comparable. The story of Mului and Gunung Lumus félmost
perfectly in the ideal forest management picturé &sdescribed in
the newspaper quote at the start of this chaptetuivholds on to
customary practices and swear to a lifestyle irmioary with their
natural surroundings. They turn down every investbbose plans go
against their principles, no matter the amount ohey offered. And
they are even partly responsible for the commitnwnthe district
government to forest conservation. The story of gaunwain
presents an approach to forest protection whiehlas less romantic.
Although the management of Sungai Wain was estadaligthrough
widely praised multi-stakeholder processes, thigeeisfaded after
UP-HLSW started functioning. The management of @ungain
depends entirely on, and is accountable only togtheernment of
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Balikpapan. Yet people knowledgeable of both forsistiations
would always point to Sungai Wain as having the besnagement
and a guaranteed future. In fact, the case of SuMgén is often
used as an example for the management of forestsviekre in
Indonesia, whereas the situation in Gunung Lumuises serious
concerns.

Hence both forests form interesting entry pointstite complex
world of forest management. Forests are not meirelg-covered
lands. They form what Olivier de Sardan (2005) scallenas in
which various struggles unfold, alliances mades t@oken and
strategies tested. Each arena witnesses the consinemergence
dynamic constellations within and between commasiti
government institutions, NGOs, companies and othdividuals.
Analysing all these relationships would be a trwchlean task,
especially since the rules of the game are corgtaubject to
change. The forests and their resources are tigitlyen into this
whole, implying that their management or protect@amnot simply
be abstracted or even imposed.

Therefore | decided to approach the two forestsride=d above with

a well-defined, preconceived conceptual framewdHis framework

combines the findings, theories and recommendatmnseveral

anthropologists and other academia, and servestastig point for

the critical analysis of the management situatiarisoth forests. The
analysis is twofold; on the one hand it is base ¢imorough review
of available research data on both Gunung LumutSunthai Wain

and the wider context, gathered over several ybgrsesearchers
from many different countries and disciplines. @a bther hand it is
based on ethnographic fieldwork, to directly obseand personally
experience the various aspects | chose to buikdrésearch project
on. lIdeally, the research results will indicate thiee the used
framework is a suitable one for forest governandyeais.
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All of this is still quite the ambitious venture,high can only be
accomplished because it fits in a broader cont@xbpenbos
International Indonesia, the NGO research institut® facilitate
this research project, have been active in Gunungut and Sungai
Wain for many years and generated an enormous &moin
knowledge about both forests and their wider cdstexready.
Furthermore | was able to join one of their currpragrammes, a
PhD-research project by Tri Wira Yuwati on co-magragnt options
for Protected Areas in Kalimantdnfor which she uses Gunung
Lumut as a case-study.

This research also links to a second project telwvhivas invited by
Laurens Bakker. Bakker wrote an elaborate book law ‘and
authority in posReformasi Indonesia’, largely based on
anthropological fieldwork in Gunung Luntfit Today he is part of a
project in full development on the relationship vibe¢n resource
governance and social capital in Conservation (Sistricts”®,
Paser, as &abupaten Konservasis one of the research sites of
interest and this gives me access to a broad rainkygowledge and
experience.

The rest of this research paper is hence structasetbllows; the
second chapter explains the used methodology,irgawith an
overview of the recommendations and conclusiorscatlemics and
scholars and the resulting conceptual frameworkichiviiorms the

7 Yuwati, T.W. (in press)integrating Local Land-Use Systems in
Collaborative Management of Protected Areagiden & Wageningen:
FSW Leiden University & Tropenbos International.

18 Bakker, L. (2009Who Owns the Land? Looking for Law and Authority
in Post-Reformasi IndonesidNijmegen: Radboud Universiteit Nijmegen
[PhD dissertation].

19 Acciaioli, G. (2009) [Research Proposal Titl§pcial Capital and
Resource Governance in Indonesia: Conservationridistand Subdistricts
in Sulawesi and KalimantarCrawley: Anthropology and Sociology Dept,
University of Western Australia.
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core of the approach. The chapter then continugk wicritical
discussion of the ethnographic fieldwork methodsggeneral as well
as per case-study. The third chapter presentsmdinfis for both the
research data review and the ethnographic fieldwodered per
research location. To have a more complete uncdhelisig. of the
situations as | encountered them, | first extentivatds to place
certain findings in a broader context. This coniakisation takes the
form of a genealogy, for instance a regional ofiamatl historical
context or a quick analysis of forestry and ottedevant legislations
as they applyin situ. The fourth and final chapter contains my
personal conclusions on both forest governancatstus, as well as
the opportunities and limitations of the used resedramework. It
also includes some recommendations for furtherarebke for TBI
Indonesia and other professionals interested irtaBwable Forest
Management, and of course for anyone involved ingguWain or
Gunung Lumut.

37



2 Approaching the forest

Developing a research methodology

[...] the fact of being torn between two kinds afiduage,
one for expression and one for criticism; and withihe
latter, among many variants, the word of socioldggt of
semiology or psychoanalysis — but | also realiseat t,
unsatisfied as | was after all about all of theaaduages,
opted for the only certainty | was carrying with rfreo
matter how naive it may have been): the unstoppable
resistance against systems that attempt to pinyéveg
down with a label, because every time | would trghsa
system for a little while, | could feel a languag&e form,
which would then inevitably sink to abasement and
patronisation, so that each time | would sneak and try

again elsewhere: | changed the language.
(Roland Barthed,a Chambre Clairg

2.1 Preliminary literature study

The first phase of this research project consisteén extensive
literature review, which started from the moment mgsearch
internship with Tropenbos International Indonesiad hbeen
confirmed (in March 2010). From then on, | atterdpte centre
various course subjects and assignment themes omestFo
Conservation and Forest Resource Management, ficydar within
the context of the proposed research location idiméatan,
Indonesian Borneo. In doing so, | started to faardie myself with
forest management discourse, principles, goalsasidg@roblems,
trends, objections and contestations. A first igéng observation
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turned out to be the realisation that ‘forests’ amidely researched
subject among social sciences. In one é8sayrote,

The way forests are perceived depends on what haimeed
and expect from them. For the adventurer in mey thean
recreation, peace and patience, a place detacheun fr
regular life where one can escape to, and relaxr fe
conservationist in me, their beauty an sich is smgmificent
it should be preserved in all its glory, like a gaeof art in an
open air museum. For the environmentalist in meirth
existence is so vital other species like oursebamot live
without them, and their rapid disappearance makesamorry
about the future of the planet. But no matter hoanyn
different views | can take to forests, they areenean
intrinsic part of my life. Forests, and nature iergeral, are
[to me personallyla mental concept completely separate
from the concept of culture.

Nevertheless, to billions of other people, foreate a
natural self-evidential fact of their livelihoodké water to
fish or cities to us, thereby rendering obsolete dichotomy
between nature and culture as we know it. Therepa@ple
that depend entirely on forests for their survivathers see
the forest as a financial opportunity: trees meanod;
timber, paper, and a source of energy and capithere is a
category of people that perceive them as undevedlope
infrastructure — when cleared up, they are the #kene
location for other kinds of activities, such as dillling, or
cash crop plantations — and then all sorts of categs in
between. All these different people project thequadly
different expectations on one single forest. Wheilewin
the plea depends solely on the socio-political plajolding

2 Ethnographic FieldworkProf Dr. P. Devlieger (2010).
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onto each patch of forest, making them a very é@stimg
subject of study for a social scientist after all.

This realisation continued to be a central themmudhout the
entirety of the research project, sometimes as rspiration,
sometimes as a burden. Most importantly, it opetied door for
significant insights to be obtained from variougiabscience and
anthropology scholars, academics, experts and mdsga. |
eventually subtracted four main concept groups fatirthe insights |
encountered in the course of the preliminary litee study, which
together formed the conceptual framework for theuacresearch.
This framework is based on the aspectpafer and authorityclass
and hierarchy neoliberalism and capitalismand dynamics and
interactivity, all of which are discussed more in detail next.

2.1.1 Power and authority

Governmentality

Tania Murray Li uses Foucault's concept of governtakty to
explain that any form of government ‘seeks to govarregulate the
conditions under which people live their lives’ §89296). This
implies that the people who are the subjects & pirpose have to
be able to imagine this government as the direcfatheir lives’
conditions. In other words, governmentality appesanisen the
governed subjects internalise the performed govemand accept it
as logic. This obviously does not necessarily miwsat the actual
content of the government needs agreement; it gnereéds the
assimilation.

Lemke further remarks that governmentalityimultaneously
connotes “to govern” and “mentality” and this ‘icdies thatt is not
possible to study the technologies of power witreoutanalysis of
the political rationality underpinning then2000:2) This notion
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is particularly important when government is pevedi as the
regulation of a population — as opposed to a tewit- and is
hence expected to define what is “best” for saidytation (Hunt
& Wickham, 1994; Li, 1999). Yet this rationality & the same
time undermined by the clear realisation that neegoment can
ever truly provide the “best”. Consequently, iaisyclical, never-
ending project in which new interventions are alsvagquired
(Ferguson, 1994; Li, 1999). Furthermore, governaémptin its

very essence requires ‘governable subjects’ (L991295) which
at the same time implies that governance is nottdonto the
domain of politics or administration. ‘Foucault ihefs

government as conduct, or, more precisely, as ttheduct of
conduct" and thus as a term which ranges from "gong the
self" to "governing others™ (Lemke, 2000:2).

Authority can thus not be seen as the simple damimaf one
actor over another one, or — in similar lines — dalitigal
administration exerting control over a society objects. Rather,
authority emerges as a ship sailing the waves, mastering and
perhaps even triumphing, but at the same time &#ing
dependent on and to a certain extent subjectesl weh.
Furthermore, when authority can no longer be peeckias a
duality, it is necessary to look beyond standadlisppositions,
such as “the state and community”, “agency and tcain$’, or
“conformity and contestation”. Power prevails thgbout
societies in their entirety, not only in certairfided institutions.
Hence the main questions do not immediately conedra has
authority, or how this authority is used or abusRdther they
should aim at how authority eventually manifestslit- including
the rationale, strategies and technologies thaiwalfor this
manifestation.
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Power and discourse
Power relations are a tricky subject to study,@itih the strong
ties between power and discourse do provide an roppty.
Foucault argued ‘that there is a multiplicity osclirsive elements
that can come into play in various strategies’ staklish or
maintain authority (Foucault, 1979:100, quoted irakEer,
2009:43). In other words, the developments in, suwtessions of
discourses can bmdicative for power relations and how they
materialise in a specific situation. The terms aodditions of
what Henley (2008) calls government as a ‘socialtrext’, are
determined by this discursive play. Hence it i®tigh discourse,
that a sovereign government — carefully balancéaden control
and responsibility — can be formed. Bakker (2008)isathat
control of discourses is also essential for theifjoation of
authority, as it determines what will be perceiasd“truth” and
by extension what is “best”.
Yet from this simultaneously follows that counterges and
critiques against authority constellations aree@danh discourse as
well. To understand where counter-claims or revadisie from, it
can be useful to try to reconstruct a historicadtegt around such
power struggles (Li, 2007a; Biezeveld, 2009). A evidrray of
diverging and conflicting interpretations of histal events may
be deployed years later on, in an attempt to triggedesired
change. Which elements from the past become crutiatesent
circumstances, is just as unpredictable as theomds they could
lead to.

2.1.2 Class and hierarchy

Individualised hierarchies
Human relations and interactions inextricably iweoinequalities,
even in the most seemingly harmonious communitfegawal &
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Gibson, 1999; Taylor 1982). Class and hierarchy themselves
complex matters which can be approached from vefferent
perspectives. Bottero (2004) notes how methodsclass analysis
have changed and evolved over the years, theredatimg a new
need for class theory and understanding. Agreeiith Bavage
(2000), she writes that the multitude of reseambr@aches risks to
neglect the concept of class itself and what $tuigposed to represent
today. For the new school of analysts, class isgyeed to emerge —
similar to Foucault's governmentality — from culilprocesses and
socio-economic practices (Bottero, 2004). This vidiffers from the
clearly distinguishable, opposable and fixed categtions of earlier
perceptions of class (Savage, 2000; Bottero, 2004thermore, the
relationship between class and identity has bedes® obvious as
particular class identities do no longer seem mgievNonetheless
inequalities do prevail; hence Bottero (2004) codebk that these
should be addressed within a different analyticainework which
she calls ‘individualised hierarchies’ or ‘sociatadifications’. This
allows for a case-specific analysis which extendsohd the
traditional concept of class and class identitesards a broader
understanding that includes positions, processes paactices, as
well as their accompanying discourses.

Social identity and discourse

As the direct relationship between class and itdergiblown up, the
idea of consciously constructed and collectivelpazienced social
identity becomes difficult. Rather social identityill concretise
through differentiation — or a processdifférancein semiotic terms.
This means that identity cannot be named directisharacterised in
detail, but can be negatively distinguished frasther social

identities (Raey, 1997; Savage, 2000; Bottero, R0DHis process of
differentiation is highly discursive as well, hidden everyday
aspects of discourse such as morals, ethics antesjabnly to
become relevant within each context of compari®wttéro, 2004).
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Nonetheless, collective identities do still exisut rather as meta-
identities enveloping individualised hierarchies a@m artificial

unified layer. Anderson (1991) uses the term ‘imadi

communities’ to describe the sense of belongingship and relation
characterising a national (or ethnic) cultural iglgnReturning to the
Foucauldian understanding of ‘truth’, such a cadilex identity is

created by a discourse produced through ‘a foredltsgh culture’

(Bakker, 2009:45) expressed in different media; spapers and
television, but also in the social constructionhigtory (Acciaioli,

2001). According to Acciaioli, this history creatitends to go a long
way back ‘to ancestral time when the basic valuéshational

character were already nascent’ (2001:2). The psoa# history
construction requires certain elements or eventgtsingled out and
elevated as ‘essential’ for the national culturavkile others are
marginalised. This process obviously involves thieation of a
certain exclusivity and normative validation, cregtsocial forces
that demand conformity and subordination of alled@ging elements
(Acciaioli, 2001; Bakker 2009).

2.1.3 Neoliberalism and capitalism

In an introduction to a symposium on ‘The neolitigedion of
nature’, Heynen and Robbins (2005:5) write that olieral
capitalism drives the politics, economics and celtof the world
system, providing the context and direction for hiowmans affect
and interact with non-human nature and with ondhaarb McCarthy
and Prudham subsequently define neoliberalism agoiaplex
assemblage of ideological commitments, discurse@asentations,
and institutional practices, all propagated by higépecific class
alliances and organized at multiple geographicalest (2004:276).
Moreover, they add, neoliberalism presently has esogort of
untouchable status; perceived as the “endpointamrevolutionary
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timeline — indeed aondicio sine qua nofMcCarthy &Prudham,
2004; Heynen & Robbins, 2005).

Capitalism, on its turn, forms a stage on whichcpsses and
projects are created, dramatised and improvised dliscourse of
artificially enhanced risks, returns, failures amelw opportunities
(Tsing, 2000), embedded in the attempt to attreapital’ or even
just a simulation of capital. In his famous philpbixal treatise
called Simulacres et SimulatipiBaudrillard argues that it is capital
which is the ultimatesimulacrum Because of the ‘extermination of
all use value, allreal equivalents of production and wealth’
(1981:40, emphasis addét)capital no longer has a referential base
but itself?. This explains why capitalism allows for a frenaf
production — to produce as much as possible baf@eimagined
value evaporates. ‘That is whiis “material” production itself is
hyper-real todaylt retains all the characteristics, all of the discse
of traditional production, but it is nothing morbah multiplied
refraction’ (Baudrillard, 1981:41, emphasis in ana)*>.The only
option left is to dig deeper and explore for otltkscoveries’; with

2L ..] lextermination de toute valeur d’'usage, theite équivalence réelle

de la production et de larichesse, [...]’

22 De Saussure’s classic structuralist theory of lthguistic sign (1989)
makes it easier to understand Baudrillard’s theBach sign is constituted
by two components, theignifiant or signifier and thesignifié or signified.
The first component (the signifier) addresses thgsjgal aspects of the
sign, for instance what a word looks and sounde.lifhe second
component (the signified) is the mental image thérd creates in one’s
mind upon hearing or reading the word. The creatmmconstruction) of
the sign lies in the combination of the two compueeogether. The sign
refers to an object in reality: the referent — thisthe sign’s reason for
existence. What Baudrillard means is that the mhisittn between the sign
and the referent has vanished. The signswealowedthe referent and has
become its own reason for existence.

% ‘C'est pourquoicette production «matérielle» est aujourd’hui eti@me
hyperréelle Elle retient tous les traits, tout le discours ldeproduction
traditionnelle mais elle n’en est plus que la réticen démultipliée.’
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an ever-increasing vigour and energy, yet directirigward, like a
storm gaining strength only to become its own watid-eye. This
process, Baudrillard writes, is very violent, bine tviolence is
implosive generated by retraction and saturation, with ekisg
energy that drains its entire environment.

Nature Commodification

Baudrillard’s arguments provide some insight in tieationship
between neoliberalism, capitalism and natural nessu Structural
reforms towards neoliberalism in the governanceadéiral resources
entailed overall drastic alterations in the relagioips between
humans and nature. These processes are steeregktynéiguration
of agrarian relations; more often than not accongehby struggles
and conflicts (Li, 2001), giving rise to what Anfiaing (2003) calls
‘resource frontiers’. On resource frontiers, sheacdbes vividly,
neoliberalism arrives as a cataclysm entailing reopedespair, order
and wilderness, and authoritarianism and deregumatil at the same
time. The ‘landscape itself appears inert: readpeaodismembered
and packaged for export’ (Tsing, 2003:5100). Yetwla natural
landscape becomes a commodity or rather a setromedlities, it
automatically becomes subjected to the woes of cadfifination
processes and practices. Indeed, a commodity is rstdble entity
either; it emerges from the ongoing negotiations ioertain social
context, which it why it can also become — suddesryslowly —
irrelevant again (Appadurai, 1986; Kopytoff, 1986).

It is also in this regard that Henley (2008) speak&he tragedy of
the future’, alluding to the infamous ‘tragedy detcommons’ (or
‘tragedy of open access’); which poses that depietf natural
resources is unavoidable if their access is naficesd (Hardin,
1968). What Hardin means is that natural resoureesive the same
treatment of mass production as any other commadityre height
of its social life, yet the rhythm of their repradion (renewal)
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cannot ever be increased. Hence, the only soligida change the
mode of production (extraction) of natural resoarbg limiting the
access. Henley argues that the tragedy lies irfatiethat natural
resources may need a lifetime (or several genestiar even
thousands of years) to renew, whereas the commasligiways
needed in the present — and all that is known fioe sibout future
needs is that we ourselves will not need them, uzexave will all be
dead. Ultimately, the mode of production is notrafed, because of
desperation, ignorance, or indifference, or any ldoation of these
(Henley, 2008). In the case of desperation, thelition of peoples’
lives forces them to over-exploit, because theeenar other options
available for survival. In the case of ignoranceereexploitation
exists because the problem of renewal is unknowgoes unnoticed.
This differs from the case of indifference, whehe tknowledge
exists, but the present commercial value simplyswire plea. This
attitude is only possible in a context where défgrcommodities can
emerge when old ones are no longer available; &rsydriven by
‘deplete-and-switch’Jessup & Peluso, 1985, quoted in Henley,
2008:275).

2.1.4 Dynamics and interactivity

It may seem quite clear already that the elemeastuisised above all
coexist and reinforce each other. They form what2007) calls an
arena or an ‘assemblad’a space where discourse and reality
intersect, spaces under permanent construction. iRstance,
neoliberal processes may be expressed in governpnactices and
strengthen certain positions in social hierarchi@sntionally or not.
The scope is all-encompassing, ‘a geographic spasecial space, a
sociological space or a space of services, althdughy attach itself

2 Following what Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattasipand upon in
Capitalism and Schizophren@ndA Thousand Plateaus

47



to any or all such spatializations. It is a moiald binding persons
into durable relations. It is a space efmotional relationships
through whichindividual identitiesare constructed through their
bonds tomicro-culturesof values and meanings’ (Rose, 1999:172,
emphasis in original).

Strangely enough, the assemblage is hardly eveeped as such.
Rose et al. (2006) refer once again to Foucalgkidain why this is

the case. Since liberalism came to the fore, tiefhe assumption
that human behaviour should be governed, not saidllye interests
of strengthening the state, but in the interestsoafety understood
as a realm external to the state. In liberalisnoufault] suggests,
one can observe the emergence of the distinctibmele® state and
society’ (Rose et al. 2006:84). It is thereforet thania Li urges for

an empirical analysis of forest governance thabifes] beyond the
limited optic of power and resistant others, vitsgpoeasants and
vicious states, or “stakeholders” bearing fixe@iasts, identities and
ideologies’ (Li 2003:5127). Because of their reseuwvealth, forests
are ‘localities of value’, reined by a ‘fuzzy logievhich cannot

simply be categorised as negotiations are nevengriBakker et al,
2010).

2.2 Research and ethnographic fieldwork

[T]he challenge | have set myself is to make tineldaape a
lively actor. Landscapes are simultaneously natuaad
social, and they actively shift and turn in theemmtiay of
human and non-human practices. Frontier landscapes
particularly active: hills are flooding away, stres are
stuck in mud, vines swarm over fresh stumps, ants a

humans are on the move. On the frontier, natures gate.
(Anna Lowenhaupt Tsing, 2003:5100)
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2.2.1 Literature review

Most of my 8 month-stay in Indonesia was spenthe tity of

Balikpapan, where Tropenbos International haverthead office.
From there | had unlimited access to an extensinge of existing
knowledge on Sungai Wain and Gunung Lumut from edgft

academic and disciplinary sources. | learnt abdwe forests’

biodiversity values, fauna and flora species, rtéorest growth
and rehabilitation after forest fires. | also explb socio-economic
conditions, the economic value of non-timber forpsiducts, the
potential for ecotourism and customary traditiondiscussed with
researchers and professionals who had worked itikzdisnantan’s

forest and who were generous in sharing their kadge. By
bringing all of this existing knowledge togethertried to create a
complete image of these forests; what was knowpe&ed and
wanted from them. | also looked for gaps, changemnsistencies
and ambiguities within this vast collection of krledge. Slowly but
steadily, an image of what is actually at stakeabeg form itself.

2.2.2 Research locations and fieldwork strategies

The case studies presented in this research pagrer ahosen both
because of practical and theoretical reasons. $ukgen is located
in Balikpapan; hence access to and information abwi forest is
very straightforward. Gunung Lumut forms the subje€ other
research projects to which this one interlinks. drkécally, the
forests are interesting exactly because of thei didferent forms of
governance — one having a highly formalised managéraystem,
whereas the other has not — and their equallyndishistorical and
genealogical contexts. Following Agrawal (2001)hdlieve that a
dual case-study approach can significantly imprav&ghts and
bring perspective in the individual findings for cha case.
Nonetheless, the research approach can hardly Heedca
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‘comparative’ as each case will be approached vdifierent
research focus. Rather, it is ‘complementary’, Hasen a
juxtaposition of the two research locations. Malted fieldwork
(Boas, 1920; Marcus, 1995) allows for one to brehkough
traditional dichotomies between macro-level theoriend their
micro-level expressions. One conceptual framewmkused to
analyse the processes which attempt to link adtwast governance
to forest governance discourse. These processeglagrout in a
myriad of forms, as there are different options ittentity creation
and strategic positioning within each arena.

Case 1: Hutan Lindung Gunung Lumut, Paser District, East-
Kalimantan

Hutan Lindung Gunung Lumut was assigned to me assaarch
location by Tropenbos International Indonesia. Thewe been
working on various research projects in the Praiadtorest for over
a decade, as well as actively engaged in the ti&oilh of multi-
stakeholder meetings (on district-level) for thevelepment of a
sustainable forest management system. When | drriie
Kalimantan (in January 2011) they had two reseprofects running
in Gunung Lumut. The first one aimed at customagiits and land
claims, and the extent to which both could be idetliinto formal
spatial planning processes (Hunggul Yudhono). Téwisd project
relates to the first one, focusing on how locablase systems can be
integrated in a co-management institutional dedign Protection
Forests (Tri Wira Yuwati). My research in Gunungnut forms part
of and builds on the latter.

The first focus research question (a) is appliethexGunung Lumut
case, namely:

How do the processes between facts and discours&uob the
emergence of forest governance? Do these processgsbute to
the creation of a governance frontier in Gunung Lt/
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At first, | was advised to start my research fronulid, already
having a renowned reputation for being a reseacihetspot. This
is first and foremost for its location inside thetection Forest area
(convenient for any study of the forest), but diecause of Mului's
strong dedication t@dat practices and beliefs. However, after my
first stay there in January 2011, | found that d@esfnem perhaps
being the strangest and most exotic community diviaround
Gunung Lumut, they could hardly be considered rstative for
the entire aréa Therefore | decided to include two other villages
the area, namely Rantau Buta and Swan Slutung.aRdta is a
small village of about 30 families located all tay on the other
side of the Protection Forest, close to the bordéh South-
Kalimantan. The village is similar in size to Mul@nd the
population is also largely native Paser (with ayvBmited few
outsiders married in). Swan Slutung, the villagewtoich Mului
forms a part in village government administratias, the third
location. Swan Slutung is a transmigration villageificially created
and with a population brought together through gowent
programmes. Swan Slutung can thus be expected deemr a
completely different reality, but just as real aslid's and Rantau
Buta’s nonetheless. Last but not least, | spent dme in Tanah
Grogot, Paser district’s capital, to talk to govaamt officials to
gather more information on their programmes in Gunhuumut. |
managed to talk to the district facilitator for PMPthe National
Community Empowerment Programme. | spent more dratour
waiting for the head of the forest managementain@unung Lumut
Protection Forest in the district’s Forestry Offideit unfortunately
he did not show.

% pak Jidan, thiepala adabr customary leader of Mului told me the same
after he returned from a conference in Yogyakaa.remarked that he
could only present Mului’'s view on the matter. drdt know what the other
communities think’, he said shaking his head, ‘bdbubt it even comes
close to what we want’ (see also chapter 3.2.3).
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time frame location | research strategy
January 27-31]  Mului Introduction, getting  acquadte first
observations.
April 5-12 Rantau | Introduction, getting acquainted, first
Buta observations, group discussion, semmi-
structured interviews.
April 12-20 Mului, Semi-structured interviews, observations;
Swan Swan Slutung (incl. Mului) village data
Slutung | collection, introduction, getting acquainted.
July 2-6 Rantau | Observations, semi-structured and structyred
Buta interviews, village data collection.
July 6-13 Swan Observations, semi-structured and structured
Slutung | interviews.
July 14 Tanah Paser district data collection and semi-
Grogot structured interviews. l’n

Table 1 Research locations visited and strategies usdunniach fieldwork time
frame in Gunung Lumut.

a) Participant observation
A large part of my fieldwork consisted of observitgw life
develops itself in these villages around Gunung wunAll three
locations are fairly isolated and hard to reaclehao mobile phone
reception let alone internet, and electricity idyoavailable in the
evenings (provided by diesel generators). Thegdjvhowever, are
not in the least disconnected from the wider cdnteesulting in a
sometimes strange mix of practices, ideas and ipemr To
understand how this works, | tried to tag along tbeir lives
whenever | had the opportunity. | sat in hutdamangsfor hours, on
watch for birds and boars hungry for the producetioa field
(generally they would be chased before | even adtitbem), helped
to harvest some rice (not a lot | should tell yowil honesty), learnt
to cook (MSG is commonly used even in these vilagswam and
bathed in rivers (with or without a trail of kiddpllowed hours of
conversation, sitting on a front porch with my heada cloud of
kretek cigarette smoke (mostly not knowing what the cosatons
were about, as they would hardly ever be in Baledanesia) and
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inevitably got hooked on Indonesian television daaseries. All of

this helped me get at least a touch of what lifaerid around Gunung
Lumut feels like. My stays were never long enouglhave a proper
understanding, or to really take part in villagke land activities.

However, it did prove to be a good introduction aedinitely made

it easier to have individual conversations on deeped more

personal levels.

b) Group discussion & observation
In Rantau Buta, | took part an open group discuséset up by Tri
Wira Yuwati) about the village. The topics for dission were:

1) History of the village;

2) Transect of the used surrounding natural resources;

3) Seasonal calendar of land uses;

4) Analysis of trends and changes in land and resaiseg

5) Relationship with external actors;

6) Village strategies in dealing with problems/issues.
A group discussion is one way of organising pgstitdry research,
allowing for interactive data gathering which bypas a few ethical
problems, such as the imposition of western cosceaptirrelevant
land use categories or resource divisions. Howeiteshould be
considered that such a research approach hasmitistions too.
Strategic answers or an avoiding of sensitive etemecan be
expected, whereas internal hierarchies can alsogptiecisive role.
Therefore, | decided to observe how consensus adamit topic was
reached throughout the group discussion, which toures were
tough to answer and who participated actively amd wid not. To
make this easier, the discussion was videotapée table to review
everything afterward$

% Unfortunately the discussion was not taped in dtsirety, as the
(unaccompanied) camera had stopped filming at goong. The material
we did get was very helpful nonetheless.
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Participatory research also essentially means ibipdion of the
villagers'’ regular life, and the abandonment ofithegular activities
for the research project. The motivation, willingagopenness and
interest from the informants are essential to $ayléast. Overall,
however, the group discussion turned out to be i velaxed
evening, with unlimited refills of (ridiculously set) tea, piles of
cookies, and a good balance of seriousness arnityhila

c) Interviews

Most of the information was gathered through intteinterviews
focused on qualitative data gathering. | used wpes$ of interviews,
namely semi-structured interviews and structuréeriiews. For the
first, | would prepare keystone questions andHetdctual interview
naturally develop around these. For the second aypeterviews, |
used a standard questionnaire with coded answedchwhabled me
to weigh the qualitative information with some Hasedatd’ on:

1) Participation in the community;

2) Community decision-making and development processes
3) Relationships with government actors;

4) Natural resource conservation and management;

5) Socio-economic standards;

6) Community capacity and agency.

Ideally, all interviews should be conducted witlvedise types of
people in the sense of class, economic activiagg, and gender.
This, however, turned out to be easier said thamedén Mului,

many people do not understand or speak even a lBei@sa
Indonesia, which made me decide to limit mysel§eémi-structured
interviews with certain key informants from thelage. In Rantau
Buta, finding women and youngsters to participases vairly easy,

27| used an excellent finished questionnaire, wiite flawless Indonesian
and already tested for loopholes and problemsdseeAcciaioli, 2009).

55



but in Swan Slutung this was a lot harder. | ongnaged to include
a few, together with their husbands or fathers.nEtleen it was
sometimes hard to engage them in the interviewchvhitried by

directly aiming certain questions at them.

The difficulties of language in general were anamt@ant factor | had
to work with. Although | was able to master a décemount of

Bahasa Indonesia during my stay in East-Kalimanitais, only the

nation’s official language, and not the native gbeef most

Indonesians. Sometimes | had trouble explainingtwhaas looking

for, and sometimes | did not fully understand tteiswers either.
Hence, there lie some flaws and missed opportsnitie

Case 2:Hutan Lindung Sungai Wain, Balikpapan Municipality
East-Kalimantan
Including Sungai Wain as a research location fig gvoject was
very obvious. The forest is well-known for havinglaarly regulated
and implemented management system. This made mdewavhy
this institutionalised system is possible in Sundgéin, and not in
Gunung Lumut. The forests are — after all — locatedhe same
region within the same country, yet how each isegogd could not
be more different. The research focus (b) for Suldégin hence lies
onthe processes through which this forest governaneergedThis
also includes theprocesses through which that governance is
currently maintainedas well aghose processes which pose limits to
that governance.

a) Observation through participation
Via Tropenbos International, | automatically becgmaet of a larger
community involved in activities on forest consdiwa and
management. Right from the start, | followed meginof
Konsorsium Agenda 21 Balikpapamhich joins the forces of several
local social and environmental NGOs together - uidicig
Tropenbos International — and is backed up withpstipfrom the
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Balikpapan city government and private companiesaparticipant
in this community, | also took part in a numberwgénts (directly or
indirectly) related to Sungai Wain and its managem€hose events
proved to be a good gateway into the political meaf the forest
management. They gave me the opportunity to me&diceeople
who would be difficult to reach otherwise. More ionf@ntly,
however, it provided me a taste of the atmospherewhich
Balikpapan’s socio-political arena unfolds.

Date Event

January 15 Tree planting event ‘500 Pohon untukiBum

January 20 Public Consultation on Spatial PlanBialikpapan

April 4 Release of a rescued sun bear in SungahWai

June 22 Photo exhibition ‘Sungai Wain' and interactlialogue
‘Hutan Penyangga Kehidupan' (following World
Environment Day).

Table 2Public events (related to Sungai Wain) attendethduthe research period.

b) Semi-structured interviews
Most crucial were the interviews | conducted witdople in any way
involved in Sungai Wain and/or its management.tFiread several
discussions with Purwanto, the director of the Singvain
Management Implementation Unit (UP-HLSW), as wed the
general representative of the Management Body (BERML
Another essential source of information was Sattiegctor of the
Education Centre (UP-KWPLH). Both of them were ilveal in the
establishment of Sungai Wain’'s management fromstae. | also
talked to several civil servants iBadan Lingkungan Hidup
(Balikpapan’s Environment Office), researchers (tmiogoortantly
Stanislav Lhota and Gabriella Fredriksson) and BSWL
employees. Furthermore, | managed to have a bxigiaange with
the vice-mayor Rizal Effendi, who was elected Mayoring the
fieldwork period, and Tandya Tjahjana, who is theadh of the
provincial Nature Conservation OfficaBdlai Konservasi Sumber
Daya Alam in Samarinda. Lastly, | had a short but insightfu
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discussion with a group of people at the Balikpagdatrict Water
Management OfficeRemerintah Daerah Air Minum

2.2.3 Some personal reflections

This research project was definitely not an indiad
accomplishment. It is embedded in a research islégon for
Tropenbos International, a Dutch NGO that have beerking on
forest research in different countries around tbedvwsince 1986.
Working within the framework of a NGO entails ofuree certain
opportunities and limitations. It means that theesech will be
situated within a certain ideology, working methadd experience.
According to Tropenbos International, large-scalefocestation
forms a dramatic problem for nature, but also lierlbcal and global
population. They are convinced that poor policy imgk
implementation and evaluation leads to poor foressource
management. They also hold on to the principle gesierating and
distributing knowledge about the problems can inaprihe situation.

Soon after finding out that my research locatiorudddoe Mului, |

was told to step into the field with caution, besmauhe relations
between Tropenbos International and Mului would b®texcellent.
When Tropenbos International started their acésitin Gunung
Lumut, and thus Mului, they were not the first NG®Dbe present.
Padi, an indigenous rights’ NGO based in Balikpaparwell, had
been advocating for the community on provincial aational levels.
Somewhere along the way, something must have gormngw
between the twd, leaving Padi offended and disgruntled. The
troubles that exist between them have never bededsout, and
occasionally catch fire, mostly through Mului. Negt all this, the

% | was given so many different reasons for the bitedi relations that |
personally believe neither party actually rememhvenen, why and where
the problem started.
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Mului community often wonders out loud what advametathey

actually get from accommodating all of the researsharriving

through Tropenbos International. They complain ttheg research
never actually improves their situation. This méusEm decide to ask
a fee for the village treasury from any resear@assing by. My first

arrival in Mului was a bit uneasy and tense, arldng negotiation

between Sarimdh and Mului’s kepala adatJidan followed. My

presence was eventually accepted after Sariman é&nd
(spontaneously) worked on cleaning the local schoséwers —

which were so clogged with earth that the schamdked after each
rainfall — together with a large bunch of children.

Furthermore, there were colleagues, other researemel experts in
my immediate surroundings, and wanted to incorgotia¢ richness
of their knowledge and experience. | used and huiilt existing
methodologies, and made joint field trips to Gunuagut with Tri
Wira Yuwati. This positively influenced the amouartd quality of
the data obtained. Moreover, the language barrfacéd — with a
developing vocabulary of Indonesian and no knowdedfjPaserese
at all — was partly broken down. However, | alstigea that when |
did fieldwork on my own, people were less shy t@rapch me;
hence | am happy to have had the chance to dowellas

Many of the members of thi€onsorsiumin Balikpapan provided
essential information for both case-studies; fiesstd foremost
(former) president Yulita Lestiawati and social-eommental law
expert Rahmina. Other crucial data and critical stjoes were
provided by the sharp minds of Ishak Yassir (Bor@@ngutan
Survival Foundation) and of course Petrus Gunéatss director of
Tropenbos International Indonesia. Bernaulus ShraglUniversitas
Mulawarman Samarinda kindly shared his knowledgé, gave me

% sariman is one of Tropenbos’ drivers and has cane gone to Mului
since the very beginning; he is in fact the onlynpenent Tropenbos actor
in their relation with Mului.
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crucial advice for fieldwork. | was also fortunaeeough to work
together with Laurens Bakker (Radboud Universitdijmegen en
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam), and received fatlyeddvice from
Gerard Persoon and Hans de longh (Leiden Univegrsity well as
Gregory Acciaioli (University of Western Australialast but not
least is the very essential information and prattips | obtained
from Moira Moeliono and Cecilia Luttrell (Centerrfinternational
Forestry Research).

Anthony Cohen (1992) stresses that a healthy baldetween the
“Self” and the research project in its entiretyr@gjuired; this means
that the researcher needs to be conscious of Hieroown Self in

receiving and processing information. Next to thisre is an equally
important role for the Selves of the informantghrir providing of

data. This may have been the most difficult chakeruring this

research project. Throughout my entire stay in heda, | battled
mutual culture differences, stereotypes and misggotans.

Sometimes | wondered whether | was supposed toesept

Tropenbos International or merely myself. On otiheoments |

ended up in rather difficult situations, stirringp uhe question
whether | was always responsible, simply becausas someplace
where | essentially do not belong. And of cour$eré was the
crucial notion of what my priorities actually asmd whether | can
and should justify these towards everyone | amuutialg in this

venture. My ideas, opinions, enthusiasm, frustratiand loyalty

(both on the project and the situations | was nmesdag) fluctuated

as the research progressed. Overall, however] tHatl managed to
keep the ball somewhere in the middle fairly well.
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3 Immersing in the forest
Discussion of the research results

Figure 2 Everythrng Iready ruinedlindonesia's forest as represented by cartc
Gesigoran inThe Jakarta PosMarch 3, 2011.

3.1 The forest context

Exploring forest resource management in East-Kailtama as it
turns out, can be quite the adventure. It takes rthatilayered

complexities of a heavy and bureaucratic governragstem, adds it
up with the opportunities and constraints of ndttgaource wealth,
and mixes it in the tumultuous context of Indonasastory.

3.1.1 Creating ‘Indonesia’: a quick genealogy of governace

a) Colonialism
Gimon’s (1996-2001) extensive timeline demonstrakesv the
natural riches of the archipelago attracted foreigras soon as the
first century AD, a time when the different islartasused kingdoms,
sultanates, individual villages and nomadic tribeslian migrants
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had brought Hindu culture and religion to the idkenof Java,
Sumatra as well as Kalimantan. Through tradingticrahips with
Indian and Chinese kingdoms, Hinduism and Buddhfsimher
spread over Indonesia for many hundreds of yea@nRhe 12
century onwards, Arab traders found their way wolmesia as well,
bringing along Islam, which seeped in starting frdme North of
Sumatra. The Portuguese would be the first Euragpéararrive in
Indonesia by the end of the"l8entury. They established themselves
strategically in the port of Melaka (now Malaysifipm where they
largely controlled the spice tralle- a very lucrative business. The
European presence brought along Catholicism, tanized in with
other present religions and beliefs. Yet the larghange would be
brought about by the Dutch, who broke the Portugtigsanish
hegemony in the South-Pacific around the stameflf’' century™

The Dutch East-Indies Company (Vereenigde Oossbiuh
Compagnie, henceforth VOC) — the very first multioaal
corporation — set sail for the Indies, backed ughvein extensive
arsenal and large ambitions (Gimon, 1996-2001). Vi@C was
different in the sense that it was not a mere coroi@eventure; they
had ‘the right to rule’ (Li, 2007b:32). Partly fpractical reasons, the
Dutch States-General had provided the VOC with abthority to
govern as a sovereign in their territories in tlastHndies (Gimon,
1996-2001). However, this authority did not acconypany specific
will to govern rather, it aimed at ascertaining maximum prdditsl|
times. This minimum-input-maximum-output attitudeslat the base
of the VOC’s system ofindirect rule. In this system, already
prevailing power structures were simply superimposéh another

% pepper, cloves, nutmeg, etc.

%1 The Netherlands broke free of Spanish occupaticheaend of the 1%
century, but Portugal (and its colonies) was andésehe same period. By
then, the British had also started venturing in 8wuth-Pacific (Gimon,
1996-2001).
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layer of governance, and local elites were moulttedhe VOC's
advantage through the use of incentives and briflgs.2007b;
Wollenberg et al, 2009). The greediness of the V@Guld
ultimately lead to its demise in the early 1880snd the Dutch
government subsequently took over control in thet-Hadies®,

From then on, the Dutch governance became monasiat@iming to
solidify the territory they controlled, includingsi population (Li,
2007b). Various schemes were devised to disciplirenatives and
enhance their conformity, to indeed become one lptipn. Land
tenure became an exclusive state matter, and #grauands were
simply leased back to the local communities atgh hirice, as one
fith of all harvests went directly to the Dutch raidistrators
(Winchester, 2003). The system, which was callatfuursysteenor
Culture System, cut deep. Subsistence productienalvandoned for
cash crops such as coffee, tea and indigo, anéwbetual results
were grave poverty and famine (Gimon, 1996-2001; 2007b)
Moreover, Breaking down this predominant centralisstate
ownership of vast portions of land is still one thfe biggest
challenges Indonesia faces today.

The strategy of the Dutch changed towards the étigeonineteenth
century when the Culture System cracked and felttdpFrom then
on the colonisers aimed to “intellectually and mlbr advance” the

32 It paid stockholders an average of 18 percentygar for two hundred

years (1602-1800)’ (Li, 2007b:32).

% During the & Anglo-Dutch war at the end of the"™l&nd beginning of

19" century, control over large parts of the Eastésdshifted back and
forth between the British and the Dutch. ‘The TyeaftLondon in 1824 was

intended to divide the Indies between British angtdd control. Many of

the boundaries defined in this treaty would latecdme boundaries of the
Republic of Indonesia (Gimon, 1996-2001).

3 Winchester (2003) remarks that is probably no cidence this happened
shortly after Multatuli’'sMax Havelaarwas published, in 1860.
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indigenous East-Indiari’ by introducing them to a proper religion
(Christianity), a proper economic system (capitajiand a proper
education (Bertrand, 2007:115). This Ethical Poleyiod Etische
Koloniale PolitieR translated in a mission to solidify the colonial
territory and organise in-depth social and politicantrol; a project
in essence not so different from other Europearemafist ventures
(Lindblad, 1989). Yet it did entail an explicit damsation between
“indigenous” and “white” people; a relationshipwich the former
needed to learn to embrace the dominance of ther,laather than
resist (Li, 2007b; Bertrand, 2007).

b) Colonisation in East-Kalimantan

The Ethical Policy period had its largest impact ‘bhe Outer
Islands” (those located further away from Javathascolonial grip
in those areas drastically firmed compared to eaglears. In 1903
the Dutch drafted thBecentralisatieweta first law through which a
keresidenafi, assisted by a regional council, was established to
represent the colonial government in these far-aplages as well.
The idea was two-fold: decrease the administrdéisk of the central
colonial government, but simultaneously increasevegument
control (Matsui, 2003; Moeliono et al, 2009). EKstimantan’s
coasts had been ruled by sultans, and the coaxtalgtions thrived
on the trade of forest products coming from thetétiand (Bakker,
2009). In 1889, oil was found in the Sultanate ofitd{, and
production started from 1901 onwards (Peluso, 19&3)1907,
Royal Dutch Shell was created and performed itwiies in East-
Kalimantan under the namBataafsche Petroleum Maatschappij
and would later become part of the state energypaom Pertamina
(Wood, 1986). The oil drilling marked the start Balikpapan’'s

%1 “avancement intellectuel et moral” des indigenles Indes orientales.’
% ‘Keresidenanwas the seat of the local Dutch administrator idess),
who, in Java at least, shared the rule with theenag¢gent(s) oBupati
(Wollenberg et al, 2009:19).
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existence (Balikpapan, 2008) and would of coursay ph very

significant role in the protection of Sungai Wairtgest up until

today. As the oil revenues flowed in, the Dutchednto tighten their
control on the East-Kalimantan region, thereby kgp®y the Sultans
(Peluso, 1983). This implies that the ProtectiomeBb of Sungai

Wain was actually created by the Dutch in 1934sdéeguard the
water catchment area for their oil industry. Sthie oil enhanced the
position of the Kutai aristocracy among their peéfhough the

origins and genealogy of their sultanates were prassive, the oil
royalties had substituted for their poor dynasackground and had
placed them in the forefront of the sultanateshaf fNetherlands
East Indies]’ (Magenda, 1991:43).

Paser was in those years of much less intereshéddutch. ‘[It] had
always been under the tripartite influence of thegiBese, the
Banjarese, and the Kutai sultanate. Only aftercdbesolidation of
Dutch power was it given its own ruler,’” Magend&941:17) writes.
He further adds that the small sultanate functioed ‘buffer
kingdom between the Kutai sultanate and the Bamaimdomain,
from which the Dutch could manipulate either on¢hafse two rival
groups at any particular time. [...] Pasifaristocracy was a Dutch-
created one which the Dutch used and manipulateat@ordance
with Dutch interests’ (1991:42). The aristocraciing Paser was an
ethnic mixture of non-natives, and the hinterlalayak groups had
little involvement in their politics. They did, hawer, have trading
relations in forest products, including timber, wBugis traders and
Chinese exporters (Peluso, 1983). The Dutch alganised some
administrative services in the hinterland, such (@sry) basic
education and medical care (Muller, 1992). Thendldayakgroups

37 A few years ago the local government decided @ngk the district’s
name from ‘Pasir’ to ‘Paser’, which is believedomthe original spelling.
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were thus definitely not unaware of what was hapyugin their
wider surroundings.

¢) World War Il, Independence and Suharto’'s New Order
The Second World War marked the start of the enthefDutch
colonisation in Indonesia. The Japanese swiftlyktower the oil
wells and refineries, such as the one in Balikpaa the Allies
were unwilling to let go of the valuable city witlioa fight.
‘Balikpapan, with seven piers, a big oil refinemgdatwo airfields,
was the scene of some of Borneo’s fiercest fightifiduller,
1992:37). The trade in forest products and timbas largely halted,
and for the inland populations the war years wenggh (Peluso,
1983). The Allies did regain control, but in JavBykarno was
already taking substantial steps towards indepearedfor Indonesia.
Four years later, in 1949, the Dutch finally redsgd the federal
republic and the lives of all people in East-Kalman inevitably
changed. ‘To summarize, Indonesian Independenagybtamot only
freedom from Dutch colonial rule, but also the asgiment of
traditional systems of local government by a neemidcratic” style
of regulation. The effects of this new system wleteparticularly at
the village level’ (Peluso, 1983:170).

The charismatic first president, Sukarno, embarkada difficult
mission to create one nation out of the myriad thinieities and
cultures within the archipelago. But the new natiwould not be
very different from the former, as ‘European ractmination
mutated as Indonesia’s educated, moneyed, and@sgst elites
replaced the Dutch’ (Li, 2007b:51). Indeed, theood@l foundation
never really disappeared, turning the entire adstiaion into a two-
faced constructionAdat law and rights were formally recognised,
but were practiced only ‘for resolving local dispsitamong “lower
class, mainly rural Indonesians™ (Li, 2007b:51uk&rno’s efforts
were eventually rendered obsolete by a severe etonand
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governmental crisis. The situation spun out of mbdnend the
military, supported by the United States (on a dwitle anti-
communist raid), intervened violently. Thus startieeiNew Order a
new style of government under the supervision dfigdiw and his
military allies. TheNew Order devised development schemes to
catch up its “delay in economic progress”. The ¢nuwas opened
up for foreign investment (and natural resourceaetion) in which
the rich and powerful became more rich and poweifais reality
was overlaid with a discourse ‘replete with phrases assimilated
development to stability, orderliness, and streng@hharto] blended
populist rhetoric — declaring development to bemfrthe people
(rakyad, by the people, and for the people’ (Li, 2007h:This style
of communicating still prevails in Indonesia today.

For East-Kalimantan’s forest, the eallew Orderyears (between
1967 and 1970), meant the start banjir kap, meaning literally
“flood of logs”, [the] popular term coined to dede the first three
years in the timber boom of East Kalimantan. Ndy amas there a
flood of logs, but also a flood of labor, investrhepeculation high
profits and prosperity for nearly all participan(Feluso, 1983:177).
All of a sudden, everybody had an interest in thenkrly sparsely
populated forests of the province. The governmeatcted to the
frenzy by tightening control: the more efficientdaprofitable small-
scale logging was prohibited, and concessions wbaldranted by
the central government to large companies for amassuring
50,000 ha minimum (Peluso, 1983).

d) Reformasi and regional autonomy
An intense process of decentralisation was put wwtion after
Suharto’s fall in 1998, as the central governmaniakarta started to
pass on administrative authorities and respontidslio the regional
governments (i.e. the districts and municipalitiet)e aim was to
create a new, democratic and prosperous Indonésiadecades of
personal rule and autocracy, and more importantiyhgps, a
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massive economic crisis (Bakker, 2009). The 199%idRel
Autonomy Laws (RALS) were the first concretisatiohthe central
government taking a substantial step back. One hef ost
remarkable aspects of the RAL lies in the poweisiin between
provinces and regions. Whereas the former usedrtgely control
the latter during the New Order, they were now segeed to a mere
evaluative positioff (Bakker, 2009). This balance tipped back in
2004, when the central government decided that stoueture in the
regional governance system was indispensable. Iftmtite
provinces and regions were to share authority,dnge again the
terms were vaguely described. Many district andimpality offices
continued their relations with the Central Governimas they were
already established (Bakker, 2009). Power struggles
responsibility avoidance) betweBupatis WalikotasandGubernurs
would also regularly emerge. The new regulation didw for
increased democracy though, as it installed a systé direct
election of the Region Head by the local populati@ather than an
appointment by the regional parliament (Bakker,§00/oreover,
the decentralisation entailed a true revival ohlpride. Political
campaigns became dominatedpura daerah- sons of the region —
stressing the fact that ‘thinking locally’ would avoidably become
the new mantra. However, Jakarta’s retreat frorfiored governance
was reluctant, and this can still be felt today.

3.1.2 Governing the forest: the rules of the game

According to the constitution, control over all loidonesia’s forest
lands belongs to the state, but it was New Ordefregime which
specifically determined how that control would mietkse. In 1967,
the Basic Forestry Law was drafted by the MinigifyAgriculture,

% Article 9 describes the tasks as inter/supra-regiogovernance,
authorities that cannot (yet) be taken on by tlggores and representation of
the central government whenever necessary.
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which would, for the first time, demarcate foremtds and categorise
them according to land use. The regulations detexthin the Basic
Agrarian Law of 1960, which recognised some custgmghts, did
no longer apply to the “Forest Estate” (Li, 200Bakker, 2009).
Based on large mapping ventufed43.8 million ha of land were
placed under jurisdiction of a brand new Ministrf Eorestry®,
(Peluso, 1995; McCarthy, 2000) Forests were en enagsceded to
large foreign companies or Suharto’s croffiesll of this obviously
happened regardless of the millions of people wherewliving,
cultivating or depending on these lands. These weteblivious to
the capitalist interest for the wooden gold thouglall accumulated
to the earlier mentionedanijir kap a frenzy of timber extraction,
especially on the Outer Islands such as KalimanRegulation
tightened, and the Ministry of Forestry stood fiynmh control until
its hegemony was broken bgformasiat the end of the millennium
(Bakker, 2009).

Decentralisation, after Suharto’s fall, allowed #onewbanijir kap

as districts and provinces found new authoritiexd (an important
source of income) in issuing small-scale loggingnpes. Local
communities saw an opportunity to reclaim the lathdy had “lost”
during theNew Order(Barr et al., 2006; Moeliono et al., 2009). The
Ministry of Forestry did not wait very long to taksack control
(recentralisation indeed), as it drafted the regutawhich forbade
small-scale logging permits in 2002, followed bgemonstration of
its power through raids against illegal loggingll@@Operasi Wana

39 See Peluso (1995) for a sharp analysis of thegpimg projects, as well
as a critical discussion of mapping activities @ngral.

‘% The exact amount of forest land continues to teestbject for heated
debate.

*1 The most famous one probably being Bob Hasan, elmed” over 2
million ha of forest land and exerted extensive tamnover the entire
Indonesian timber industry (Barr,1998).
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Lestarior Everlasting Forest Operation). Ever since, thridity of
Forestry has not been very popffaFor instance, the regional
concessions were all abolished, while the natiomags could
continue undisturbed. Furthermore, for all autlyotiitat remains on
regional levels, the Ministry always seems to retileast a certain
level of control. An example is a fairly recent wégion which
delineates how Protection Forests — which fall undegional
authority — should be managed.

Currently the Ministry of Forestry has dedicatesit to “give back”
5 million ha of forest “to the peopl& The initiative fits in today’s
discourse which centres on community-based forestdycustomary
rights. At the same time, the Ministry of Energydailining has
issued a decree which allows for mining in ProtectiForests,
thereby making clear that the Ministry’s authority limited to
Forestry affairs (Bakker, 2009). An even more regemresidential
decree makes mining in Protection Forests even ddfisult, by
introducing an option for ‘land swaps’; hence By proposing that
a Protection Forest can be opened up for miningig ‘moved’ to
another location (The Jakarta Post, May 25, 20Ideed, the
Ministry of Forestry may have control over morertti®0 million ha
of land, but very often, as it turns out, this cohbonly exists on

paper.

2 0Or, in Moira Moeliono’s words, ‘everybody hatesettMinistry of

Forestry’ pers. comn).

3 The initiative is undertaken under the supervisidrProf. Dr. Awang
from Universitas Gajah Mada in Yogyakarta, a sofdatstry expert whom
| briefly met after a big meeting on the subjecBemjarmasin.
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3.2 The fuzzy governance in Gunung Lumut

3.2.1 Swan Slutung: A social identity marked by poverty ad
isolation

When approaching the village of Swan Slutung —d#iking a turn
right at km 90 from the big logging road throughn@og Lumut —
the landscape changes drastically. The lush, gnremuntains
surrounding Mului (at km 65) are nowhere to be sdbay have
been replaced by stretches of rather empty grassland
monoculture tree plantations. Swan Slutung wagsetda 1979 after
the Village Government Law
was issued (see also chapter
1.2.2), yet its history properly
begins in 1992, when it became
a transmigration village. The
leftovers of what used to be a
Production Forest were
cleared®, and meranti (Shorea
family) tree plantations were
developed instead. People from
e : various Indonesian ethnicities —
AL T & Javanese, Sundanese, Bugis,
AREALHTIPLTDN Banjarese and Toraja among
others — joined the local
_ Paserese population in search
Photo 5 Sign marking the border betwe for a place to make a living.
the PT Telaga Mas concémsarea and tt  Egch family was given a house

HTI area of PT Taman Daulat Wanan .
in Swan Slutung. (on a plot of 15x15 m), a piece

*4 The village head of Rantau Buta, Pak Asran, astusled to work as a
bulldozer operator for one of the companies invdlvim the HTI
development.
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of land for gardening and subsistence rice prodadtl.25 ha each).
Today, Swan Slutung houses about 190 families avitttal of more
or less 700 inhabitarffs the majority of which are non-indigenous (a
40-60 ratio). They all live in similar wooden hoaswganised evenly
alongside straight dirt roads.

Making a living in the new village turned out to easier said than
done. Initially, the industrial plantations (HTI)rqvided enough
work in planting and maintaining the seedlings.effall this was
finished, however, the HTI company (PT Taman DaWanhanusa, a
sub-contractor of the earlier mentioned logging pany PT Telaga
Mas) retreated and left the villagers to find th@im ways to make a
living; in a very isolated location far away fromarkets or other
economic activities. To make matters worse, biggbfires between
1996 and 1998 destroyed the rubber gardens, takitingthem the
main source for alternative income. Indeed, wheformasiarrived
at the turn of the millennium, for the villagers 8fvan Slutung it
literally meant starting all over once again. Tharsh economic
situation drove many people to move out again adch for work
and a place to live elsewhere. Some joined familyriends who
were more successful in other locations, many wiédrent villages
across the district where more job opportunitiesvailed, and very
few returned home to where they initially came from

More than a decade later, infrastructure to an&vman Slutung is
largely inexistent, limiting the population’s opti® for development
and market access. To buy everyday supplies, or tevgo to school
or see a doctor, they need to travel long distaocedodgy roads.
The National Community Empowerment Programme (PNMPisl

started developing some basic facilities in the taiple of years,

“5 These numbers include Mului, which administratvierms part of Swan
Slutung.
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but many people still feel as if the village islyrdbackwards”.

When discussing their economic situation, it igoftmentioned that
the vast majority of the village lives below thetional poverty

standard. Some people even wonder out loud whetier may

possibly bethe poorest people in the worlWhether they truly are
has little relevance, because the idea in itsgi smough: survival is
the everyday concern. Many families have to askp higbm

neighbours or relatives for their daily survivdthaugh it should be
remarked that just as many return the favour whempussible. The
standard explanation is that the community is s&larching for a
way to build its own economy. Furthermore thereaisclearly

expressed need for government-initiated developipeajécts. Most
people state that the development initiatives diyeandertaken by
the government are most essential for the commuiiiypse who
give more negative comments do so because theythieeresult
should be even better than it is, or because theresimply

insufficient initiative to begin with.

Yet to be able to make ends meet, the village Ihganised itself in

impressive ways. The vast majority of the familesively take part
in at least one of the three savings-credit orgdinss present. The
two most important onesRPemberdayaan Kesejahteran Keluarga
(PKK, Family Welfare and Empowerment) aN@sinan are both

exclusively women organisatiofis The president of PKK tells me
that the Indonesian government stimulates cregjamisations to be
run by women, because those are supposed to bettl repayment
rates. PKK representatives also attend village imgetand are a
driving force in the implementation of village dsions and the
organisation of events.

“6 Although | also met one man who follows the meaggirof PKK and
Yasinan in name of his wife, who runs a little stepside the village and
hence cannot attend.
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a) Poverty, isolation... and forest management?
However, the women do not play a very prominerg iolthe village
government otherwise. They assume humble positiongheir
households and generally prefer to let their hudbaake the word
when it comes to discussing life in Swan SlutuMye‘don’t know
anything about those things you want to know,’ thpglogise. Their
husbands are most willing to share their time dodights about the
village’s economy. But their answers become les¥ident when
discussing matters concerning natural resourcegtaidprotection.
‘You better talk toorang aslj the natives know more about these
things’. Gunung Lumut’s forest is well-known, bbhetprotected area
is located far from the village, all the way in therthwest of their
almost 50,000 ha large village territory. ‘Perh#ps people who live
up there on Gunung Lumut [Mului hamlet] depend lo@ Protection
Forest for their survival, some people remark,t‘bot here in the
village.”’” Hence they also answer negatively, and withouitdtem,
to the question whether the presence of the PioteEbrest inhibits
their own developmentt hardly seems to matter that the Protection
Forest is there

Nonetheless, most people in Swan Slutung assutethiag agree
with the protection of forests in general. ‘Of ceiit will all be gone
soon if it is not protected,” some chuckle mockyngrhis leaves one
to wonder what ‘protection’ then means to the pedping in this

little village (with a huge territory though). Sothing very concrete,
and which has little to do with administrative bersl The people
here need the forest which directly surrounds titlage, not the
Protection Forest far away. In these forests (cdyeclassified as
Limited Production Forest or Production Forestythearch for deer,
birds and construction timber. Here, they presapecific trees,

" Even though they officially form part of Swan $ing, Mului is clearly
perceived to be a separate village.
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such as the honey trees planted over many genesdtiattract bees.
It is also forbidden to catch fish by using eleagtyi or poison,
because those methods kill every living organisntha water (and
the latter poses serious health threats for thdse @onsume the
catch too). Certain birds are not to be touchedeaally swallows
that build nests from their saliva — a delicatesse@hinese cuisine
and an important source for cash. And of coursesdiieng of timber,
they say in a hushed tone, feverishly waving haadd looking
uneasy, itu nggak bolehthat is not allowed!” Some trust me enough
to tell me that not everybody follows the rules @ka or point out
that it is hard to control what outsiders do (whotan sometimes be
understood as an indirect way of informing thatidass are not
always innocent either). Quite remarkably, the Emhgterm ‘illegal
logging’ is understood perfectly throughout thelage (so are the
words ‘chainsaw’ and ‘sawmill’ by the way). In 20@d 2005 the
Ministry of Forestry launched nation-wide raids iaga illegal
logging Operasi Wana Lestgii which had a huge impact on
Gunung Lumut. People all around the Protection $tonere
arrested, fined, or even jailed. Although no on&ivan Slutung was
caught, the message delivered was clear. Even tharefive years
after the factstidak ada yang beraninobody dares to anymore’.
This applies to both the illegal selling of woodidathe mere
discussion of the subject.

Despite the clarity of the rules, whoever is adjuedsponsible for
the protection of the forest within their territosgems a lot vaguer.
Some point to th&epala adatwho is supposed to know most about
the natural environment and how it should be mathaBak Aripin
himself, however, remarks modestly that the tasiodsbig for him
to handle on his ownSendirian saya juga nggak bishe says, ‘all
the local leaders [religious, spiritual, customand administrative]
should work together with the community.” In fathe general
opinion is that all governance in general, inclgdihe forest, should
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be coordinated from the community towards the ot@rernment
departments.

Surprisingly, there is no mention of companiesvactin their lands
(by national government concession) when it comes the

management of the forest. The HTI-plantation rdgebecame
active again under the supervision of a companied¢dT AMP

(once again related to PT Telaga Mas, althought¢hms of the
connection seem — also once again — unclear). Atelimfew

villagers have already found new employment with¢bmpany, but
everything still finds itself in a starting-up pleasThe relationship
with the company seems to be strictly one-directipmnwvith the

village waiting on the receiving end with amazingtipnce and
careful hopes. When the first HTI-company, PT Taniaulat

Wananusa, retreated, they left without paying thearkers the
severance pay they deserved. More than ten ydarstla¢ facts, one
villager shows me the list of signatures of all ks involved in the
company at the time, together with a letter demamdhe payment.
He has not actually sent the letter yet, but assone he will not wait
much longer. ‘We were loyal employees for over tegrars, we
deserve this,” he says, ‘besides, most of us coeddly use that
money.’

b) From the margins, shamelessly
The story of Swan Slutung is has little resonanten image of
forest communities being all about traditioadat and natural
harmony. It represents migration and resettlemerdn artificially
created village, comprised of an internally divergepulation
brought together in an isolated and degraded lapgsderhaps it is
exactly this context which makes that the situatidnpoverty is
almostacceptedit is a consequence of “outside factors” to which
population itself merely “fell victim”. Poverty siply happened to
them (it is noteworthy that Swan Slutung is not sigrafitly poorer
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than Rantau Buta or Mului). Swan Slutung is whatp@uand
Ferguson call ‘borderlands’, which is ‘an intefiatit zone of
displacement and deterritorialization that shapesidentity of the
hybridized subject’ (1992:18). What they mean & thl perceptions
of space are always constructed within a certainteca, which
‘[refers] both to a demarcated physical spacel to clusters of
interaction’, hence ‘the identity of a place emargby the
intersection of its specific involvement in a systef hierarchically
organized spaces with its cultural constructionaasommunity or

e

Iogality’ (1992:8).

Photo 6 A farmer checking his rubkt
trees in Swan Slutung.

The positioning in  Swan
Slutung seems to be partly
determined by a perceived need
for development, assistance and
progress. It is thus not
surprising that the village has a
high priority-position on the
PNPM list. At the same time,
their dependence is balanced
with substantial initiative and
agency, allowing them to
maintain relatively high levels
of involvement and control in
the development initiatives. Li
(2000) notes that this balance is
important, as it marks the
difference between paternalism

on the one hand and opportunism on the other. Rish@993) too
states that it is precisely this skill, this capa@nd creativity to
solve problems which is most crucial, and not imiaiedy the social
identity an sich. People in such ‘frontier’ areas Bving in between
over- and non-regulation, neglect and over-pradectand progress
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and decay; they simply have to &etrepreneuriako survive (Tsing,
2003).

3.2.2 Authority over forest land and resources in RantauButa

Rantau Buta lies all the way on the other side ah@hg Lumut
Protection Forest, 12km off the Trans-provinciaddowards South-
Kalimantan. The village currently numbers aboutf&ilies (for a
total of 109 people at the time of research), aad been located
alongside the Kesungai river for a very long tirSénce the road
improvements they requested were performed byKbeamatan
government (Batu Sopang sub-district) in 2008, Milage has been
managing to keep up a decent pace of economic @@weint. They
have expanded their rubber gardens and introduced-scale oil
palm plantations, with seedlings provided by thmeaovernment.
However, the road is still bad enough to give thets of trouble and
headaches. To market their produce, they depenutsiders who
have a truck or a four-wheel drive vehicle to pigk the available
goods. Especially for the oil palm production tlisa cumbersome
venture, as the kernels need to be processed withihours after
harvesting. They use mobile phones to arrangerémsaction with
their middleman from th&ecamatanwhenever enough fruits are
ready to be harvested. The system works, but tbenwenience is
substantial, especially given the fact that ther@o mobile phone
reception in most of the village either. ‘Last morte had so many
rambutan&®’ someone tells me, ‘but we couldn’t sell them,tsey
were just rotting on the trees. That's such a shiame

8 A lychee-like type of fruit
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Photo 7The infamous road froldecamatarBatu Sopang to Rantau Buta.

a) Sustaining village economy through agrarian control
When discussion the economic conditions in theagél many
people explain that their standard of living has declined, but
neither has it increased over the last decade. Mamyoor, but they
do not perceive themselves to be totally haples$adt, the village
seems to be quite enterprising and creative irtiogetheir economy.
This, however, was not always that straightforwaB&fore the
national government established the Protection dtorseveral
logging companies were active on their forest lafwdsch measure
16,546 ha according to Hakim, 2001) since the 19B8sk in those
days, they had little say in these matters, anddnemercial logging
severely damaged their rattan garderReformasi however,
presented itself with opportunities to take backnsocontrol over
their traditional territory. The East-Kalimantanvgonor issued a
regulation which obliged concessionaires to mak&ospective
compensation payments towards local communitiesttfertimber
they had been extracting since the 1990s (Barr let 2801).
Furthermore, those communities started playing nasteve roles in
negotiations for economic activities on their lantlse Paser district
government also issued a regulation which enabdednwunities to
take part in timber extraction with dzin Pemungutan dan
Pemanfaatan Kay(lPPK or Wood Utilization Harvesting Permit).
There were a few conditions, such as the fact & erdy allowed ‘on
land owned by the community, or that fit the foliog criteria: At
least 0.25 ha, with more than 50 percent crown coaad/or a
minimum of 500 first-year trees, not growing inrfally designated
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state production forest’ (Colfer, 2005:264). Thguiation intended
to include local communities in the profit-shariof the timber

extraction, but that goal was never truly attainedvenues flooded
back to the district government, amounting to mibvan US$ 1.5
million or 87 percent of the district’s total incenfAdnan et al, 2002
in Colfer, 2005). The villages consulted middlem&n broker

relations with the government and to deal with #uninistration.

They also heavily relied on the logging compan@sejuipment and
knowledge to process the timber. These elementsedaa distortion
in the profit sharing, with the local communitiesihg out (Saragih,
pers. comm.). Nonetheless, it still did providenth significant rise
in revenues.

Rantau Buta made claims to their traditional teryitin 2000
(Colfer, 2005). Such recognition would enable thmget small-
scale logging permits for those community lands. piractice,
however, it meant that a small-scale logging compaould actually
extract the wood and then compensate the owneheofektracted
territory. Small-scale logging permits could coeeeas up to 50,000
ha (Moeliono et al, 2009), a very substantial amadfimand and thus
also a substantial amount of money. This situatiumsed a conflict
between Rantau Buta and its neighbouring villageg&uTerik over
the borders of their lantfs a conflict that still lingers today. When
discussing it with a villager, he points out tha tonflict is actually
ridiculous, because the borders have long beemndigied and fixed
in Dutch colonial documents. Usuallgatterritories are defined by
natural markers, such as trees (specifigadiifon pinangor betelnut

“9 Colfer (2005) writes that that the conflict ocadrbetween Rantau Buta
and another village called Kesungai, but | belidwere has been a mix-up
of names. The relations between Kesungai and Rdigau are very tight

and the village leader of Kesungai is the oldetth®oof the village leader
in Rantau Buta.
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trees) or riverS, but this obviously does not mean that other
administrative categorisations become totally @vaht. Such
notions indicate that contested power is not autmaléyy dismissed

or deemed irrelevant, quite the contrary (Li, 200Taalso indicates
that imposed boundaries, such as those of a PaeEbrest, can
become accepted if they entail a specific advantagef they do
away with a specific disadvantage.

When logging company PT Wanatanu applied for aereston of
their concession in the early 2000s, the commuprityested fiercely
(‘all of our timber would be taken!") and the exsgon was never
effectively approvett. Shortly after, in 2002 the Ministry of Forestry
issued a decree that abolished all small-scale etinfiarvesting
(Yuwati, 2010). Rantau Buta experienced a serinagme-drop, but
retained its strengthened position in the agramdations concerning
their lands. They now have substantial leverageeigotiations with
companies and investors, enabling them to demarubaie social
responsibility in exchange for access to their land resources. The
timber companies have since been replaced by micimgpanies,
but there are also the individuals who want to ésirwnon-timber
forest products in the community forest and who oot dare to
do this without the villagers’ permission.

b) Blessed and burdened by a Protection Forest
The designation of the Gunung Lumut Protection &oie 1983
meant that at least a part of Rantau Buta’'s teyriteas removed
from the hands of very powerful and all-controllimgpmpanies.
Thirty years later, the relations in the entireefirarena all have

0 “Rantau” means “straight river” and “Buta” refei® a specific type of
tree in the local language.

*1 Although the fact that there was a dispute betw@ErnWanatanu and PT
Telaga Mas on overlapping concession areas may pksed a more
crucial role in this (Colfer, 2005).
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drastically changed, but in Rantau Buta there istill strong support
for the protection of the forest. THepala adatexplains that the
village arranged their lands accordingly; with thiest and Second
Forest (which is forest that can be openedddangsin the current
and the future generations respectively) outsidePttotection Forest,
and the Third Forest (closed forest which can néxeropened)
within. However, that the government should neadlgsaingle in
and determine the terms and conditions of thisegt@n is less
understood today. ‘Of course we protect our foremtle man tells
me, ‘we simply have to protect the lands and resesiwve need for
our own future. We'valwaysdone this’.

Yet it immediately seems clear that their defimtmf protection does
not entirely match the one used by the governmentthe

international community. For instance, one persothe village, a
migrant from South-Kalimantan, is involved in soitiegal logging

activities (which | coincidentally found out, asethall assured me
that there no longer is any illegal logging). Sqmeeple are involved
in explorations for coal, although these would dialge place on the
land which falls outside the Protection Forest lauies. They point
out, in awe, the brand new oil palm field alongside road to the
kecamatan, which is owned by ‘a very riohang Banjat. The

kepala adattells me that in the future, the village wantshave

better roads and facilitieseperti kota di sanalike the city over
there'. It seems clear that Rantau Buta will nttvalany limitations

to be imposed on them because of this ProtectioasEor any other
conservation discourse. Despite arguments otheraisaturally and
historically harmonious marriage of protection asutio-economic
development becomes hard to imagine in this conkéetiley (2008)
argues that forest protection as it is defined yosimply does not
comply with agricultural activities (nor does it gath large-scale
extraction, which is a far bigger threat). A mingmf anthropogenic
forests does exist, he writes, but ‘it is clearttlfimdonesia]'s
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perhumid rainforests have always been its mostsspapopulated
and least man-made environments’ (2008:283). Indéey forest
communitie¥’ largely determined their own lives on vast landghie
margins of power and administration (which stameate or less in
the 13" century). This inevitably changed when loggingd®and
industrialisation expanded and intensified the meaf that power
(Tsing, 1993). The anthropogenic forests that mayehexisted in
Paser have since then largely disappeared; thagewére have
mostly been replaced by small-scale capitalismbeuboil palm)
operating in a large-scale economy. Indeed, whealysimg the
forest arena, it quickly becomes clear that tha=sepfe living in the
forest arerational, political and commercial actorgist the same
Categorising them as mere ‘stakeholders’, ‘resoussgs’ or ‘co-
managers’ creates positions which are irrelevant air most,
conceptually limited (Pannel and von Benda-Beckmd$98; Li,
2007b).

3.2.3 Mastering the dominant discourse in Mului

It is logging season on my last field trip to Gugubhumut. At
regular intervals, heavy trucks loaded with massiwaks thunder
down the earth road. At some point, | notice a fanmafuck parked
on the side; smaller logs, sawn in planks, are hédaded in the
back. Once, someone told me that is how you caogrese illegal
logs: they are always squared and bear no registraumbers. It
would be the first and the last visual evidenceillegal logging |
ever personally encountered in East-Kalimantan. magnitude of
the problem seems to have simply scaled down tegetlith the
timber sector as a whole.

*2 See also Knapen (2001) on population developmisturl in South-East
Borneo.
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A few hours later | am sitting in Pak Jidan’s hoysetually his
mother’s, as he is still a bachelor, which is rmea kepala ada,
and receiving an update on what has been happéenidglui since
my last visit. Upon discussing the current loggisgason, Jidan
shakes his head and tells me they have had toémteragain a little
while ago. Tran peoplé®’ he says, ‘they say they use the timber to
build houses, but they take five cubic [meter], ase tenth of it and
sell the rest, that's what they do! And they weakirig ulin®*, but
there is not a lot otillin in our forests! Not like there imerantl’
With agitation and determination he tells me thatythad confronted
the village head in Swan Slutung about the prodenhit had led to
a small conflict. Jidan explains that the villageat had subsequently
threatened to take the matter to kecamatan or ledbopf Mului
really wanted to start a fight. ‘So | said, then wil go straight to
Jakarta!’ he adds proudly, ‘You know we have alloaf NGO and
researcher friends there!’

a) Blessed and burdened by a social identity

His story reminded me to ask how his trip to Yogyadd in April had
been. Padi, the earlier-mentioned indigenous right6O, had
facilitated Jidan to go to a conference organisgdhle Ministry of
Forestry. The conference aimed to ease the retdtiprbetween the
Ministry and forest communities, and fits in theurrent strategy to
convert more than 5 million ha of degraded foresid! intoHutan
Tanaman Rakyator People’s Plantation Forest (HTR). Clearly
overwhelmed by his memories of the event in Yogytakalidan is
rendered speechless for a little while. ‘It wagyée, he finally says,

3 Tran is short for Trans-HTI or the commonly used name for Swan
Slutung.

** One of Kalimantan’s most wanted tropical hardwoadso known as
Borneo ironwood. Ulin is currently marked as ‘vulalele’ on the IUCN
Red List, and Indonesia has forbidden all exporthef species (see also
http://www.iucnredlist.org/ apps/ redlist/detailsB.6/0/full).
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‘and | was supposed to represent all of Gunung lturBut you
know what? | can only speak for Mului! I don’t knamhat the other
communities think. | doubt it even comes close baiwe want.” All
that Mului wants, and what they have been askimgytite a while
already, is that theiradat land is officially recognised. The
community allows for little compromise in this demda In 2008,
they joined protests in Tanah Grogot against tlopgsal to change
Gunung Lumut's status from Protection Forest toidwetl Park.
Supposedly, the district had lodged the applicatmmithstand the
pressure from companies interested in exploitirgfdnest (Yuwati,
2010). As a National Park, Gunung Lumut would fafider the
national government’s authority, whereas a Pratadtorest appeals
to regional responsibilifj. Moreover, as a National Park there are
some more options for human inhabitation and atii®m. Mului
does not protest the protection of the forest altiogr, but rejects the
fact that these decisions are made without comsultithe
communities first. This implies that boundaries argosed upon
them, regardless of how the territory is being useddivided
traditionally.

However, there was a time when things were differBaring the
New Orderyears, people from the hinterland were easilysifi@sl as
masyarakat terasingisolated society), which had a strong negative
connotation. These were the people in need of adwaent,
development; the people who were stuck in the aradtneeded to be
resettled to become a part of Indonesian society2000, 2007) It

is in this framework of the 1979 Village Governmémtw that the
orang Muluiwere obliged to move into one village with the pleo
from the rivers Swan and Slutung (see also chahted). Mului

%5 In fact, all of this sometimes forms the subjeictiebate. It is still solely
the Ministry of Forestry which designates protectedas. Moreover, the
extent to which the regions are responsible isharduzzy matter (Yuwati,
2010).
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always refused, but it was not untdformasithat this positioning
worked to their advantage. Moreover, when theyttieseto their

current location — the abandoned log yard accidlgritcated inside
the Protection Forest — they wanted to partakeadem Indonesian
society (for which they needed the help of the gowent), from

theiradatlands (which they need to protect and care foit tive end

of time) (Bakker, 2009). They converted to Islam, and stiabigying

motorbikes and diapers. Their identity is not asmously designed
“strategy” but rather comes to the fore from a covation of forces
and influences, some of which are internalised sthithers are
rejected (Li, 2000).

b) When the discourse wanes...
Mului are neither the first nor the only communitdymake claims to
land based on customary rights. In fact, many coniti@s have
been blamed to be opportunistic or selfish in thd@mands for
recognition, and sometimes they would not even ddmy (Li,
2007b). Mului's lands were logged over by PT Teldfms, and in
those years there was nothing they could do alioutheir adat
which had always been so powerful in the local drighny, was
rendered obsolete and ‘when indigenous institutioss their power
to define rights of access or control over commupaberty,
deterioration of the natural resources occurs’ (ApgOpoku,
2005:118). The revitalised attention for customangctices allowed
Mului to believe in the strength of theadat again. Nonetheless, it
remains a fact that, despite all efforéslat still does not have full
acknowledgement, especially not in agrarian refatio

Pak Debang is a retired school teacher in Long kil has been
striving for the recognition and protection of Pase customary
practices for many years. When | ask him whethebdieves that
adatis still as strong as it used to be, he shake&desl with a sad
expression. ‘Even in Mului [which is supposed todmeexample of
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customary tradition] they’re openidgdangsclose to the river now,
which theiradat specifically prohibits’. Mului is indeed not tharee

Mului it used to be, and that is only normal. Yeséems that the
only way in which they can hold on to their “illdgdands, is when
they stick to their story at all costs. In otherrdsy they should
remain as exotic and traditional as possible (icg.buy motorbikes
or diapers?), otherwise their claims are simply caisidered to be
valid. So far they have not been expelled.

While we are sitting in Pak Debang’s house, theesdemonstrations
organised by Gepak and oth@ayak organisations in Balikpapan.
For several days the entire city is blocked anceriakver. The
protests are aimed atang Bugis who ‘have been stealing our lands
and our jobs®. Word of the protests had quickly reached Mulw@j to
and Pak Jidan was heard exclaiming passionatelg, Wwere not
invited, but if they ask us, we're ready!” Muluiesas to be hoping
for another revolution, another chance to finakgt ghat they have
been striving for, before it is too late.

In Tanah Grogot there are some whispers that theisily of
Forestry plans to open up Protection Forest Gunuogut.
Supposedly the mountain is full of gold.

3.3 Establishing governance in Sungai Wain

Sungai Wain's forest management is regularly citeda (quite
unique) example for good forest governance in ledan Their
impressive reputation is reflected in the managérno#fices, which
are located a few hundred meters off the highwaywéen

* Bugis settlements have been scattered all ovemiesla, including East-
Kalimantan, since several centuries actually, ay ttwvere very active
traders (Peluso, 1983).
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Balikpapan and Samarinda. The buildings are madiampulin, in

a beautiful style reminding adayak architecture and ornamente
The office complex also includes a site for recoatand
environmental education about the forest (cakedhasan Wisata
Pendidikan Linkungan Hidup KWPLH). Top of the bill is ai
enclosed sanctuary for five Malayan sun beaHelarctos
malayanu} which were rescued from captivity, but unforteiatoo
estranged to return to their natural habitat inftirest.Since 2001,
the sun bear has been Balikpapan's city mascot,tlamanclosur
hence enables visitors and inhabitants to obsbegetshy animals

a semi-natural environment.

3.3.1 Sungai Wain’s complex politics

Budgetand walikota
accountability & Parliament

-=1

I .
Framework an_d I BpHisw 1 Enwg);;iTecntal
programme design I !
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\.——-I——— :
| ] |

Environmental

Implementation UP-HLSW UP-KWPLH office team

The management of Sungai Wain is a complex -independent
political structure secured in local governmentutagor®’. First
there is the multstakeholder Protection Forest management |

*" perda Kota Balikpapan no. 11/2004
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(BPHLSW dan DAS Mangg4y, which is headed by the v-mayor
and further made up of members from several goventimstances
NGOs and private companies. The budget for the genant bod:
— currently amounting to three billion rupiah or réig250,000 eurt
per annum — is det@ined by the municipality paament and
provided by the city mayoiMYalikotg. Hence it is also the Waliko
to whom the management body is directly accountdibthus seem
obvious that the management body of Sungai Waimatame
considered an indepédent entity, but in practice the situation is m
complicated.

The actual management activit
are executed by tw
implementation units, one for tl
recreation and environmen
education aspects (-KWPLH
which includes the Sun Be
Sanctuary), and another for t
actual forest management (-
HLSW). Ever since the: two
implementation  units  starte
functioning, the manageme
body’s own role decreased anc
few active key persons carry
/ ‘ the role today. They do recei

assistance from the city

Photo 8 Vice- mayor (”OW mayor Environmental Office Badan

Rizal Effendi discussing the ci . .
mining surrounding Sungai Waisith Lingkungan Hidup whose task

other members of BPHLSW. include the protection anc

* DAS Manggar is the second (and last) Protectiorestolocated withit
Balikpapan'’s borders; also a water catchment fanethe city’s population
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conservation of natural resources — indeed alsog&@ulVain.
Although it is not specifically stated as such fficial document?’,
the Environmental Office is currently the one to e framework
and outline a programme for the management of SuNgén. The
two implementation units independently fill in tleentent of this
framework with management activities as they sde Their
independence is further enhanced by the fact thigher of the two
units are a government instance, nor does thegopeel form part
of the civil servant corps.

In the Environmental Office, a careful remark canHeard that it
could perhaps all be a bit more convenient if Sundéin’'s
management simply formed part of the governmenictire. The
office finds itself a bit on the sidelines whercdames to the Sungai
Wain management, although the relations are ndtl@nmatic. The
disparity may be widened by the wage gap that £xXistween the
personnel of the two instances, as it is widelyvimathat civil
servants in Indonesia receive notoriously low wiyes

3.3.2 Governance in Sungai Wain

a) Sungai Wain’'s momentum
While deconstructing the history of Sungai Wain'sirrent
governance (see also chapter 1.2.2), a few integesind crucial
phases can be distinguished. First, the very imaporinitial steps
towards the creation of the management were iediéty a group of
“outsiders” (researchers) who mobilised a group “misiders”
(Sungai Wain villagers by hiring them as employdes)the forest

*¥ In BPHLSW documents there is no mention of theifemmental Office
and vice versa.

€ Civil servants receive the same fixed wage througfall of Indonesia,
regardless of their living costs, which in Balikjpapare significantly higher
than elsewhere in the country (see also http://viejakartapost.com/
news/2008/08/30/balikpapan-most-expensive-city4iradia-survey.html).
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fire rescue. The move from the outside-in soon redee outwards
again, channelled towards a wider community (Balflgn citizens)
by the press. This allowed for the emergence @r&aimmomentum

which enabled a smooth access into the second :ptiasamulti-

stakeholder NRM programme initiated by USAID sodterathe

fires. The atmosphere at the time explains whyGhmup for Sungai
Wain which sprouted from the NRM social campaigaining

included an unusual amount and variety of actots wn unusual
amount of dedication towards the conservation ef fitrest. And
when the Group subsequently applied their socialpzagn training
in practice, they were successfuldrtending the momentuior the

protection of Sungai Wain. Their success was toppdtth the

decision of a prominent political figure — Walikatandidate Imdaad
Hamid — to make use of that same momentum for lastien

campaign. After he also managed to win the elestidghe third

phase, namely the factuaistitutionalisation of the conservation
spirit, became possible.

b) Sungai Wain as a prestigious political project
Near the end of my stay in East-Kalimantan, | reegian invitation
from the Sungai Wain management to attend a teldvisteractive
dialogue themed ‘Forests for Life’. The event, aigad to
commemorate the International Day for the Environitnocused on
urban planning, conservation and law, and moreigelchow all
three could be integrated for an optimised managémesult. The
dialogue is introduced by Pak Purwanto, the direofdJP-HLSW,
and Pak Sofian, the head of the Environmental &ff8ungai Wain,
they explain, is a unique forest, a primary fotesatedwithin a city.
Moreover, it is one of the last coastal rainforesftshe region and
has an extensive biodiversity and fascinating wWédIThe discussion
then continues on what makes the forest so spemal,how they
wish to enable everyone to enjoy this to the ftll€bere is the Sun
Bear Sanctuary and, in the future, the Botanicald&a which is
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currently still in full development. Sungai Waintered the political
arena as part of an election strategy; one thaetuout to be very
successful indeed. Since then, the forest's elusimaagement has
become demonstrative for the government's commitniewards
creating a ‘green, clean and healthy’ city forilicitizens. One lady
in the audience raises her hand and asks what vioeutie purpose
of all these projects. ‘It's &rotection Forest she stresses, ‘not an
ecotourism site. That is simphot the point Pak Purwanto assures
her that Sungai Wain is not the property of theikpalpan city
government, but of its entire societngdsyarakaBalikpapar).

Indeed, Balikpapan seems to be committed
to the conservation of the forest with a
certain determination. For instance, within
the municipality borders there is also a no-
mining and no-palm oil policy. Nonetheless,
it seems that the government is still perceives
\ a certain pressure to justify why Sungai
BALIKPAPAN Wain is actually protected by them. It is
Figure 4 The Malayar unclear whether the pressure is really there,
sun bear in the city logo. bt many mechanisms have been put in place
to deal with it. By using the sun bear as a maghetgity attempted

to incorporate the forest in its very own iderfityFurthermore,
learning about Sungai Wain is part of the studyiculum of all
high school students within the municipality. Theegy on the cake

is the current development of a Botanical Gardenwhich 309 ha

of the forest has been allocated. The plan is lectall tree species
native to Borneo Island in an ex-situ conservatmogramme.
Certain questions can be raised here; such assthefudestroying
part of the Protection Forest to make space for trews, or the
biodiversity value of ex-situ conservation. Alloogt (degraded)

%1 The idea for this was proposed by researcher &libFiredriksson.
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land bordering the Protection Forest would be nemasible, but
seems a lot harder administratively. The procesgldvbe lengthy
and difficult, and, as remarked in the Environmeftice, they do
not have the time to wait as species disappeadlyapihe project
requires a large investment and will have its fregults in over a
decade. It is thus a very ambitiopalitical project and hence only
adds to the political value of Sungai Wain.

KAB. KUTAI KERTANEGARA
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Figure 5 Map of Sungai Wain and DAS Manggar Protection RsresBalikpapan.
‘Kebun Raya’ indicates the Botanical Garden aseaifce: SungainWain.oyg

3.3.3 Companies lurking in the shadows
This, however, does not mean that all in Sungain¥aipeace and
quiet. Serious threats to the forest still preaaitl these generally lie

outside of Sungai Wain and Balikpapan’s borders aisd beyond
UP-HLSW'’s authority. Logging, mining and other corate
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activities encircle the forest, closing off natufaluna and flora
migration tracts and isolating the area. With Piighkirus, a mining
company working in the Kutai Kertanegara borderHIESW did
manage to reach a memorandum of understanding.aifert
development initiatives entail tricky situations wsll, such as the
logging corridor for a logging company (PT lItci ldat Manunggal)
in the HTl-area, and their wood-processing par{iar Kutai Chip
Mill). Such roads, Pak Purwanto notes, ease thesacio the forest,
which is now carefully closed off. Many of such depments are
not halted by the government, and it is to be qoestl whether they
could even if they wanted to.

Pertamina, who so intensely depend on Sungai Wdorst for
water, have an ambiguous position in the entire agament too.
Before, Pertamina did contribute specific Paymentsr
Environmental Services to the Balikpapan governmeént ‘[the]
system broke down [after decentralisation] becanfseonflicting
national legislation forcing simplification to a mwnum no. of
transactions’ (IFCA, 2008:79). Pertamina do stdlypheir general
water levy to the local government, but accordimd@dPHLSW, this
contribution could be enhanced. On their websiteedds, ‘until
recently the government only charged taxes forasarfwater. It
would however be very reasonable if the City of ilgapan
demanded compensation for the environmental senyoavided by
Sungai Wain's reservoir to Pertamina. If this camnrdmlised, then the
management of Sungai Wain Protection Forest woaltbnger be a
burden budget, but quite simply an environmentatvises
compensation fund paid by Pertamina’ (SungaiWain.20115% So

62 ‘Sehingga sangat wajar jika Pemerintah Kota Balfjgn menuntut
kompensasi jasa lingkungan dari pengambilan air ukagungai wain
kepada Pertamina. Jika hal ini bisa terealisasiamaktuk pengelolaan
Hutan Lindung Sungai Wain tidak lagi menjadi be&#BD, cukup hanya
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far, this has not happened, although the companly ptovide
BPHLSW a brand new terrain car to use in their rgansent
activities (so did PT Singlurus).

However, it cannot be said that Pertamina is a éurth Sungai
Wain’s forest. Quite the contrary, it seems thatdtate company has
played a big role bringing the Protection Forestthe forefront
position it currently hold. DAS Manggar is the other Protection
Forest located in the Balikpapan municipality, thé forest has been
gravely encroached and converted into agricultNmnetheless, this
forest is also a watershed area; a very importaattoo, as the entire
city population depends on it for their water psien. In the
Balikpapan Water Management Offic@emerintah Daerah Air
Minum or PDAM), one officer repines that BPHLSW bettez b
paying more attention to DAS Manggar (which alsiksfander the
management’s authority). ‘They should plant moesdrand resettle
the people,” he says, ‘because their trash spailsvater. Besides, if
they stay there, they will have children and grdmldcen, and then
the situation will only get worse!’ Yet it seemseatf that, for now,
BPHLSW'’s priorities lie elsewhere.

3.3.4 The limits to power: maintaining governance

It is clear that the Balikpapan government suppitiits management
and makes it possible, and no one else. This caengiependence
means that the government should be pleased ainas, and
political changes could drastically alter the fose$uture as well.
Hence the temptation to prioritise short-term atities and
prestigious, show-off projects over the forest'seyal well-being is

dengan menggunakan dana kompensasi jasa lingkueagan dibayarkan
oleh Pertamina tersebut.’

% 1t is responsible for a substantial part of théamal oil production after
all (Fredriksson & de Kam, 1999)
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always there. Moreover, this entails that BPHLSVéstrto avoid
conflicts as much as possible, which can be unfealba to Sungai
Wain and its condition. For example, a part of fmetection Forest
close the Samarinda highway has been encroachdtierRthan
resettling those people (again), the area has aémrated asdutan
KemasyarakatanfHKM or People’s Forest). This was initially a
temporary solution, but revoking the usage rightsiel undoubtedly
cause conflicts, hence the situation is left &s it

One of the biggest threats to Sungai Wain is avighconstruction
plan (calledPulau Balang of East-Kalimantan province. The plan to
connect the entire province with a new road hasn beasting
shadows over the forest for more than a decadadreAs it is
currently projected, the highway would closely larthe Protection
Forest from the south all the way around to thethweest. This
would entail further encroachment on almost alésidf the forest. It
would also mean the destruction of the mangrovestomwhich
connects Sungai Wain to (and protects it from) shé water of
Balikpapan Bay. The project actually seems to b#eqa risky
venture as a whole, given the outdated, poor-qudbasibility
studies. Two bridges would be constructed to spaa bay,
connected by a little island for which the highwageds to be
detoured through swamps and steep slopes. Acredsath the road
would land in another wilderness of mangroves avahsps. Besides
environmental concerns, it would also be outraggooasstly and
difficult to construct and maintain a road on (oreg such an
unstable soil. However, tHeulau Balangdiscussion has turned into
a gimmick over the years, symbolising power stragdbetween the
Province and the Municipality and other peers.

As a matter of fact, the modest positioning of miayodaad in the
Pulau Balang-discussion seems to indicate how igoliare a
determining factor. ‘I'm almost retiring now,’ heltl Konsorsium-
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president Yulita Lestiawati, ‘| don’t want to statfight about this
now.’ Hence it is the same Konsorsium (of local NGQO®){ the
government, which is lobbying against the constomcof the road.
The forest may be valuable, but that does not sacis mean it is
worth a political suicide.

PT. INHUTANI

Figure 6 Map showing the Pulau Balang road projection (ahtend the proposed
alternative (solid)gource:Fredriksson & de Kam, 1909
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Another political issue is the proposed enlargenoéiSungai Wain’s
protected area. As mentioned before, between tbd®ion Forest
and the Balikpapan Bay lies a mangrove forest, ivli@n ecosytem
connected and complementary to Sungai Wain. Tantréh of the

forest lies the HTI of state forestry company Phuiani I, which is

also a roaming area for the sun bears and otheiespan Sungai
Wain. The expansion of the protected area wouldwalfor a

substantial enlargement of ‘the local spatial Scalethe entire

conservation project (Cleary, 2008).

Yet the application process is difficult. Contralen the Production
Forest (HP) falls under authority of the Provineehereas the
designation of a Protection Forest expansion hethé hands of the
Ministry of Forestry. To make matters worse, thiatrens between
the Ministry and the state forestry companies (Rfiutani | and PT
Inhutani 1) are very cool at the moment. The podit value of

Sungai Wain is indeed limited to the realm of thetharity of the

Balikpapan government (and by extension the redlithe forest’s

momentum). When | ask Pak Purwanto whether the gsexb

expansion will eventually fall through, he replitbsughtfully that it

will be very, very difficult. Then he gives me aohd smile and says,
‘but I am an optimist!’
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4 Leaving the forest, and looking back
An overview of conclusions and recommendations

Returning to the newspaper quote at the very sfathis research
paper, | have to admit that, during those eighttn®in Indonesia, |
never came across any community in which peopketéainountains
and sing to trees. The forest is not a place fotafsies and dreams;
there are simply too many mosquitoes, parasitesodimer hungry
creatures. Analysing the forest asaxial landscapeas | tried to do
for this research paper, did not change this p&eplt remains a
harsh and merciless place, where survival of ttiesfi gets a very
literal meaning. Those projects for survival takany forms — from
having enough to eat, to defending ancestral laindsaking it alive
to the other end of a political arena. The stragglepend on the
circumstances, sprout forth from improvisation, amsdccess
determines which ones are the ones to stick to. gdps between
forest management discourse and forest realitigsimozed be wide,
but they are far from empty. ‘What happens in thgses?’ formed
the main question in this empirical analysis of gmance in
Protection Forests in East-Kalimantan. A conciseraew of what |
found in two case studies, Gunung Lumut in PasdrSmgai Wain
in Balikpapan, is presented here.

4.1 Bridging the gaps

4.1.1 Through power and authority

Formalised governance is largely absent inside @gnuumut
Protection Forest, but this does not mean thagtvernment can be
disregarded entirely. In each of the three reselaadtions — Mululi,

Swan Slutung and Rantau Buta — similar expectatioos the
government prevail: it needs to provide a framewshich enables
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the communities to develop their lives optimallyl & them have an
engagement with the government, who is perceivetieta pater
familias with their best interests at heart. What “the 'begactly is,
remains to each of them to define by themselvesicénethe
definitions vary. Swan Slutung is, as a transmigratvillage, a
government creation in its very essence; it is thoissurprising that
their dependence and reliance on that same govetnisevery
strong. In Rantau Buta, government rules such@sethegarding the
Protection Forest are neatly incorporated in th@ustomary)
practices, but they expect the government to tdiee rtecessary
actions to provide them a framework in which then advance
economically. In Mului, on its “illegal” locatiomside the Protection
Forest, the government is deemed essential for fineire too. It is
the only instance which can ensure they remaimtgial part of the
Indonesian societgtespitethat location.

These observations are good illustrations of Fdtisaconcept of
governmentalitywhich allows people to be presented as governed
subjects, who have accepted the exerted governascéogic.
Governmentality prevails even when the notiorpafer familiasis
sometimes hard to find or when government practé&esheavily
criticised. This, however, also implies that it becomes difico
imagine forest governancgithout a government. Even more so, in
the words of one expert, ‘if you don't have the gawment on your
hand, forget about it

Yet power and authority cannot simply be identifiby the

government alone. In Sungai Wain Protection Forgstiernance
emerged through a horizontal alliance of the Balpjgn government
with NGOs and companies right in the turbulenceedérmasi The

resulting forest authority is strongly rooted, drehce less likely to
be dismissed or deemed irrelevant. Yet at the same creating
vertical connections that can extend outwards te troader
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landscape in which Sungai Wain is embedded, i dader. It is of
course there that the biggest challenges to the®ion Forest lie.

4.1.2 Through class and hierarchy

The Indonesian archipelago is a highly stratifiediaty, and its class
differences have played crucial roles throughaositeittire history.
These hierarchies can take many forms though, dépgron the
view that is taken. Mului, for instance, holds thest prominent
position when it comes tadatin Gunung Lumut because they were
“the first” to be there. At the same time they atmost pitied by
their peers because they are “stuck in the padgtkirTpolitical
positioning, however, allows them to forge relasiothat go far
beyond their immediate surroundings, and they arg much aware
of this. Swan Slutung, on the other hand, almosdantly assumes
a marginal identity in society’s hierarchy. By pasiing themselves
as “the poorest people in the world”, they nonetbglgain the right
to demand help and assistance. Rantau Buta inttiveifound itself
in a position subordinate to logging companies, ditsoon as the
circumstances allowed for it, they grabbed the cbawo get rid of
the biggest competitor that threatened to take athayr timber
resources. Up until today, they have been fairlgcessful in
maintaining the extra leverage they have won bhek.tSuch social
identities are not the result of careful stratgg@nning, but simply
come to be within a certain context.

Nonetheless, identities can also be constructedised consciously.
In Balikpapan, a ‘green, clean and healthy’ image heen created
for the city to be identified with. The forest ofii®ai Wain plays a
star role in this collective social identity andshiaence become a
“tool” for strategic positioning. The government ynto a certain

extent be forced to take a submissive positionhan face of other
government levels — such as the province or theiduiin of
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Forestry— but they are not afraid of attemptingirtgorove their
position. For example, the city is currently deyéhy a large
Botanical Garden in the Protection Forest; an aoust venture
which will hold species of the entire island of Beo, and which
will put the city on the map (even more). This impl that
Balikpapan could have much to gain with a Protectimrest in
which the stakes have a directly identifiable higlue.

4.1.3 Through neoliberalism and capitalism

The VOC was the very first multinational corporatim the world,

and it could actually be said that capitalism askmew it today

started in the Netherlands East-Indies. From tluows that

capitalist and (neo-) liberalist arguments intengvivith Indonesia’s
history. East-Kalimantan was always a sparsely ladgd province,
but it was never isolated from international tradethe end of the
19" century, oil was discovered, which caused the Batonisers
to tighten their grip on the regions. It also medn¢ start of
Balikpapan’s history as a city, as well as the weigson why Sungai
Wain is a Protection Forest. It assures the qualitya water

catchment area, which is crucial for the refinefy national oil

company Pertamina.

At the start of Suharto’Blew Order the riches of East-Kalimantan'’s
forests were made available to foreigners and otlwsiders for
exploitation. What followed was an enormous inflok fortune
seekers, the population boomed and the local conti@sindid
hesitate to join the timber frenzy. Thanjir kap was finally put to
end because of capitalist interests: the big compamere losing out
to the small logging ventures. The government sylmsetly
centralised the jurisdiction over more than 140liaml ha of forest
land in a big Ministry of Forestry, regardless dfowvas living on or
using those lands. The forest of Gunung Lumut viss lagged over
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in the 1970s, until its designation #&$utan Lindungin 1983.

Decentralisation brought more options for forestcess and
commodity extraction after the fall of Suharto hetend of the
millennium. Regional governments and local commesidid not

wait for the opportunity to pass them by, and sosddanjir kap

occurred, similar to the first one, but perhapswiiore sophisticated
tools. It was the Ministry of Forestry that tookian to bring an end
to the depletion. It affirmed its authority by ongsing raids against
illegal loggers, which were not easily forgotten Iiye local

populations such as those of Rantau Buta and Stum§.

Nonetheless, timber does no longer seem to plagra important

role in the forests. Big logging concessions dih exist, but today,

palm oil development and coal mining have a moremiment

position in the spotlight. Together with this swit¢after-depletion),
the interest has shifted from the trees to the lamavhich the trees
stand. Whether Gunung Lumut Protection Forest Wl spared
remains a big question.

4.1.4 Through dynamics and interactivity within all those

It may seem clear that the elements described ad@vaot singular
events; they always link to each other and are eodxin a wider
context. For example, the earlier mentiorehjir kap could only
occur because of a regime change, supported byrihed States in
fear of Communism, a globalising of capitalism, idap
industrialisation and a whole lot of other elemeatsumulating into
a fuzzy whole. The governance in Sungai Wain asxists today
emerged out of economic crisis, severe forest fingslitical
destabilisation and a NRM campaign by USAID amortbeo
contextual elements. It would be very hard, if imopossible, to
always grasp “the complete picture”. This is notcassarily
problematic though, as social landscapes are dynamheir very
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essence. Arenas of governance know no endpoininak goal, at
least not as long as humanity walks the surfadkisfearth.

4.2 Conclusions on the used framework

The framework | used for this critical analysis gfvernance in
Protection Forests was built on the theories, figdi and
recommendations of several academics and researdhieas certain
advantages, but definitely some constraints as. \Wwekt, it helped
me to step into an arena with a perception and rstateding that
could move beyond traditional divisions, opposi§onand
preconceptions. The framework helped me to obsetive
interconnectedness and magnitude of certain eveintply because
they are approached from a different viewpoint.ti#¢ same time,
however, | experienced that it is very hard to ste@y from the
traditional forest management discourse, and ewapossible to
completely disregard it. This is partly because thscourse is
ingrained in self- representation of the variout®; for instance
communities, governments and companies. The digtimcbetween
those entities may not be black and white, but dreystill perceived
as such, and hence form a truth which cannot heisked. At the
same time, the discourse is also ingrained in mé how |
understand the world. For example, | limited byes¥sh to the
forest-category known dsutan Lindung(Protection Forest) which is
in itself a discursive standard that | challengethis research paper.
If these two forests had had never been desigrageslich, | may
neither have heard of them nor be interested imthe

Another difficulty | encountered with the framework the fact
critical analysis can be immobilising if not hardlieith care. It is,
metaphorically speaking, fairly tempting to “crie everything to
death”, to break everything down until there ishirag left to further
build on. | hope | managed to find a balance thétk this research
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project and paper. The framework also brings nmattera fairly

abstract and conceptual level. It can play an ¢isderole as a

coordination strategy in a multi-disciplinary resgmapproach, but
when used on its own for dealing with concrete eraitit would risk

to be floating somewhere above the problem, likéeatorn loose, or
at most just scratching the surface. Hence | beliye best results
would be achieved if the critical analytical franaw can be married
to the normative and prescriptive discourses, taadealanced result
which is not completely disconnected from the wagtters are

perceived.

4.3 Some recommendations

Both Gunung Lumut and Sungai Wain have been poudrwell-

known locations for research since more than ad#edadecause the
forests are so well-documented, it would be moserésting to

simply continue this multi-disciplinary documentatias an ongoing
research project. When doing so, however, it wdaaddgood if the

already produced knowledge could somehow be brotagdther

and classified in a database. This would ease twmesa to

information on both forests and would avoid doublerk, but also

allow one to build up on what has been found befBog instance,
Tropenbos International conducted a large Biodityesssessment a
few years ago, while CIFOR organised an AdaptivélaBorative

Management project based on Participatory ActioseRech. Both
ventures produced very interesting results (althdugth of them are
sometimes hard to find) and it would be immensahgresting to

follow up on them.

Another research opportunity lies in the complexfylndonesian

law, which in all its fuzziness still has a biglirdnce on forest and
other arenas. Starting from a limited spatial scalee may find

overlaps or contradictions in policy, because itdmes easier to
extend beyond Forestry legislation to other depamtsy or
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government levels. In my modest opinion, there asimmediate

need for new policies, but rather a revision of ¢lésting ones. The
myriad of legislations currently forms an arenatsfown, in which

no clear authority has emerged as of yet. | am ioged this

situation allows for abuse, misuse and injusticdéawf with regards
to both forests and people.

Last but not least, for all those concerned abbet dake of the
forests and the people, it may be healthier nohdgee too high
expectations or too big a plan. Keeping a soliduoon what is the
desired change while not allowing for too much rdistion will
allow one to actuallynovewithin the arena.

You pick your target. You brace yourself and, withtmoking back
or hesitation, you go in. And you fight, with ale strength and
means you have.
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