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Abstract 

 

Community-based forestry is an increasingly important and mainstream segment 

of Indonesia’s forestry sector. As with community forestry in many other tropical 

countries, forestry contributes in many ways to the daily livelihoods of millions 

of village-based families. Indonesia’s Central and Provincial governments are 

supportive of community forestry as it has appeal as a strategy to simultaneously 

reduce pressure on remaining natural forests, build supplies for the forest 

processing industries, and assist reduce poverty in rural communities. A variety 

of legislative reforms and incentive programs have been pursued by the different 

tiers of government since the 1980s, however the success of community forestry 

in Indonesia is varied and the critical factors not always apparent. Farmer forest 

groups comprised of local village-based farmers are an important institution for 

developing community forestry, yet there is little research about the social 

dynamics of these groups and how best they can be supported. In particular, 

social capital has been cited by some analysts as an important component of the 

vitality and enduring capacity of farmer forest groups, but there is little published 

information to guide efforts seeking to build the social capital of these groups. 

 

This thesis documents research that explores the concept of social capital and its 

role in farmer forest groups in Indonesia. In essence, social capital was applied in 

this research as the relationships between members of a local community group, 

and the group’s relationships with outside entities (e.g. government forest 

agencies). Although commonly presented in literature as a positive community 

asset, a critical analysis of social capital indicates it is far more complex – with 

both positive and negative aspects. This research selected five elements of the 

social capital of farmer forest groups to focus on, which included: members’ 

participation, group leadership, members’ learning within the group, the group’s 

partnerships with outsiders, and trust. The research was grounded in the 

experiences of three farmer forest groups in the Bulukumba and Sumbawa 

Districts. The primary data collected during this research was largely qualitative, 

obtained through semi-structured interviews with a range of informants (farmers, 

group leaders, staff from forest agencies, companies and NGOs) (N = 62).  



xi 

 

 

The key findings of this research were: 

1. The close relationship between farmer forest groups and outside entities 

strongly influenced the social capital within the groups. Unequal 

relationships tended to limit the flow and type of information that reached 

group members, which caused a growing dependency of groups on the 

outside entity (e.g. district forest agency), which in turn affected the 

capacity of farmer forest groups to make important livelihood decisions 

(e.g. commercial value of their timber). 

2. The social capital within a farmer forest group was in part determined by 

the prevailing culture and traditions of that community. Efforts to 

introduce and develop community forestry should be aware of, and 

consistent with, the existing social capital of that community (e.g. how 

reciprocity is practiced, how trading occurs) if seeking to make 

community forestry a mainstream farming venture. 

3. Social capital is inextricably linked to the other capitals embedded within 

a local community, so increases in the financial or natural capitals of that 

community would influence the social capital. This can be both a 

challenge and strength, but in terms of promoting the commercial value 

of farmers’ investment in forestry, the extent of participation and learning 

by group members closely corresponded to the perceived financial 

potential of forestry.  

4. The social capital of farmer forest groups can often by strongly affected 

by the level and type of support provided by outside entities (e.g. forest 

companies, government forestry agencies). When such support is framed 

by larger agendas or policies, and is constrained by budgets and timelines 

unrelated to the local village context, the effects on localised village-

based groups can be disruptive. Furthermore, poorly conceived and 

implemented support can undermine the social capital of a local group 

and jeopardise achieving positive and sustained outcomes.  

 



xii 

 

This research has revealed that greater understanding of key processes that 

build the social capital of local village-based groups offers potential for 

organisations to better design policies and programs to support community 

forestry. While focused on the experiences of farmer forest groups in 

Indonesia, the key findings from this research can inform investment in rural 

development in other sectors, and perhaps other countries. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 

1.1 The role of community forestry at a global level  

 

In many countries, the livelihoods of rural communities remain intricately 

linked to forests. It is estimated that 800 million people worldwide depend on 

forests for their daily survival (FAO 2005). Assessment indicates that 400 

million hectares of forests are owned or reserved for local communities, with 

expectations that this area will increase to 740 million hectares by 2015 (Bull 

& White 2002). The area reserved for local communities, is considerably 

larger than industrial forest (Bull & White 2002). Therefore, understanding 

the livelihoods of people or communities living in or around forests, as well 

as the role of communities in forest management is important.  

 

There has been growing global recognition of the role of people surrounding 

forests, beginning in 1978 at the World Forestry Congress with the theme of 

‘Forest for People’. It attracted world attention to the acceptance of local 

communities as legitimate forest managers and the chance to provide them 

with necessary resources (World Rainforest Movement [WRM] 2002; Malla 

2009). Since then, many efforts towards the awareness of community forest 

management have been developed, especially in relation to international 

processes to overcome the forest crisis, i.e. the conservation of forests or 

afforestation were slower than forest destruction (WRM 2002). This new 

concept of forest management and governance has provided greater 

opportunity for local communities and indigenous people to be involved in 

utilising, managing and governing forest resources (Malla 2009). There has 

been a shift from government-centred systems of forest management to local 

communities to benefit for rural poor people (Pulhin 1997). This also meant 

that communities were ‘developed’ to better manage and protect forests for 

sustainable use by being involved in decision making processes (discussed 

further in Chapter 2).  
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While community forestry, as defined in Box 1.1 below, is widely recognised 

internationally as providing a great promise to fulfil the expectation of 

enhancing community livelihoods and contribute to the development of 

sustainable forest management, there is evidence that community forestry has 

not yet fulfilled those expectations (Devkota et al 2009). One strategy to 

develop community forestry is to devolve authority for forest management 

from the central government to local communities – shifting power from elite 

stakeholders to less powerful stakeholders – to enhance the economic, social 

and ecological benefits (Keller 2000). However, Devkota et al (2009) argued 

that in community forestry activities 

they reviewed, the transfer of power 

had not been achieved as often 

community forestry initiatives had not 

fully considered or understood the 

significance of how local communities 

deal with the power of different 

stakeholders.  

 

Another challenge for community 

forestry was reported by Malla (2009) 

as the high escalation of urbanisation 

and the participation in the cash 

economy by rural communities, 

whereby the traditional harvesting of 

forest products may no longer be sufficient. Furthermore, Malla (2009) 

reported challenges with the shift in the concept of community. It began after 

the collapse of feudal and colonialism systems post-1950s, as outlined in 

Table 1.1 below. These concepts are discussed in Chapter 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 1.1. The definition of community 

forestry 

Community forestry is defined as a 

broad term used to describe models of 

forest management that give local 

people the majority say in making 

decisions. Similar terms include 

participatory forest management, 

collaborative forest management, 

social forestry, and community-based 

forest management. With an aim to 

reduce poverty, community forestry is 

participatory and should serve all 

community members equitably.  

Source: RECOFTC, n.d.  
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Table 1.1: Shifts in community forestry concepts  

Key themes 

in local 

communities 

Transformatio
n, technology 

transfer 

Redistribution 
with growth, 

basic needs 

energy crisis 

Structural 
adjustment, 

free market 

Environment 
and 

sustainability, 

poverty 
reduction 

Sustainable 
livelihoods, 

good 

governance, 
decentralisation 

and devolution 

Year 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 

Key themes 

in forestry 

sector 

Forest 

industries, 
resettlement 

and export 

timber 

Fuelwood, 

impacts of 
deforestation, 

‘forests and 

people’ 

Projects, 

subsistence 
needs, 

forest 

farming 

systems 

Socio-

economic 
dimensions, 

2
nd

 generation 

projects 

Environment, 

livelihoods, 
governance, 

climate change, 

rights  

 

1.2 Community forestry in the Indonesian context 

In Indonesia, forests are categorised by the responsible government agencies 

as a production forest, protection forest, conservation forest and convertible 

forest (further described in Chapter 2). Forestry has contributed to the 

development of many other industries and sectors in Indonesia. It has been 

identified that at least eight sectors have been receiving goods and services 

from forests, i.e. agriculture, resettlement, industries, mining, energy/power 

generation, public works, public health, and tourism and other environmental 

services (Wardojo & Masripatin 2003). For example, in the agriculture sector, 

the role of forests and forestry provided for agricultural allocation; watershed 

protection, erosion control, maintenance of soil fertility and provision of 

genetic resources. In industries, forests and forestry support water supply 

including raw materials – both timber and non-timber forest products.  

 

Overall, Indonesian forests, typically dominated by tropical rain forests, cover 

an area around 137 million ha, with Indonesia having the third largest area of 

tropical forests in the world after Brazil and Zaire (Ministry of Forestry 

[MoF] 2006). This includes water conservation areas (MoF 2010). Indonesian 

forests have an important contribution to make to the world’s ‘lungs’ that 

provide oxygen and can assist in stabilising the global climate.  However, 

deforestation and forest degradation has been extensive in Indonesian forests 

(WRM 2002). Deforestation in Indonesia has been mainly caused by 

unsustainable harvesting practices, illegal logging, encroachment, forest fire 

and abandonment of converted forest land (Wardojo & Masripatin 2003).        
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In terms of dealing with the reduction and conservation of forest lands in 

Indonesia, some rehabilitation efforts have been planned and undertaken. 

Starting in 2010, the Indonesian government has set up goal to rehabilitate 

forests by 500,000 ha per year (MoF 2010). Indonesian government has also 

attached conservation forests with more legal instruments. It has been 

recognised that conservation forests are divided into three main functions, i.e. 

sanctuary reserves, nature conservation areas and hunting areas. The 

Indonesian government also implemented sustainable forest management 

policies and practices (Ben 2009).  

 

However, there was a growing realisation by the Indonesian government in 

the 1990s that government forest protection was not enough on its own.  It 

was identified that it was significant to involve the community to reach 

benefit economically and socially. There is a growing importance of 

community-based forest management (CBFM) in Indonesia because a large 

proportion of Indonesia’s population (23%) live amongst forests (Brown 

2004), with a further 6 million people highly dependent on forests for 

household income (Sunderlin, Resosudarmo, Rianto & Angelsen 2000). On 

the other hand, other data showed that there were around 49 million people 

who live within and surrounding forests and around 10 million forest dwellers 

living under the poverty line (MoF 2006). It has been identified that there 

were approximately 41,000 villages surrounding the forests in 2009 (Ditjen 

Planologi Kehutanan 2009). Although the aggregated data from MoF (2006) 

covered just 17 provinces out of a total of 33 provinces for all of Indonesia, 

the data revealed a high number of communities that are involved in the 

forestry sector. In the Indonesian Government strategic planning for the years 

2010 - 2014, it was stated that some programs are going to be implemented 

such as the development of CBFM, farm forestry, village forestry and 

conservation forestry. These efforts include the development of forest 

products for both timber and non-timber forest products. This planning was 

also to support the empowerment of communities in and around forests (MoF 

2010). 
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In Indonesia, the involvement of communities in the forestry sector has 

developed in certain ways. It was started in the early-1980s when the 

Government of Indonesia introduced a social forestry program by 

implementing a Taungya system (in Indonesia referred to as sistem 

Tumpangsari). In 1991, the Government of Indonesia released the decree of 

the Community Development Program (CDP). This program provided 

emphasis to strengthen the socio-economic development of communities 

surrounding forests within forest concessions. It involved the plantation 

owners and concessionaires.  

 

In 1995, the previous policy was renewed by declaring the community 

forestry program that allowed communities to have a 25 year lease on forest 

areas. It was the first effort to re-establish local communities’ access to forest 

resources including non timber forest products. In 1999, after Suharto’s 

regime stepped down, there was issued the new Forestry Act [Act no. 41]. In 

the Act, there are mandates that clearly relate to community forestry program, 

such as:  

 Forest concessionaire should cooperate with local community 

surrounding forest (article 30);  

 The activity of forest and land rehabilitation should implement a 

participatory approach in order to empower communities surrounding 

forest (article 42.2).   

 

This revision included the chance for communities to gain an equal access to 

the state-owned forests to be used and managed and the legal basis of the 

variety of community forestry forms. 

 

In 2001, the Indonesian Government issued another decree to revise the 

previous decree. It was followed by the issuance the Government Regulation 

to provide more attention on the empowerment of communities within and 

surrounding forests. This was tended in order to improve community 

institutional capacity in utilising the forest [regulation no. 34/2002, article 

51].  
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The creation of the Social Forestry Program was launched by the Ministry of 

Forestry in 2003, in terms of providing more effort to involve the community 

in forestry programs. The strengthening effort from the Indonesian 

Government was raised again by issuing five priority policies. One of the 

priorities was for enacting community forestry projects in the policy to 

empower the economy of communities within and surrounding forest. 

 

In Indonesia, up to recently, there have been recognised several terminologies 

and practices related to community involvement such as: Community Forestry 

(Kehutanan Masyarakat), Community Based Forest Management (Hutan 

Kemasyarakatan - HKm), Social Forestry (Perhutanan Sosial), Village Forest 

(Hutan Desa), Partnership or Join Forest Management (Program Kemitraan) 

and Peoples’ Forest Plantation (Hutan Tanaman Rakyat - HTR) programs. 

Nevertheless, community capacity to develop via community forestry needs 

to be considered. In terms of local community empowerment, the attention on 

institutional capacity became significant and this has led to interest in the 

social dimension of community forestry, of which social capital is one aspect. 

 

1.3 The role of social capital in community forestry    

The aforementioned explanation showed that it was significant to explore 

forestry dynamics at the local community or village level. In terms of this 

research, two related concepts are important – community and social capital 

(discussed more fully in Chapter 2). I have adopted a broad definition of 

‘community’ as a group of people who have established relations and its 

members share ideas, interests and responsibilities, with the farmer forest 

community being those members living in the same geographical area who 

contribute to, and share the identity, of being part of the farmer forest group 

(FFG) (Conrad 2007). Conrad (2007) also stated that analysing the dynamics 

and structure of a community can be undertaken by using the conceptual 

framework for social capital. In simple terms, social capital can be viewed as 

the “glue” which bonds a community together. Furthermore, it has been 

shown that social capital is able to contribute to economic and institutional 
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development (Putnam 1993; Lin 2007). However, just as social capital can 

generate positive outcomes for a community, it may also be possible that the 

bonds and networks of a local community can limit or suppress innovative, 

new ideas or participation in decision making, especially by minority groups 

(Fukuyama 1999). 

 

While there are many factors that contribute to the success of community 

forest groups, social capital is emerging as an important component whether 

positively or negatively (Grootaert 1999; Grootaert, Narayan, Jones & 

Woolcock 2004; Ostrom 2000). There is very little information about the role 

of social capital in farmer forest groups, especially in Indonesia. What 

components of social capital make a difference to farmer forest groups in 

Indonesia? Can an increase in social capital actually lead to greater livelihood 

benefits for group members from commercial forestry? 

 

1.4 Contribution and approach of my research 

My research seeks to contribute to the theory and application of social capital 

in the community forestry context in Indonesia, as a means to examine and 

understand the overall effectiveness of community forestry. While there are 

many factors that contribute to the success of village-level farmer groups, 

social capital is believed by some analysts (Barraket 2005; Cramb 2006; 

Kilpatrick 1996; Uphoff & Wijayaratna 2000; Woolcock & Narayan 2000) to 

be an important component. However, it is uncertain what components of 

social capital make a difference to community forestry groups in Indonesia, 

and whether an increase in social capital actually translates to greater benefits 

for smallholders (farmers) from enterprises such as commercial forestry. In 

doing this research, my emphasis was on capturing the experiences and 

insights of individuals and small groups of people actively involved in 

village-based community forestry in Indonesia.         

 

My research questions 

More specifically, to explore social capital within selected farmer forest 

groups (FFG), I used the following research questions to frame my research:  
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1. What is the nature and extent of selected social capital characteristics 

in the selected FFGs? 

2. How does social capital function over time in the FFGs? 

3. What strategies can be used to generate social capital to support 

community forestry in Indonesia?  

 

An important part of this research was to develop an appropriate and feasible 

framework and process for exploring social capital of the farmer forest groups 

in Indonesia. Based on literature reviewed (Chapter 2), I selected five 

characteristics of social capital to explore. These are participation, leadership, 

learning, partnerships and trust. 

 

Methodology used in this research 

This research was aimed to answer the key research questions by using a 

methodology to collect, analyse and interpret more on qualitative data. 

Adopting a methodology that integrates qualitative data is commonly viewed 

as a constructive and reliable approach to social science generally, and in 

particular is an effective approach to measuring and analysing social capital 

(Grootaert & Bastelar 2002). This research explored and analysed selected 

elements or indicators of social capital in farmer forest groups in Indonesia. 

The selected elements or indicators that this research focused on included: 

farmer’s participation, leadership of group leader, extent of learning, and 

partnerships with ‘outsiders’ (Race et al 2007) – see chapter 2 for a review of 

these elements.  

 

Case study communities 

The data was collected from three selected farmer forest groups in two 

districts – Bulukumba (Karassing village) in South Sulawesi province and 

Sumbawa (Pemasar village) in West Nusa Tenggara province, with the 

locations shown in Figure 1.1 below. 

 

In Bulukumba, I chose two FFGs, namely FFG Suka Makmur and FFG Suka 

Maju. The groups were already familiar with dealing with the forestry sector. 

The groups had a good reputation in terms of group activeness and 
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contribution to forestry development. These groups have been able to 

demonstrate their existence and activeness after a government project was 

discontinued. Furthermore, the groups have been under respectable leadership 

for more than five years.  

 

In Sumbawa, I chose one FFG, namely KSU Uma Dene (KSU – Koperasi 

Serba Usaha = Multipurpose Cooperative). This group used the initials of 

KSU instead of FFG, as it has been legalised as a Cooperative body and this 

legalisation process was the condition for it to be involved in the 

government’s HTR program. This group was chosen to provide a contrast to 

the Bulukumba case study. It was recently developed as a group and was 

involved in a new forestry program called the People Forest Plantation (HTR). 

The group had a background as illegal farmers which occupied the HTR area. 

Under the HTR program, this group has been transferred into a legal group.      

 

 

Figure 1.1: Research locations in Indonesia 

 

Data collection 

The main components of data collection for this research included:  

1. A literature review of published and unpublished research, reports and other 

material (e.g. forest product market prices and volumes) held by government 

agencies, non-government organisations (NGO) and private companies.  

2. Analysis of data collected by the Indonesian Statistics Bureau and other 

relevant institutions (e.g. District forest agencies). 

3. In-depth semi-structured interviews with farmers (n = 37), group leaders (n = 

3), district forestry staffs, NGO staffs, company staffs and others (e.g. forest 
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policy-makers in provincial and national forestry agencies, n = 12). 

Interviewees were selected to form a diverse sample of smallholders and 

experiences about community forestry and the local FFG (explained in more 

detail in chapter 3, pp: 53-55).   

 

Data was collected and analysed about the demographic and household 

characteristics of members and non-members of farmer forest groups in the 

selected villages, farmers’ experiences with commercial forestry; how farmer 

forest groups are organised and supported (by members and ‘outsiders’); and 

the extent membership of farmer forest groups has led to changes in farmers’ 

livelihoods. 

 

1.5 Ethical considerations 

As this research involved human participants, it had ethical considerations 

(discussed further in Chapter 3) which needed to be in accordance with the 

standards of the University’s Ethics in Human Research Committee. I 

received Human Ethics approval from the University prior to conducting the 

data collection.  It is mandatory to consider the ethical framework for dealing 

with such issues (Patton 2002). For instance, I gained voluntary participation 

of all informants in advance of data collection (Minichiello, Aroni, Timewell 

& Alexander 1990). I also needed to consider a wide range of different 

characteristics of the people who might be engaged in this research, such as 

culture, ethnicity, gender, literacy and wealth differences between me and the 

informant. I requested the participant’s consent after providing sufficient 

information of this research through the research information sheet (see 

Appendix 3).  

 

1.6 Overview of the thesis 

This thesis is divided into six chapters, as shown in Figure 1.2 below.  
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Figure 1.2: Overview of the thesis 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction This chapter consists of an overview of the research 

including background to theory, the research 

questions, research methodology used and thesis 

outline. 

 

Chapter 2: The role of 

community forestry 

and social capital in 

community 

development 

This chapter provides explanation of the importance 

of forests for rural livelihoods, the evolution of 

community forestry as a mechanism for community 

development, the role of social capital in 

community development and the link to rural 

poverty, livelihoods and development in Indonesia.  

 

Chapter 3: 

Methodology 

The methodology chapter describes the social 

science approach used to frame the research, a 

description of the case studies and explanation of 

data collection methods and data analysis. Ethical 

considerations are discussed along with 

contingencies and my reflection on the research 

experience. 

 

Chapter 4: The nature 

and extent of social 

capital characteristics 

in community forestry 

groups 

 

In this chapter, I present the results relating to five 

social capital elements in the farmer forest groups, 

i.e. participation, leadership, learning, partnerships 

and trust. The chapter concludes with a discussion 

on each social capital component in relation to the 

literature.  

 

Chapter 5: How social 

capital functions over 

time in the community 

forestry groups 

 

This chapter discusses my findings on the changes 

in generation of social capital in the farmer forest 

groups over time using different models.  

 

Chapter 6: Conclusions The last chapter presents my conclusions of this 

research including some recommendations, 

especially to support strategies to generate social 

capital that is related to forestry development, and 

my suggestions for further research.  
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Chapter 2 

The role of community forestry and social capital in 

community development  

 

This chapter reviews literature on the role of forests in supporting livelihoods, 

including the emerging contribution of community forestry in improving the 

livelihoods of farming communities. The chapter consists of three sections 

that discuss: 1) rural poverty, livelihoods and development in Indonesia; 2) 

the evolution of community forestry as a mechanism for community 

development; and 3) the role of social capital in community development.  

 

2.1 Rural poverty, livelihoods and development in Indonesia 

 

Prevalence and causes of rural poverty in Indonesia 

Indonesia has developed dramatically over the last 40 years. Indonesian 

development has provided rapid growth in the period of 1970 and 1996, prior 

to the financial crisis in 1997. This achievement has successfully shifted 

Indonesia from low to middle income status. The number of people living in 

poverty that was identified as about 60 percent in 1970, with this proportion 

falling to just 11 percent by 1996. However, the growth was not 

corresponding to the Indonesian’s overall economic performance and it was 

not equally distributed across the country (The International Fund for 

Agricultural Development [IFAD] 2004).  

 

In addition, it was recognised that due to the slowness in agricultural growth, 

there is an increase of poverty in the rural economy (Maertenz, Zeller and 

Birner 2010). Maertenz et al (2010) also stated that agriculture has 

traditionally contributed to the Indonesian rural economy. Around two thirds 

of the rural population are engaged in agriculture. However, the contribution 

of the agricultural sector in Indonesia has fluctuated. In the 1960s it 

contributed to 55 percent of gross domestic product (GDP), but has dropped 

to only 17 percent by 2000 (IFAD 2004). Therefore reducing poverty in 
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Indonesia is a matter of stimulating rural economic growth (Gibson and 

Olivia 2010; Krisnadi 2010), rather than simply expanding agriculture.       

 

In Indonesia, based on 2007 data there were 23.6 million people living below 

the national poverty line. By 2010 it had risen to 31.2 million people 

(Statistics Indonesia [SI] 2012). Most of these people live in rural Indonesia. 

In 2009, poor people in Indonesia represented about 20 percent of the rural 

population and about 11 percent of the total population (IFAD 2009). In 2010, 

the number of poor people living in rural areas in Indonesia was 19.9 million, 

rising to 16.6 percent of the total population (SI 2012). The poorest areas can 

be found in the remote eastern islands of Indonesia due to lack of services 

(McCulloh 2009). This situation triggers people to become vulnerable to 

external distresses and is the principal cause of poverty (IFAD 2009; Maxwell 

1999).  

 

The context of rural areas, for example in Java, is that farmer’s land is 

relatively small, with an average of less than 0.05 ha per person. This size is 

not adequate for a subsistence farmer, with most farmers unable to fulfil their 

livelihood needs (IFAD 2009; Mubyarto 1975).  The small size of property 

has become one of the poverty factors of farmers occupying state land in 

Sumbawa. In this situation, households in rural areas have become the focus 

of development, including forestry development. In addition, rural areas are 

identified as a settlement under a certain size and density. Therefore, there is 

no single family who is able to be seen as a ‘typical’ rural family. Rural areas 

are comprised of a collection of families, not just a collection of individual 

members. As a result, if we are looking for a representative of rural family, 

we need to observe the local community (Sanders 1977). In addition, because 

there are many aspects that contribute to a rural community and its 

uniqueness, rural communities are assessed across a number of features. 

Moreover, under statistics terminology, rural area is recognised to distinguish 

between urban and rural people. Above all, this terminology is without any 

further explanation of what the criteria of rural people instead of poverty line 

(SI 2012).     
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It is recognised that in rural areas, job opportunities are limited. In this sense, 

households, to fulfil their income needs, depend heavily on natural resources 

and alternative crops (Karumbidza 2005). This option was intended to involve 

households in tree farming (small-scale timber growers) (Karumbidza 2005; 

Mayers & Vermeulen 2002) and became known as community forestry 

(Mayers & Vermeulen 2002).  Furthermore, based on research that was 

carried out in another country, it was found that there were important 

differences between households involved in tree farming and those not 

involved. Households involved in tree farming were generally able to produce 

alternative crops and this condition provided greater profits (Chamberlain, 

Essop, Hougard, Malherbe, Walker 2005; Mayers & Vermeulen 2003).  

 

It was significant when the government started involving households in tree 

farming – so called small grower schemes – as a means to increase their farm 

income and also provide additional jobs in the forestry sector. This approach 

matched with poverty elimination efforts, so forestry schemes were targeted 

to regions which had high levels of rural poverty (Chamberlain et al 2005). 

This situation reflected how the forestry sector started to pursue its 

development to eliminate poverty, however the decision made by 

communities was influenced by the socio-economic conditions. Their poverty 

situation related to this condition as well (Adhikari 2005). The most 

vulnerable group was women, yet forestry programs did not always address 

income insecurity and often failed to eliminate poverty (Clarke and Isaacs 

2004). 

 

In order to analyse rural poverty in general, IFAD attempted to provide more 

information about the picture of poverty from the perspective of poor rural 

people. Some key messages that are used as the basic point to provide the 

poverty reduction effort as it was stated by IFAD (2009, p.2), such as: the 

difficulties of rural people living in poverty, the need to move on from old 

dichotomies in agriculture and rural development policies and practice, the 

need for a new mainstream agricultural development paradigm focused on the 

actual producers, including women farmers and labourers, the critical role of 
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local organisations, and the importance of understanding the local context for 

rural poverty reduction and that the situation is heterogeneous.  

 

In order to identify what is the main reason that people fall into poverty it 

needs to relate to the development projection in general. Development is often 

seen to be about economic growth. However, development is not merely 

economic growth, and not only about level of income but the removal of 

‘unfreedoms’ as it was stated, in general, ‘unfreedoms’ as a dependency or a 

barrier into GNP (Growth National Products), individual income and also 

social and economic arrangements, political and civil rights (Sen 1999). Sen 

added that it is important to identify the types of ‘unfreedoms’ faced by poor 

people that are mostly related to social and economic arrangements.  For 

example, the income that people have had will be valuable if the income 

relates to the capabilities of people to have more function especially in the 

society. This capability of utilising the income relates to the level of freedom 

they have.    

 

In addition, I refer to the cyclical effect of poverty on farmers, as presented 

below in Figure 2.1 as it was adapted from Widiowati (2010), in relation to 

causes and impacts of poverty; the diagram below presents a cycle that is 

based on agricultural farmer livelihoods. Farmers’ poverty situation means 

that farmers have low income and find it is difficult to fulfil their daily 

livelihood needs. This leads to the inability to buy basic food ingredients and 

so potentially causes malnutrition. If farmers are suffering from malnutrition, 

it potentially affects their work capability. Low work capability leads to low 

income they receive (or production they produced), and so the cycle 

continues.    

 

The characteristics of farmers are also related to farming systems and some 

analysts have argued that different farming systems relate to different views 

of farmers such as a shift in environmental beliefs, values, attitudes and norms 

(Abaidoo and Dickinson 2002). For example, in Indonesia, traditional values, 

such as assamaturu in Bulukumba and basiru in Sumbawa (i.e. working 

together or mutual help), is really incorporated in the farming system in those 
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areas. The situation for such farmer communities is often compounded by a 

range of limitations in the physical capacity (e.g. inadequate transport and 

infrastructure), economic (e.g. remote from commercial markets, weak 

bargaining position), institutional (e.g. low levels of government support) and 

social (e.g. low levels of cooperation) attributes (Gilmour, Malla & Nurse 

2004).  

    

 

                                 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1: The cyclical effect of poverty on Indonesian farmers (adapted 

from Widiowati 2010). 

 

The rural development program in Indonesia, in general aims to offer welfare 

especially to small farmers. In reality, the bigger farmer will obtain more 

benefit than the small farmer. It has been identified that bureaucratic factors 

and rural elites have influenced the distribution of welfare (Blair 1978). In 

addition, as occurred in Bangladesh, after the rural development program had 

been implemented for around 15 years, it was revealed that the bigger farmers 

were the main beneficiaries, not the smaller farmers. 

 

2.2 The evolution of community forestry as a mechanism for 

community development 

Many communities around the world are dependent on forests for their 

livelihoods. Forests provide the basic needs of communities living in and 

Low income 
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around forests for food, fresh water, shelter, medicine, fuels, protection, shade 

and tools, paper production, cardboard, lumber and plywood (Dwyer 2010; 

Wollenberg, Belcher, Sheil, Dewi & Moeliono 2004). Forests are also 

believed to be one of the solutions to alleviate poverty, as forests can provide 

income for livelihoods from sale of timber and non-timber products (Mayers 

& Vermeulen 2002). Households which have timber trees, often use their 

trees as a livelihood ‘safety net’ (Cairns 2000). 

 

The number of people in Indonesia who live in, and have customary rights to, 

their forests and have developed ways of life and traditional knowledge, have 

been estimated at around 95 million people (Chao 2012), representing around 

40 percent of the total Indonesian population. In relation to the existence of 

people within and around forests, it was identified as well that there were 

around 16,600 villages located around forests and 2,800 villages within forest 

areas (Daryanto, 2011). These villagers living within and around Indonesian 

forests have strong historical connections to forests and are considered to be 

highly forest-dependant (Charnley and Poe 2007; Susanto 2012).  

 

In general, farmers are significant actors in people-centred forestry 

development in the world, including forestry development in Indonesia. In 

addition, the characteristics of farmers are influenced by the numerous factors 

including those that influence market trends and family contingencies, such as 

health and demographic factors (Abaidoo and Dickinson 2002). For example, 

farmers in some locations in Indonesia plant timber trees based on what is 

used to be received by the buyers. Some of forest farmers have been eager to 

plant timber trees if they see other farmers in their area receiving benefits 

from selling timber trees.  

 

Understanding community 

The common definition of ‘community’ is a group of people sharing a locality 

(i.e. location-based definition). However, a community can also be formed 

when people share a common interest, such as belonging to a single 

organisation, ideology or interest group (Bull and Schwab 2005). A 

‘community’ can simply be defined as a group of people who are drawn 
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together through a common situation or interest. However, what makes the 

concept challenging to understand is that people can belong to multiple 

communities, simultaneously – with people expressing their sense of 

community in a variety of ways (e.g. via membership of formal clubs, 

allegiance to a specific agricultural sector, part of a social network). There can 

also be different ‘interest’, or ‘user’ groups in relation to forestry within a 

single community (Gilmour & Fisher 1991; Malla 2000). 

 

As such, community forests tend to reflect the social dynamics (including the 

capacity and available opportunities) of the local people. A forest actively 

managed by a local community may not necessarily be consistent with the 

policies of government and non-government organizations to encourage 

poverty alleviation, biodiversity conservation and adaptation to climate 

change. For example, if the local community places a high priority on 

construction of buildings (e.g. houses, schools, community buildings), then a 

high level of harvesting at the expenses of biodiversity conservation – at least 

in the short-term – may be a rational decision by the community. However, 

the extent forests reflect the aspirations of the local community needs to be 

tempered by the view of some analysts that there has been relatively little 

devolution in the control of forests to local communities worldwide (Fisher 

2003; Pagdee, Kim & Daugherty 2006). 

 

Community Forestry 

Since the 1970s, community forestry (CF) has been recognised as a strategy 

to overcome the perceived link between deforestation and the livelihood 

needs of rural communities in developing countries in Asia (Charnley and Poe 

2007; Gilmour and Fisher 1991; Hobley 2007; Malla 2000; Westoby 1978). 

Community forestry was defined by FAO (1978) and the International 

Tropical Timber Organisation (ITTO) (2007) as forest management activities 

that were carried out by local people or local communities to provide a 

situation of social equity and the forest resource sustainability. Two expected 

impacts in CF are positive impact to improve communities’ livelihood and 

sustainable forest management (Dwyer 2010; ITTO 2007). 
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 The concept was soon popularised by aid agencies and governments in many 

other countries in Asia, Africa, and Central and South America, and later 

expanded to include options for commercialisation of forest products as a 

means of addressing rural poverty (Wily 2002; Gilmour et al. 2004; Hobley 

2007; Pagdee et al 2006; Poffenberger 2006).  

 

In a wider context, CF, as a branch of forestry, was expected to contribute to 

sustainable and inclusive economic development not only at the household 

level but at a national level (Branney, Kandel, Tiwari & Pant 2009; Malla 

2009). In addition, it was told also that CF was expected to bring communities 

out of poverty by enabling community in forestry sector and involving them 

towards commercial forestry.  Involving communities in forestry sector was 

to support communities to generate income from timber and non-timber forest 

products. Furthermore, the successful of CF depended on the involvement of 

local community and the community complied with their involvements and 

benefit they received (Roberts and Gautam 2003). While on the other hand, 

Malla (2009) looked at the success of CF by its ability to adapt to change 

caused by the rapid rate of urbanisation that impacts on rural livelihoods, on 

and off-farm production systems, price rises and food crisis. Malla (2009) 

also briefly summarised the changes in concepts of CF, as presented below in 

Table 2.1. 

 

Eventually, along the process, forest resources situation showed a dynamic 

situation. The forest resources often declined due to the pressure on socio-

economic and sometime political situation and tragically, the elite local to use 

poor people on their behalf (Arnold 2001; Malla 2009). Communities within 

and around forests can be seen as actors in their own right in forestry 

development (Wollenberg et al 2004).  They can obtain independence and 

don’t have to depend on the governments’ support. It is important for them to 

be more creative to increase their capacity. This is to reduce tension over the 

management of forests essentially arises due to different needs, values and 

perceptions of fairness, and disparity in power to make binding decisions – 

characteristics of social pluralism (Anderson, Clement and Crowder 1997). 
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Table 2.1: Community forestry concepts from time to time 

1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 

The stress was on 

forest industries, 

resettlement and 

export of timber 

(the issue was on 

transformation and 

technology/transfer
) 

The intention 

was on fuel 

wood, 

impacts of 

deforestation, 

forests and 

people 

(redistributio

n with 
growth, basic 

needs, energy 

crisis was 
become an 

issue) 

In this era, the 

stress was on 

projects, 

subsistence 

needs, forest 

farming 

systems (the 
implementatio

n was on 
structural 

adjustment 

and free 
market) 

By this time, 

the intention 

was on socio-

economic 

dimensions, 

second 

generation 

projects (the 

issue was on 
environmenta

l and 

sustainability 
and poverty 

reduction) 

The stress was 

on 

environment, 

livelihoods, 

governance, 

climate change 

and rights 

(sustainable 

livelihoods, 
good 

governance, 

decentralisatio
n and 

devolution 

emerged as a 
core point). 

 

As it was discussed above, accepting and managing the ‘pluralism’ of 

interests in forestry is not an easy task, particularly when objectives and 

deeply held values of different stakeholders are seemingly incompatible, and 

the prevailing context may include unilateral decision-making by government 

or a narrow spectrum of elite stakeholders. Understanding who is able to 

influence or control the decision-making process, and the extent the costs and 

benefits are equitably shared is central to making forestry work – for people 

and the environment (Charnley and Poe 2007; Mayers and Bass 2004; 

Wollenberg et al 2004). Locally-based community groups or institutions are 

seen as a vital ingredient for successful community forestry (Padgee et al 

2006). 

 

Characteristics of people-centred or community-based forestry (Awang 2007, 

in Balai Pengelolaan Kawasan Hutan [BPKH] and Multistakeholder Forestry 

Program [MFP], 2009) includes:  

 community forests can be on private or communal/public land. They have 

become a community forest under certain circumstances such as: 

unfertile land, difficult topography contour, lack of labour and low risk;  

 community forests are not necessarily in a single area. They can be 

scattered, based on the tenure status and environment;  
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 community forestry is typically a family business, with their use based on 

their own management and needs;  

 community forests are usually harvested based on the needs of the farm 

family, not based on environmental sustainability or commercial 

maximisation;  

 community forest farmers have not had the professional organisation to 

manage community forests altogether;   

 there is rarely an organised forest management plan for community 

forests. Yet it tends a big question for supply scheme for wood based 

industries; and  

 the marketing mechanism is beyond the farmers control as a producer, 

raising questions about who achieves the greatest benefit. 

 

Those characteristics above show the complexity of one type of people-

centred forests system. Even when different groups of people within a single 

community share the same long-term goal for a community forest, the 

strategies to achieve this goal may need to be markedly different for various 

‘interest’ groups within the community. In general, different groups within a 

community can vary widely in terms of their characteristics (BPKH & MFP 

2009): 

 specific interests in forestry (e.g. commercial timber production, non-

timber forest products for home use, areas of forests reserved as scared 

sites); 

 dependence on forestry for their household income; 

 capacity to change their use of forests (e.g. limited knowledge on how to 

optimise forestry, low household income, high opportunity cost of 

implementing optimum forestry); and 

 willingness to make changes to their personal practices, lifestyles and 

businesses for the long-term benefits of the wider community 

(particularly if they feel they are unfairly incurring costs or risks higher 

than others in the community).  
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In addition, if there is the aim to hand control of the forest over to a local 

community, then its composition and management should theoretically reflect 

the needs and interests of those involved. For instance, poor people remote 

from commercial markets may tend to emphasize fast growing food, fodder 

and fuel-wood trees, while wealthier forest growers may choose to invest in 

forests for more lucrative markets, even if the returns are relatively long-term 

(Malla 2000; Scherr 1995). Therefore, inherent in community forestry is that 

the type of forestry practiced will reflect the interest(s) groups in a community 

that makes the important decisions about forest management. That is, 

community forestry may achieve little for poor members of a local 

community if they lack the power to influence the decision-making process, 

causing their needs and interests to be ignored or devalued (Fisher 2003).  

 

Although it is difficult to accurately define the exact area of community 

forestry and the number of people now involved – for example, due to 

informal use of forests by some communities, incomplete databases of all 

recognised community forests, poor definition of forest boundaries and the 

communities involved, and differences in opinion as to the extent 

communities have ‘control’ over forests – the area of forests and the number 

of people involved is believed to be vast and increasing. While nearly 400 

million hectares of forest was estimated to be under community control or 

management in 2001 (including areas not necessarily formally recognised as 

community forestry), this area is expected to increase to about 740 million 

hectares by the year 2015 – directly involving about 300 million people (Bull 

and White 2002). 

 

In a large part, community forestry projects tend to be focused in areas where 

there is a high rate of deforestation, often caused by an acute convergence of 

proximity to urban or industrial centres and severe poverty (Sunderlin, Dewi 

& Puntodewo 2007). In such situations, community forestry projects may 

actually serve to reinforce existing social structures and entrench inequity, 

contrary to the expectation that it would offer a means of achieving greater 

equity in sharing the benefits and empowering poor people (Buchy and Subba 

2003; Malla 2009; Shrestha and  McManus 2005). Furthermore, community 
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forestry has benefits for the poor because the forests have been functioning as 

a safety nets and an essential source of daily income and food (Dwyer 2010).  

 

In addition, community forestry is commonly promoted as a solution for 

disadvantaged communities and degraded ecosystems – a challenging context 

for any community development or biodiversity conservation initiative, 

suggesting that perhaps the ambitions for community forestry exceed what 

might be realistic given the stressed local context to incorporate to the 

complex forestry development that is linked to ecological and social impact 

(Barraclough and Ghimire 1995). On the other hand, the focus of community 

forestry has generally shifted from arresting deforestation towards revitalising 

rural communities; investment in processes that build social capital could 

improve the outcomes of community forestry (Lockie 2003). This parallels 

the five priorities under the Ministry of Indonesia where the third priority 

refers to community empowerment.    

 

The central challenge is about managing the underlying tension as different 

people seek different outcomes from forests. In one sense, a tangible 

expression of social pluralism is the diverse range community forestry models 

throughout the world (e.g. Wily 2002; Gilmour et al. 2004; Poffenberger 

2006; Victor and Barash 2001). Critical analysis is required of forestry 

development to avoid naïve assessments of the complexities and challenges 

facing community forestry, and prevent a type of forestry being practiced that 

makes poor people poorer (Hobley 2007; Malla 2009). In addition, it is 

essential to observe the structures and dynamics of communities targeted for 

community forestry, together with an in-depth assessment of the type, nature 

and scale of forestry (Colfer, Dahal & Capistrano 2009). 

 

Relationships between forest farmers and timber companies  

In commercial forestry, one factor that needs to be maintained is the 

relationship between forest farmers and timber processing companies, under 

forestry partnership scheme. There are a variety of reasons reported by Race 

et al (2009) why small-scale growers choose to be involved in partnerships 

with the processors, i.e.:  



24 

 

 have secure sale contracts (market access),  

 receive technical and financial support,  

 help secure land tenure and tree rights.  

 

Likewise, many processors choose to form partnerships with farmers for 

reasons such as:  

 gaining access to land or forests suited to commercial forestry,  

 securing future timber supplies,  

 strengthening positive relationships with local people by sharing the 

benefits of commercial forestry.  

 

For those reasons above, it is important to consider each party’s need in 

partnerships (Race et al. 2009). Partnerships in community forestry are 

commonly aimed to bring communities out of poverty, as it has been 

recognised that small-scale growers often have a lack of understanding of the 

value of partnerships and commercial forestry. They have shown their lack of 

knowledge in market prices and they have a weak links to competitive 

markets as well (Race et al. 2009).  

 

Community forestry in Indonesia   

Forestry policy in Indonesia is led by the Ministry of Forestry (MoF).  One of 

the policy aims is to provide a pro-poor program to reduce poverty 

alleviation. It is recognised that most people living within and surrounding 

forests are categorised as poor (Albornoz et al. 2007; Vermeulen et al. 2003; 

Wollenberg et al. 2004). Indonesia has already had the Forestry Act [Act 

number 41/1999], where the priority of people-centred forestry is noted under 

several mandates:  

 Forest concessionaires should cooperate with local communities 

surrounding the forest (Article 30),  

 The activity of forest and land rehabilitation should implement a 

participatory approach in order to empower communities surrounding the 

forest (Article 42.2), 
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 The policy also considers Government Regulation No. 34/2002 which 

mandates the empowerment of communities within and surrounding 

forests in order to improve community institutional capacity in using the 

forest (Article 51).  

 

Based on the Act (41/1999), one of the objectives of forest management in 

Indonesia is to increase community capacity and to develop community 

empowerment in a participative and fair manner, with environmental 

considerations. It was also stated that all forests within Indonesia are under 

state authority and to be managed solely for the welfare of people within and 

around forest. The Government of Indonesia has provided regulations on 

forestry that is related to community as a core. Some of the most relevant 

regulations are as follows.  

 

In the 1980s, the Indonesian government started to encourage the social 

forestry program. It was known as the taungya system (sistem tumpangsari) 

and it has been implemented in the State Forest Corporation Perum Perhutani 

(Hindra 2006). Furthermore, there was a Ministry of Forestry Decree number 

691 of 1991 and amended with the Decree number 69 of 1995. Those decrees 

aimed to create a Village Forest Communities or the Community 

Development Program (CDP).  

 

In 1995, the government of Indonesia announced another Decree namely a 

policy on Community Forestry. It was under Ministry of Forestry Decree 

number 622/Kpts-II/1995.  The decree then had been revised yet again by the 

MoF Decree number 677/Kpts-II/1997 and subsequently with decree number 

31/Kpts-II/2001.  

 

In 2004, the Ministry of Forestry considered of the empowerment of local 

community within and around forest in term of social forestry. Subsequently, 

this decree was followed by the Ministry of Forestry five policies. One 

priority related to endorsing community forestry projects is the policy to 

empower the economy of communities within and surrounding the forest.  
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In the early 2007, a revision of the Government Regulation No. 34/2002 was 

made by enacting the Government Regulation No. 6/2007 mandating the 

government to empower communities surrounding the forest through three 

schemes: Hutan Kemasyarakatan or Community Forestry, Hutan Desa or 

Village Forestry, Kemitraan or Partnership between community and 

concessionaires (Article 84).  

 

According to the Government Regulation No. 6/2007, a forest management 

unit (FMU) should be established within the local government to manage a 

certain forest area located in one or more administrative areas (districts). This 

regulation has its roles and requirements for empowering communities 

include: Provision of legal status, institutional enhancement/harmonising 

interests of different sectors and actors, guidance on production 

schemes/benefits sharing schemes, guidance on technology, human resource 

development, information access to markets and provision of forest utilisation 

licenses. 

 

The Regulation No. 6/2007 presented the understanding that the community 

empowerment for receiving the most advantageous and benefits of forest 

resources and local community empowerment shall be done through capacity 

building and providing access to improve their welfare. This is mainly the 

scheme of Community forestry development in Indonesia such as the People’s 

Forest Plantation program (HTR – Hutan Tanaman Rakyat), the Community 

Forestry program (HKm – Hutan Kemasyarakatan), the Farm Forest (HR – 

Hutan Rakyat), the Village Forest and the Farm Forest under Partnership 

scheme with wood based industries and indigenous forests.     

 

The changing of Regulations No. 34/2002 to No. 6/2007 has provided 

improvement in terms of the participation of many community groups. This 

would be better for community forestry in Indonesia. The new regulation has 

provided the understanding that any efforts of forest management involving 

communities as legitimate actors related to CBFM. The forestry program has 

evolved continuously. From 2011 onwards, Ministry of Forestry produced 
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forestry regulation that is designed to be implemented up to the year 2030. 

The emphasis is on twelve aspects, i.e. (Daryanto 2011):  

1. Forestry system reform; 

2. Strengthening and optimization of forest areas;  

3. Enhancement of forest products; 

4. Strengthening natural resources utilization to nature protection and 

conservation;  

5. Acceleration of forest areas rehabilitation; 

6. Escalation of access and role of community in forest management 

7. Incentive and disincentive system development; 

8. Increasing forestry research and development; 

9. Strengthening decentralization in forest management; 

10. Improve coordination cross-sector/ministries; 

11. Forestry human resources development; and 

12. Increase Indonesian Forestry sector role at the regional and global levels.  

 

In 2010, the People’s Forest Plantation program (as it was announced in 2007 

as HTR – Hutan Tanaman Rakyat) is the government program that aims to 

reduce poverty, provide more chance to enhance community income and 

provide sustainable forestry practices to reduce carbon emissions. The 

Indonesian government has already prepared to make available 100,000 

hectares of forest land to be utilised by around 10,000 households. Beyond the 

HTR program, there is a community-based forest management program which 

provides 40,000 hectares of forest land to be utilised by around 20,000 

households and for village-managed forests, there will be 30,000 hectares for 

around 11,000 households (Maryudi  2009). 

 

In forestry development, there are some constraints have appeared even 

though the constraints are predominantly based on the farm forest 

management, however, it reflected the constraint from the forest management 

that engaged community, as it is raised by BPKH and MFP (2009). Some of 

the constraints were:  
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 To fulfil the basic need. The villagers in Indonesia usually are a 

subsistence farmer, farming mostly to fulfil their own needs. Especially 

in Java, on average farmers have a farming area less than one hectares. 

 Land tenure. Not all farmers have their own land. Most of farmers have a 

small area of land and they work as a labour or hire the land. It will effect 

to the decision on what system they are using and what trees will be 

planted on the land provided.     

 Tree selection. In some areas, the selection of trees is much influenced 

with their belief, e.g. most Javanese people does not like having certain 

tree species planted (such as Ficus sp.) in their land because they think 

that the tree has a magic image. In South Sulawesi, acacia plantation has 

less popular due to its flower that can cause a breath problem (BPKH and 

MFP 2009). Furthermore, forest farmers in Bulukumba, South Sulawesi, 

if they are join with the group, they plant the timber trees that the 

seedlings have been provided by the government, and even they are still 

able to plant the different type of timber trees in another space.  Another 

case is that they plant timber trees based on the successful story from 

other farmers. 

 Critical land. In some area, the critical land condition is able to become a 

barrier in implementing forest management. The critical land would be 

getting worse if farmer only use it for grazing. 

 Lack of capital and labour. Most farmers remain need support both of 

capital and labour to intensify their farming. In term of capital, if there is 

no support from government, it is very difficult because there is less 

involvement by commercial banks in support of farming systems. For 

labour, they will ask for family support. Therefore, it would be a big 

problem if the urbanisation rate increasing.  

 Land conversion. Sometimes the lack of land for staple food production 

has become one of the main reasons for conversion of forests to 

agriculture. However, there are other reasons such as the transmigration 

program, which supports people to migrate from Java to outer islands as 

establish farms. Another reason was that getting rapid income from 

agriculture sector. In forestry sector, farmers need a long time to wait to 
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timber tree to grow and sell them after wards. On the other hand, in 

Bulukumba, South Sulawesi, I found that farmers tend to convert 

agriculture land to farm forest land. The reason is that farmers consider 

that by selling timbers, they obtain cash much more they used to obtain 

from agriculture sector.  

 Fallacy perception. If farmers have already had timber trees in their land, 

they would have the opinion that they are able to do anything they wish 

with the trees. However, there are some regulations tied to forestry which 

farmers commonly don’t fully appreciate.  

 Lack of information. It becomes a common problem that farmers have 

received lack of information about appropriate silviculture and 

marketing. On the ground, farmers really need a lot of information that is 

able to enrich their knowledge of forestry. Even communities that know 

what trees they wanted to plant, they usually just plant the seedlings 

provided by dinas (forestry district service).  

  

2.3  The role of social capital in community development 

 

Definitions of social capital 

Capital was simply defined as the entire efforts that put toward to gain the 

expected benefit (Lin 2007). Lin (2007) also added that for the social capital, 

the involvement of people in one organisation has created the social 

relationship and this kind of relationship was a form of capital – social capital. 

Social capital was defined as a way to focus on exploring the social resources 

embedded in ones’ social relations and how their access and utilisation of 

those social resources to obtain a gain (Lin, 2007). 

 

Other forms of capital include: human capital, natural capital, physical capital 

and financial capital. The five capitals have often been represented in an asset 

pentagon (Department for International Development [DFID] 1999). DFID 

(1999) has identified that the asset pentagon is at the core of the livelihoods 

framework and it correlates with people utilise capitals to achieve their 

livelihood objectives. The individual capitals were explained as:  
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 Human capital. It includes skills, knowledge, ability to labour and good 

health,  

 Social capital. It was explained as social resources that people has and 

use to achieve their goals. It was included network and connectedness; 

membership of more formalised groups; and relationships of trust, 

reciprocity and exchanges. 

 Nature capital. It was defined as natural resources stocks that people used 

for providing their livelihood.  

 Physical capital. It was a basic infrastructure that people use to support 

livelihoods. It was incorporated a public good that was used without 

direct payment.  

 Financial capital. It was all financial resources that people use to achieve 

their livelihood objectives. It was included available stocks and regular 

inflows of money. However, earned income was excluded.  

 

Social scientists have recognised social capital as a multi-faceted topic in 

many government and academic discussions (Edwards and Foley 2007; Portes 

2000). For example, social capital has been linked to poverty and economic 

community development (Narayan 1999; Van Staveren and Knorringa 2007; 

Woolcock 1998 and 2002). One of the examples was the ability of people to 

maintain their social networks that often led to employment or other 

economic opportunities. Social capital contributes to organisational problem 

solving through collective action (Ostrom 2000). Social capital also 

contributes to the dynamic of economic and institutional development (Lin 

2007; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD] 

2001; Putnam 1993), and the relationship between community and 

government (Bevir, Rhodes & Patrick 2003). However, just as social capital 

can generate positive outcomes for a community, it may also be possible that 

the bonds and networks of a local community can limit or suppress 

innovation, new ideas or participation in decision making, especially by 

minority groups (Fukuyama 1999). 
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Social capital is just one of the five types of capitals, and each asset can 

contribute numerous benefits. For example, in rural areas in Indonesia, if a 

farmer has a car (physical capital), it demonstrates they also have financial 

capacity (financial capital – because the farmer was able to buy a car). The 

use of the car can also increase of the farmer’s prestige and connectedness 

with community (social capital) as well, because the farmer was able to share 

the car with other villagers.  

 

The concept of social capital has been principally developed by three 

analysts: Bourdieu, Coleman and Putnam (Farr 2004). Bourdieu focused on 

social behaviour and social action through the idea of multiple forms of 

capital, i.e. economic capital, cultural capital, social capital and symbolic 

capital. Overall, this was based on Marx’s concept of capital (Bourdieu 1990). 

Furthermore, Bourdieu interested in analysing how people negotiate and 

manage relationships in social structures and how those process provide the 

best result to community. In advance, Bourdieu (1990, p. 119) defined social 

capital as:  

... the sum of resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an individual 

or group by virtue of possessing a durable network of more or less 

institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance or recognition.    

 

On the other hand, Coleman described how rational action theory was 

relevant to explaining social structures, because social actions was not merely 

based on individual approaches as it was believed that to achieve goals, the 

social systems were based on the combination of individuals’ act (Coleman 

1990). Furthermore, Coleman (1990) recognised social capital as the essential 

tool to achieve community goals.  

 

Understanding social capital is fundamental to any analysis of community 

vitality, especially in rural areas (Isham & Kahkonen 1999). There are a 

number of insights about the relationships between social capital and 

community (Pavey, Muth, Ostermeier, & Davis 2007), such as: 

 Societal changes can lead to community cohesion and strengthened 

capacity. 
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 Values and interests of a local community is a significant element to 

develop in the capacity building process. 

 A liaison person can become a ‘bridge’ to provide the access to the 

community. 

 Frankness and sincerity was the foundation to building trust and social 

cohesion in the future. 

 Effective relationships among community members will support a 

community development process, which depends on strong social 

interaction. 

 

Links between human and social capitals 

Personal resources were any resources that belong to individual. The 

resources could be the attributes or capacity held by an individual such as an 

education qualification, family status, work position, etc. If this personal 

resource were used as an asset to benefit from, those resources become a 

human capital (Lin 1999). Also, human capital can emerge in the form of 

group leadership, and in turn the group’s leadership can influence the 

relationships and partnerships within the group (i.e. the group’s social capital) 

(Kilpatrick 2007).  

 

Alternatively, social resources are understood as a resource embedded within 

a group of people. Those resources could be any social relations individuals 

have as a consequence of becoming a member of a group, organisation or 

network. It will depend on the level and the variety of membership they have. 

When people draw on their social resources for benefits, it will become social 

capital (Lin 1982). Others have reported social capital as made up of “… the 

norms and networks that enable people to act collectively” (Woolcock and 

Narayan 2000 p. 226). 

 

It was significant to bring together the concern of involving natural, social, 

human and economic capital in the development. However, each element has 

its own limited value (Dale 2001 in Dale 2005). Furthermore, social capital 

was also defined as the relationships between people within their own 



33 

 

community (intra-community) and the relationships with others outside the 

community (inter-community) (Race, Curtis, Birckhead & McDonald 2007).   

 

Another definition of social capital is that it is the bonding relationships 

within a community. Social capital has been a valuable concept for 

identifying indicators of the potential power or strength of a community 

(Fukuyama 1999). By people as a community member join the group or 

become member of a society, it was intended they would have access to the 

social asset or social capital of that society (Lin 2007). On the other hand, 

community can make their decision making and policy formulation through 

the individual power and resources that they have had. Their power and 

resources was based on the set of norms, networks and organisation that was 

part of the definition of social capital (Grootaert 1998 in Dale, 2005; 

Grootaert et al. 2004). 

 

There were various definitions of social capital as well. A common definition 

of social capital was that it was the “… features of social organisation such as 

networks, norms and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation 

for mutual benefit” (Putnam 1995, p. 67). Another definition of social capital 

is an “… informal norm that promotes cooperation between two or more 

individuals”, so it will only be present if there was any association (Fukuyama 

1999, p.2). In simple terms, social capital can be viewed as the “glue” which 

bonds a community together. There was an internal social and cultural unity 

where the communication among the society member was based on shared 

norms and values (World Bank 2006). Social capital was similarly defined as 

‘… networks, together with the shared norms, values and understandings that 

facilitate cooperation within or among groups’ (Bureau of Transport and 

Regional Economics [BTRE] 2005, p.7), and that it can produce benefits that 

were psychological, cognitive, cultural, social and institutional (Uphoff 2000).  

 

Besides norms and networks, social capital also has significance in terms of 

the extent people were willing and able to cooperate to reach their objectives 

(Stone and Hughes 2002). Another significant aspect of social capital was the 
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nature of cooperation between members of a community, and the level and 

nature of support or reciprocation by individuals (Fukuyama 1999).  

 

Drawing on the various definitions discussed above, in this research, social 

capital was defined simply as the bonding relationships within a community, 

and the bridging relationships with outside individuals or organisations. 

Social capital can be a valuable concept for identifying indicators of the 

potential power of a community and, in turn, how it can benefit the 

development of community forestry.  

 

Elements of Social Capital 

A number of elements have been identified as components of social capital, 

which include: 

 Network qualities: norms and common purpose; 

 Network structure: network size, network frequency/intensity, mobility 

and power relationship; 

 Network transactions: sharing support, sharing knowledge, negotiation 

and applying sanctions; 

 Network types: bonding, bridging, linking and isolation (BTRE 2005). 

 

In Australia, social capital can be understood as the relationships between 

people within their own community (intra-community) and relationships with 

others outside the community (inter-community). These were:  

 Participation – the extent that communities were involved,  

 Learning – where communities were able to enhance their knowledge and 

capabilities,   

 Networks – so that communities have interactive relationships, be wide-

ranging, mutual, and sympathetic, 

 Sense of belonging – a feeling of being accepted by the community and a 

sense of loyalty to that community,  

 Outside partnerships – relationships with a range of actors outside the 

community,   
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 Confidence and trust – at this stage, community has both individual self-

assurance and a collective belief in itself. (Race, Curtis, Birckhead, & 

McDonald 2007).  

 

There were other elements that can contribute to a community’s power and 

effectiveness of social capital.  These elements include solidarity, social 

cohesion, patronage, domination, prestige, reputation, trust, sociability and 

organization (Van Staveren & Knorringa 2007).  They describe as well, the 

bonding through social capital mainly based on trust and this was due to 

strong social ties within a community where there was an emerging social 

identity such as family and kinship, gender, ethnicity and religion or 

organizational culture.   

 

How does social capital work? 

There are four factors that contribute to social capital, these being 

information, influence, social credentials and reinforcement as a result of 

social ties (Lin, 2007). First, social capital can be generated when information 

is drafted and becomes beneficial for members. Second, social capital will 

work when social ties influence institutions in the role of decision making that 

involves members. Third, social capital will work when the individual obtains 

advantage from the credibility they have from being part of the group’s social 

network. Fourth, reinforcement of an individual’s identity and recognition as 

an outcome from their social relations. 

 

Social relations are the ‘oil’ that makes social capital achieve collective action 

(Kilpatrick, Bell & Falk 1999). The concept of social capital has been applied 

in different ways and in different disciplines (Dasgupta and Serageldin 2000; 

Putnam 2000). Furthermore, the institutions around the place they live relate 

to the capacity of the social groups and their collective action (Woolcock and 

Narayan 2000). On the other hand, different social groups can demonstrate 

different social capital at different points in time (Adger 2003).  

 

Social capital exists between individuals and groups, and thus it is usually 

preferable to integrate qualitative and participatory methods to obtain a better 
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understanding of the causes and nuances of relationships (Dudwick, Kuehast, 

Jones, & Woolcock 2006).  

 

Gender influence on social capital 

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) (1997) and MacPhail and Bowles 

(1989) identified that in regards to work in a paddy field, there are often task 

differences between men and women. Men were responsible for the 

physically hard work of land preparation, ploughing, irrigation and field-

levelling. By comparison, women were responsible for sowing, transplanting, 

weeding and crop processing. Gender specific roles and responsibilities are 

influenced by social norms and culture, family structure, access to resources 

and the impacts of the global economy (e.g. men living away from home for 

employment). Given the changing nature of society – in rural and urban areas 

– people’s social networks are changing, thereby affecting the social capital 

that they contribute to.      

 

While men and women in the past in rural Indonesia may have had very 

distinct social groups, organisations and networks that they belonged to, this 

is changing (Soetrisno 1995). For example, women are playing a more active 

role in income-generating activities for rural families, than previously, leading 

them to have a greater say in decision making processes about the family’s 

enterprises (Nitish 2004).   

 

Measuring social capital 

While there are several examples of how social capital has been measured 

(BTRE 2005; Dudwick et al. 2006), there is no universally agreed approach or 

framework (Serageldin & Grootaert 1999). Dudwick et al. (2006) has created 

measures of social capital by defining it as the social networks and norms that 

mediate development opportunities and outcomes. They applied the results 

from this research to design and evaluate World Bank-supported projects and 

policies across diverse regions and countries. While rigorous conclusions can 

be achieved by such quantitative research alone, this was not essential. Social 

capital existed between individuals and groups, and thus it was preferable to 

integrate qualitative and participatory methods to obtain a better 
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understanding of the causes and nuances of relationships (Dudwick et al. 

2006).  

 

On the other hand, Mohan and Mohan (2002) stated that social capital was 

defined as a geographic concept because it was influenced by a spatial 

variations with the model of activity that lead to variations of social capital 

formation, as it was the variation from place to place in terms of degree and 

character of participation. This variation led to a decision making process that 

become pluralistic and normative (Dale 2005). 

 

A framework for exploring social capital in farmer forest groups 

While there were many factors that contribute to the success of village-level 

farmer groups, social capital was believed by some analysts (Narayan 1999; 

Narayan and Pritchett 1999; Van Staveren and Knorringa 2007; Woolcock 

1998 and 2002) to be an important component. However, it was uncertain 

what components of social capital make a difference to farmer forest groups 

in Indonesia, and whether an increase in social capital actually corresponds to 

greater benefits from enterprises such as community forestry. There is very 

little information about the role of social capital in farmer forest groups, 

especially in Indonesia. Hence, this research aimed to explore the role of 

certain components of social capital in farmer forest groups in Indonesia. In 

terms of determining which social capital characteristics are most relevant to 

farmer forest groups in Indonesia, the following five elements were chosen 

based on the following literature review. 

 

Participation 

Participation is believed as one of the main factors of social capital. People 

will participate to fulfil certain expectations. Bull and Jones (2006) described 

that local community has its own expectation and local government need to be 

more autonomous as well the community needs to participate more to fulfil 

the overall expectation. It was a question to recognise power and social 

relation under participation. Knack and Keefer (2006) argued that power and 

social relations provides a direct impact on the shape of participation in the 

community.   
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Research by Kilpatrick et al. (1999) has shown that farmers who have been 

involved actively in networks provided the eagerness to transform the new 

idea into practice. Active involvement relates to the social participation, and 

this relates to the ability to adopt a new practice (Patulny 2005). The tendency 

to the high participation from group member was their involvement in the 

project, with the more they are involved in a project the more new practices 

are likely to be implemented (Marsh, Burton & Pannell 2006). One of the 

efforts to boost community participation was by providing incentives for the 

community to be involved in projects (Soetrisno 1995).  

 

Participation, in the government context was the motivation of the community 

to support government programs that were planned and decided by the 

government. If there was a proposed program from the community, the 

government notices that the community has a strong desire (Soetrisno 1995). 

It was believed that without the participation of the community it was not 

possible to mobilise them in development. Participation in development was 

the process of cooperation between government and a local community, 

including planning, implementing and funding the development (Soetrisno 

1995). The government apparatus needs to be receptive of the criticism and 

the alternative idea from the community. They also need to consider those as 

the contribution of the community to the development process (Soetrisno 

1995).  

 

Soetrisno (1995) has suggested some requirements for the government to 

motivate the participative development amongst farmers in Indonesia by:  

1. Stimulate the emergence of creative ideas both from the community or 

the development apparatus;  

2. Develop a tolerance to criticism and developing the positive thinking 

within the development apparatus; 

3. Provide the capacity to the community to have the ability to plan their 

activities based on a plausible scenario;  
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4. Provide the project with an evaluation system that influences the 

community to do a self-evaluation so the community finds the solutions 

to their own problems.              

 

The Indonesian government has already initiated to have a participative focus 

to its development since 1981, even though until recent times the 

development approach has largely been a top-down mechanism, not a bottom-

up mechanism (Soetrisno 1995). The paternalistic culture in Indonesia has 

generally obstructed community participation. This is commonly evident with 

group formation. If the group formation was initiated by the government, that 

tended to stimulate the government-dependent patronage, with the group 

lacking in self-reliance (Soetrisno 1995).     

 

The intention of participation within a group was to lead to a better decision 

making process, than decisions made by individuals in isolation (Agarwal 

2001). Agarwal (2001) showed an example of how community participation 

related to institutional efficiency. Agarwal (2001) also stated how 

participatory exclusion of women affected the outcomes of the group or 

process.  If women were able to be greater involved, some benefit were 

potentially to be taken such as: more rules were able to be distributed 

equitably, women provided greater contributions to the institution and this 

situation was able to stimulate community potential as well. 

 

Leadership  

The leader and leadership plays a significant role in organising and managing 

groups, as shown by Clarke and Ward (2006). The communication and vision 

of leaders were significant factors on the success of the group, such as 

providing stimulation to the attitude of members (Elkins and Keller 2003). In 

relation social capital within an organisation, the organisation’s leadership 

was influential on the development of collective action within the 

organisation (van Laerhoven 2010).  
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Learning   

In learning, the participation of members in the learning process relates to 

their involvement in the group activity (Kilpatrick 1996). Social capital has 

been developed by the relation between networks and flow of information that 

was possessed by individual or group, this relation provided the possibility to 

influence the decision making process (Adger 2003). For example, with the 

farmer forest group having the relationship with a research institution, they 

may be involved in research activities. By these activities, they have received 

lots of new information and knowledge. This new knowledge has influenced 

their opinion and their decision making as well. Recently they would not like 

to sell their timber trees in one lot. They wish to sell their timber in meter 

cubic instead.  

 

Involving community in the provided program was one way to provide 

learning effort for community (Foster & Rozenweig 1995, Kilpatrick 2000). 

One example from India of community learning by involving in a project and 

also learning from others and as a result, there was a positive impact from the 

community in adopting new technology, and they were able to receive 

benefits for their livelihood (Foster & Rozenweig 1995). 

 

Another example of how the community learnt by involving actively in the 

project as shown by Kilpatrick (2000), communities then were able to learn 

how to work together and learning how to deal with various levels of 

government. This leaded to increase their institutional capacity as well.  

 

Partnerships 

Partnerships have been described as organisational relationships (Burkett and 

Ruhunda 2010). In this sense, as an example, it could be the relationship 

between one government body and another, a government body and an NGO, 

or a government body and a company. In this research, the relationship 

between companies and farmer groups was included as well. However, it was 

indicated as well to fully understand the motivation behind partnerships as 

stated by Burkett and Ruhunda (2010). Some partnerships have been 
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promoted to look good but can actually mask complex issues, such as unequal 

power and donor domination.  

 

One example of the relationship shown between two parties was the 

relationship between farmers and forestry companies (Race 2008). It was 

stated that the equal power prior to the development of a partnership was 

significant if to provide a better livelihood for farmers. For example, many 

farmers had less knowledge on market components of commercial forestry, 

such as a real price in the market, negotiation capability, than their 

commercial partners.         

 

However, it was significant as well to recognise the internal factor that 

contributed to the success of partnerships. It depended on the capability of the 

leader. It was believed that the leader was more responsible for the internal 

and external networks that lead to partnerships (Kilpatrick et al 1999).  

 

Trust 

There are some basic questions with social relationships, such as who to trust. 

In the context of this research, trust refers to the anticipated of consequences 

between parties. It was believed that trust between people was able to reduce 

transaction costs, foster cooperation and provide benefits for economic and 

social development (Beugelsdijk et al 2004; Bohnet et al 2005; Fukuyama 

1995; Knack and Keefer 1997; Zack and Knack 2001). Welch et al (2005) 

described that it was significant to explore the understanding of trust by 

looking at vital trust attributes. In addition, Yip et al (2007) have stated that 

trust was positively related with the well-being outcome and found that well-

being has possibly been provided through social network and support.   

 

Social capital was built by the process of the group development and 

members’ interaction. It was related to the level of trust (Kilpatrick and Bell 

2001). Group leader provides a main role to develop trust and receive trust 

from their own relations and concern without depending on communities 

(Narayan and Pritchett 1999). Furthermore, trust can be built through 

continuous social interaction (Glaeser, Laibson, and Sacerdote 2002).  
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Social capital refers to "... the connections among individuals' social networks 

and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them” 

(Putnam 2000, p.19). Therefore, an important element of social capital 

includes trust, reputation and reciprocal action (Adger 2003). Social capital 

provides an explanation of how trust and networks function and are affected 

(Pretty and Ward 2001).  

 

Farmer forest groups are a collection of recognised members of the local 

community, who agree to behave according to certain rules and regulations. 

In a formal sense, the local community is defined by a government’s recent 

decree (P.39/Menhut-II/2013) as a social unit consisting of Indonesian 

citizens who live in and around forests. The mandate contained in Law 

No. 41 of 1999 on Forestry expresses the need for alignment between the 

community’s goal and that of forest management. The community who gets 

involved in a forestry-based project usually become defined as formal 

members of forest farmer groups (Sumirat 2014). However, this definition 

can differ slightly with local understandings, such as a community that 

includes people who share a common interest like those surrounding a forest. 

Bisjoe et al. (2014) have shown that members of FFGs are often keen to 

participate in a range of different forestry programs, such as Community 

Forestry, Village Forest, People Forest Program and Forestry Partnerships. 

 

The lives of forest farmers have changed dramatically over recent decades, 

especially in Java after the transition from the New Order to the Reform Era 

(Peluso 2011). One of the more profound changes was that the access to 

forests has greatly improved for local communities. While many farmers join 

FFGs due to a common goal to increase their livelihood, increasingly they 

work independently sometimes as men and women go abroad in search of 

paid work (Peluso 2011). 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

 

This chapter discusses the process of gathering information to support the 

analysis process in the research. It will begin with discussing the research 

framework that has supported the undertaken research. Furthermore, in this 

chapter, it will be explained the methodologies used for the research to 

explore peoples’ experiences and also some additional potential 

methodologies. The intention is to provide information on a range of 

methodologies and my selection of a particular methodology. My aim was to 

gather information on the characteristics of social capital in community 

forestry groups (FFG) and how the selected components of social capital 

function and interact. Another requirement of my methodology was to analyse 

how social capital was generated in the selected FFGs, and how this social 

capital translates into livelihood benefits for members of FFG, including the 

strategies to be used in forestry development to generate social capital to 

support CBFM in Indonesia.    

 

The next part of this chapter will explain the research locations in Indonesia. 

The location of the case studies was Karassing village in Bulukumba district, 

South Sulawesi Province and Pemasar village, Sumbawa district, West Nusa 

Tenggara Province. The last part of this chapter will discuss the ethical 

consideration, some contingencies that have emerged (anticipated) and some 

interesting and unanticipated experiences that happened during the research 

process. 

 

3.1. Overview of social science and social research 

Social science perspective   

Research is a systematic process with the purpose of generating new 

knowledge – knowledge that leads to discovery (Elias 1986 as cited in Veal 

1997). Scientific research is conducted within the rules and conventions of 

science, where the research is based on logic, reason and the systematic 

examination of evidence (Veal 1997). Similarly, social science is “... a set of 
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logically interrelated propositions, presented in a systematic way, which 

describe and explain social phenomena” (Sarantakos 1998, p. 10). Established 

theories support social science with further research aiming to confirm 

existing theories, provide new insights or establish new theories about the 

social world. Another analyst asserted that to observe systematically of social 

life and understanding comprehensively of the research object through social 

research (Babbie 1992). While the word science and social itself was briefly 

defined as it was stated by Soekanto (1982), that science is knowledge that is 

derived systematically by examining and critically reviewing data. While 

social was defined as related to society or community, the issue for research 

in this case is how people behave and the influence of the studied 

phenomenon (i.e. FFGs) on people. 

 

To explore the social capital of community forestry groups in my research, I 

adopted a social science approach. The approach was intended to gain 

qualitative information (Bryman 2010; King and Horrocks 2010), for the 

reasons explained below:  

 I wanted to gather the perspectives of farmers and government staff. The 

respondent’s perspective is needed to explore their experience, their 

knowledge and their information that relates to my research; and  

 By using a qualitative approach, I was able to understand the 

comprehensive context and condition in FFGs in the research locations. 

This also relates to the impression of their actual situation and their 

relation to other stakeholders.        

 

Social research paradigms 

This research has explored the social relationships and activities of 

community forestry groups – a form of social capital – in two case study 

regions in Indonesia. Therefore, it needs to be understood in terms of a social 

research framework or paradigm (i.e. pattern of thinking) that underpins it. 

Exploring one’s paradigm is essential to deciding social research approaches 

because it explains or justifies why the approach is taken (Giddens 2001; 

Kuhn 1970; Neuman 2003). Most researchers identify three major paradigms 

that relate to social research, as follows: 
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1. Positivist approach. 

Neuman (2003, p.41) observed that “positivism sees social science research as 

fundamentally the same as natural science research; it assumes that social 

reality is made up of objective facts that value-free researchers can precisely 

measure and use statistics to test causal theories.” Positivists place a high 

value on replication and the essential testing of knowledge. On the other hand, 

Sarantakos (1998, p. 37) showed that positivism is “... unsuitable for studying 

social reality because it is biased, unsystematic and logically inconsistent.” 

This is due to several reasons:  

a. The basis for explaining social life and social events and for 

understanding people is not ‘science’ in the positivist sense but is 

common sense;  

b. The approach employed includes inductive reasoning, proceeding from 

the specific to the general and from the concrete to the abstract; 

c. Science is not nomothetic but ideographic; 

d. Knowledge is not derived through the perceives only, understanding 

meaning and interpretations is also important; 

e. Science is not value free; value neutrality is neither necessary nor 

possible (Sarantakos 1998). 

 

2. Interpretive constructivism approach 

Unlike positivists, researchers who believe in interpretivism agree that “... 

human social life is qualitatively different from other things studied by 

science. This means that social scientists cannot just borrow the principles of 

science from the natural sciences” (Neuman 2003, p.42). Newman also 

argued that as a consequence, an interpretive researcher is more likely to 

provide chances for researchers to confine the inner world, replicate 

worldviews, and personal perceptions of the people studied.  

 

3. Critical approach 

Researchers who believe in a critical (or questioning) approach often 

incorporate an “action research” aspect to direct their research activities.  The 

critical approach blends theory with tangible achievements (Neuman 2003). 
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Sarantakos (1998) argued that critical theorists demonstrate that people create 

their own destiny; researchers are not only learning about the actual situation, 

they are taking action to improve it.    

 

The interpretations of these three paradigms were presented in a table in 

Thwaites, Davidson, Lipscombe & Birckhead (2007, p. 19; based upon 

definitions they cite from Sarantakos, 1998; Guba & Lincoln 1994; and 

Schwandt 1994). The paradigms are matched with their ontological, 

epistemological and methodological aspects as defined below: 

 Ontology: refers to what can be known about the world, and what we 

understand knowledge to be; 

 Epistemology: refers to the relationship between the knower and what 

can be known; 

 Methodology: how the inquirer goes about finding out whatever the 

researcher believes can be known. 

 

Table 3.1: Summary of Major Social Science Paradigms  

 Positivism Interpretivism/ 

constructivism 

Critical theory 

Ontology Reality is ‘out 

there’ - it can be 

perceived and 

understood. 

There are multiple 

realities, each of 

which is an 

individual’s 

construction-

elements of these 

constructions are 

shared, but are also 

alterable. 

Reality is shaped 

over time by 

social, political, 

cultural, 

economic, and 

ethnic and gender 

factors and 

crystallised into 

structures ethnic 

constitute a virtual 

or historical 

reality. 

Epistemology The investigator 

and investigated 

object are assumed 

to be independent, 

the inquirer is able 

to observe without 

impact on what is 

observed 

Knowledge is 

created in interaction 

among investigator 

and respondents. 

Investigator and 

investigated object 

are assumed to be 

interactively 

linked with the 

values of the 

investigator 

influencing the 

inquiry 

Methodology Questions and/or 

hypotheses are 

stated in 

propositional form 

Take existing 

constructions-

interpret, compare 

and contrast (called 

Dialogue between 

investigator and 

subject of inquiry. 
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and subjected to an 

empirical test to 

verify them. 

a process of 

hermeneutics and 

dialectics). 

 

The information above provides an essential explanation about how different 

research paradigms influence decisions on social research approaches as a 

means to justify the research approach was taken. Research on social capital 

is dealing with a set of behavioural norms that potentially provide different 

things to different people (Dasgupta & Serageldin 2000) and this needs to be 

interpreted. To investigate the social capital of community forestry groups in 

Indonesia, my research followed an interpretative approach, as discussed 

above, to understand how communities perceive their social capital while also 

critically evaluating what social capital theory can offer to improve their 

situation.  

 

A social capital framework 

Social capital has been defined as the bonding relationships within a 

community (Fukuyama, 1999). Social capital has been a valuable concept for 

identifying indicators of the potential power or strength of a community 

(Dasgupta and Serageldin 2000; Ostrom 2000). In turn, this research 

investigated how the concept can be used to benefit the emergence of 

community forestry in Indonesia. Understanding social capital is fundamental 

to any analysis of community vitality, especially in rural areas (Cramb 2006; 

Isham and Kahkonen 1999). Dudwick et al (2006) developed a guide to 

analyse social capital by defining it as the social networks and norms that 

mediate development opportunities and outcomes. An important part of this 

research was to develop an appropriate and feasible framework, questions and 

process for exploring social capital of the community forestry groups in 

Indonesia. 

 

Key research questions 

The key research questions for this research were: 

1. What is the nature and extent of selected social capital characteristics in 

the farmer forest groups?  

2. How does social capital function over time in the farmer forest groups? 
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3. What strategies can be used to generate social capital to support 

community forestry in Indonesia?  

 

The collection of the data focused on deriving insights about the social capital 

components, as understood by the relationships between people within their 

own community (intra-community) and relationships with others outside the 

community (inter-community) (Race et al 2007). After reviewing the 

literature on social capital – both in Indonesia (Djohan 2008; Falk and Surata 

2007; Miguel, Gertier and Levine 2003; Grootaert 1999; Kasim, Richter and 

Amin 2010; Silvey and Elmhirst 2003; Turner 2007; Witasari 2006) and 

internationally (Lin 2000; Narayan and Pritchett 2000; Pretty 2003; Putnam 

1995; Serageldin and Grootaert 2000; Uphoff 2000; Woolcock and Narayan 

2000; Yip et al. 2007), it appeared unrealistic to assess all aspects and 

dimensions of social capital. Instead, five components of social capital were 

selected which were particularly relevant to community forestry groups in 

Indonesia and these were explored in further detail. These included:   

 

1. Participation in community forestry groups (FFG)  

The main reason for focusing on participation is that if farmers do not 

participate in a group, then it is difficult to argue that they are getting added 

value to their lives from the group itself (Al-Amin, Rahman & Miah 2011; 

Hellin, Lundy & Meijer 2009). I analysed the involvement of members of the 

communities, in terms of frequency of participation, reason and nature of 

participation. In measuring participation, the following data was collected, for 

example:  

 Why they participated in FFGs; 

 What was the benefit for them from participating; 

 What were the outcomes for their livelihoods. 

 

2. Group Leadership 

Understanding the role of group leaders in my research was significant, due to 

the leader’s influence towards the group decision making and group’s 
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performances (Clarke and Ward 2006; Forgacs 2008). This included me 

exploring:  

 Style and role of group leadership;  

 How group leader influenced group’s activity; 

 What were the decision making processes in the group. 

 

3. Learning process within FFGs   

It is important to analyse learning approaches (how people acquire new 

knowledge) because learning is a key motivation for farmers to be engaged in 

a group (MacPhail & Bowles 1989; Foster & Rosenzweig 1995). Typically 

members of a group will share experiences and generate new knowledge. I 

analysed the extent and way communities enhanced their knowledge and 

capabilities. This included getting information about how they learned and the 

quality of information they gathered. Learning can be assessed such as by 

analysing: 

 how FFGs deal with the information they receive; 

 the knowledge FFGs have learnt in connection to their livelihood;  

 the changes that occurred as a result of the learning processes. 

 

4. Partnerships within FFGs. 

It is important to see how farmers engage within their FFG (group member) 

and with ‘outside’ partners (people and/or organisations based outside the 

immediate village community). Through outside partnerships it was expected 

that they would develop a shared learning process and mutual beneficial 

relationship (Barham & Chitemi 2009; Dollahite, Nelson, Frongillo & Griffin 

2005). I analysed the ability of communities to widen their relationships and 

strengthen their communities. This consists of the partners they chose and the 

quality of relationships. Research of the selected partnerships included 

exploring: 

 FFGs understanding of partnerships;  

 How partnerships were managed;  

 Who were involved and how partnerships benefitted them. 

 



50 

 

5. Trust in people. 

Analysing confidence and trust relates to the capability of the farmers to 

develop internal trust within group members and group members to board 

members. This includes the trustworthiness of the information and the 

informants themselves (Burkett and Ruhunda 2010; Dollahite et al 2005). In 

measuring confidence and trust the following were included: 

 How trust was personified;  

 How trust influenced other elements of social capital; 

 What information they believed in. 

 

3.2 Methods of data collection for this research 

I used the following methods for my primary data collection: 

1. Semi-structured in-depth interviews with 62 participants (obtaining 

mainly qualitative data but also some quantitative data); and 

2. Participant observations of farmers’ daily activities, such as the 

gathering of villagers, farmers’ daily activities, informal meeting, etc. 

(obtaining mainly qualitative data).  

 

Semi-structured in-depth interviews 

To answer the research questions, I explored key aspects of social capital such 

as participation, leaderships, learning, partnerships and trust. To gather this 

information, I undertook semi-structured in-depth interviews (Bryman 2010; 

King and Horrocks 2010) with a range of people involved in community 

forestry in Bulukumba and Sumbawa, Indonesia. The participants were 

classified into several types of people: farmer, farmer group leader and staff 

of government (including forestry extension staff), village leaders, non-

government organisation, community leaders and company staff. The process 

for selecting key stakeholders is explained more fully in section 3.3, below.  

 

From the interviewees, I gathered information with an emphasis on their 

personal perspectives and expectations of community forestry groups. 

Farmers who were not formal members of the local FFG were also included 
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as interviewees, as I wanted to understand the reasons why they did not join 

the FFG.    

 

I developed an interview guide (Appendix 1) to support my interviews to 

ensure I captured what I thought would be relevant information. The 

interview guide for the FFG members included questions to gather their 

experiences, opinions, feelings and knowledge. For farmer interviewees, I 

also gathered information on their demographic and household characteristics, 

farmers’ enterprise condition, their membership in the group, their plan for 

the future, their source of information and their concerns about forestry.  

 

I then wanted to collect information from group leaders by providing them 

questions similar to that for farmers (for group leaders personally) and with 

additional questions such as seeking group information on group condition, 

mechanisms of the group, how the group deals with partners and partnerships 

(if any), what was the group’s key obstacles or challenges and what the group 

expectation was.  

 

I undertook 62 interviews with interviewees who were purposefully selected 

which I identified prior to undertaking the interviews. The respondents I 

chose were considered to have experiences and information that would cover 

my research objectives, i.e.: farmers (FFG members and non-members), 

project decision makers (including: village leaders, forestry district agencies 

staffs, forestry managers – district, province and national levels), staff of 

companies and non-governmental organisations (NGO).  

 

For each interview, I was assisted by a local translator in each district 

especially while I was interviewing farmers. It was necessary for me to use a 

local translator to overcome the different language between me and 

interviewees. Most of farmers I interviewed were able to speak Bahasa 

Indonesia (Indonesia language) but with a degree of influence from the local 

language. All interviews were carried out face-to-face with the duration of 

interviews approximately 1 – 1½ hours. I recorded the interviews using an 

‘ipod’ and took field notes. I cross checked the information I obtained from 
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each interview with the accompanying translator who understood the local 

language to avoid misinterpretation. At the end, the data was transformed into 

electronic files.  

 

I then organised the data into topics, groups and themes, so that the files 

(data) was organised into the following categories: farmer (member and non-

member), group leader, village leader, government, NGO and company. I 

then categorised the data of each individual interview into major themes of 

social capital, i.e.: participation, learning, partnerships and trust, for 

subsequent analysis and discussion.      

    

Participant observation 

I used participant observation in this research to obtain data that largely 

provided descriptions of participants’ activities, behaviours, actions, and 

interpersonal interactions. The observations were useful for obtaining 

information of organisational processes that are part of observable participant 

experience (Patton 2002; Bryman 2010; King and Horrocks 2010). During my 

research, I was involved in some of the farmers’ activities, such as farming 

activities and village gatherings, as a way for me to engage more closely with 

farmers and their FFG. I observed as well the relationship among group 

members informally and the hierarchy system. Table 3.2 (below) shows the 

data collection methods for each of my key research questions. 

 

3.3 Data collection and analysis 

Selection of Key Stakeholders 

I developed criteria for identifying potential interviewees, so to ensure I had a 

diverse and rich sample population for my research. The criteria were selected 

based on the information I needed to explore social capital of FFGs. The 

criteria were also based on my previous experiences dealing with forest 

farmers and the institutions around them. The criteria were:  

 Farmer, both member of the group and non-member; 

 community forestry group leader;  

 Village leader;  
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 Representative of government from district level and national level;  

 Representative of  non-government organisation; and  

 Wood-based company staff.  
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Table 3.2: Selected methods and type of data collected for the research 

Research question Method Data type 

Qualitative 

Research question #1: What 

is the nature and extent of 

selected social capital 

characteristics in the farmer 

forest groups? 

 Semi-structured interviews with members of farmer forest groups 

(FFG), farmer group leaders, representation of government 

(including forestry extension staff), village leaders, non-

government organisation, community leader and company staff and 

non-member farmers 

Perspectives from a range of FFG members and outsiders on topics 

relating to the 5 selected indicators of social capital in FFG 

Observation on how participants’ behaviour in their daily routine 

that related to the five aspects of social capital. 

Perceptions of participants about their experiences of : 

- motivation to participate in the FFG including learning, partners and 

trust  

- benefit of joining FFG 

Research question # 2: How 

does social capital function 

over time in the farmer 

forest groups? 

 

-  Semi-structured interviews with members of FFGs, farmer group 

leaders, representation of government (including forestry extension 

staff), village leaders, non-government organisation, community 

leader and company staff and non-member farmers 

Perspectives from a range of FFG members and outsiders on topics 

relating to the social capital generated to FFGs 

- Observation on looking at the process of farmers’ experience 

towards the dynamic in farmers’ life and group’s dynamic 

Perspective from participants including their experiences and 

perceptions of how the capability of farmers increased, how they 

organise their enterprise and how they utilised the benefits 

- Semi-structured interviews with members of FFGs, farmer group 

leaders, representation of government (including forestry extension 

staff), village leaders, non-government organisation, community 

leader and company staff and non-member farmers. 

Perspectives from a range of FFG members and outsiders on topics 

relating to the social capital translated into livelihood benefit to FFGs 

 Observation on how farmers’ livelihood in general Perspective on the livelihood benefits from FFG 

Research question #3: What 

strategies can be used to 
generate social capital to 

support community forestry 

in Indonesia? 

 Semi-structured interviews for senior policy makers, program 

managers, farmer group leaders, facilitators (NGO or Forestry Field 
Extension Officer). 

Perspective on policy 

improvements (ex: plus and 
minus from program) 
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Interviews with key stakeholders 

In my research, I followed a process to select interviewees that was consistent 

with purposive sampling (Patton 2002; Babbie 1992). The respondents chosen 

were considered to be my key informants for the research. The details are 

provided below.  

 

Farmer interviewees    

In order to collect data from farmers, I was required to initially seek the 

advice from the FFG leader. The FFG leader and I discussed the range of 

criteria I had developed to identify potential informants to be interviewed. 

The criteria for informants was designed to include a mix of people in my 

sample at a similar proportion to that of the village community, i.e.: based on 

gender, variation of age, variation of activeness, variation of wealth, and 

variation of household location. Furthermore, the group leader provided 

names of people with whom I was permitted to interview.  

 

Organisation leaders   

I also wanted to collect data from respondents employed by institutions with a 

direct role in the forestry sector, and that engaged with FFGs. I wanted 

institutions that operated at both the district level and national level. At the 

district level, I chose the FDS as the main institution as it has a close 

relationship with FFGs and has as part of its role to provide a forestry 

program to FFGs. As such, I selected the FDS Director and some of their staff 

to be interviewed.     

 

At the national level, the Ministry of Forestry (MoF) is the key institution that  

provides forestry regulations that relate to FFGs. Therefore, I selected some 

of the relevant forestry managers in the MoF as interviewees.  

 

Company   

In Bulukumba, there are some wood-based companies that have a direct 

relationship with FFGs. Although not a formal relationship, the companies 

often provide free seedlings to FFGs and buy the farmers’ timber. One veneer 

company has already started to develop a formal partnership agreement with 
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FFGs. There is also the association of wood based companies has already 

been created. The FDS also provided advice to me about which companies I 

should interview. 

 

Non-Governmental Organisation (NGO) 

In Sumbawa, an NGO has played a significant role in supporting the FFG 

proceed with its application to join the government’s HTR program. In this 

case, the NGO has become a bridge between the FFG and FDS. The role of 

NGOs in Bulukumba was not as prominent as in Sumbawa. However, some 

staff from the most relevant NGOs were involved in the interviews.    

 

The number and type of interviewees is provided in the table below.   

 

Table 3.3: Number and type of interviewees 

 Bulukumba Sumbawa Total 

Farmer 23 14 37 

a. Member 

b. Non member 

18 

5 

12 

2 

30 

7 

Group leader 2 1 3 

Village leader 

(village and hamlet) 

2 2 4 

Government 4 5 9 

NGO 3 4 7 

Company 2 - 2 

Total 36 26 62 

  

 

After the interviews, I organised all of the raw data from the fieldwork into 

computer-readable narrative descriptions from the interview records and 

hand-written notes. After gathering the information, I compiled the notes from 

my field notes and digital record (digitally recorded on my ‘ipod’ – that was 

transferred into readable written sentences). Those files were stored securely 

(password protected) in my University laptop and with the back-up files kept 

on an external hard-drive.  
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Data analysis 

The data were organised into major themes and categories. The processes of 

data collection, evaluation and analysis were undertaken concurrently, as is 

common in social research (Bryman 2010; King and Horrocks 2010; 

Sarantakos 1998). In qualitative data analysis, the analysis is never finished in 

the field (Sarantako 1998) but flows from the field into an ongoing process of 

analysis, evaluation and interpretation repetitively until the process is finished 

and the researcher has reached a point of data ‘saturation’ (i.e. no new 

insights emerging) (Patton 1990).  

 

Sarantakos (1998) also observed that there are three cyclical stages in data 

analysis, i.e.:  

1. Data reduction 

Data reduction involves the process of manipulating, integrating, 

transforming and highlighting all data collected. 

2. Data organisation 

The data collected are organised in definite themes and points based on 

specification and provide the results in some form.  

3. Interpretation 

In this process, conclusions to research questions are developed. These 

conclusions then need to be confirmed with the research question and the 

process in which they were developed needs to be justified.  This ongoing 

process will remain until ‘saturation’ has been reached. 

 

I took all my data from interviews and categorised the information into the 

key topics relating to social capital, i.e.: participation, leadership, learning, 

partnerships and trust. This categorisation was an effort to analyse the core 

meaning that emerged from a set of qualitative data, referred to as content 

analysis (Berg 2001). Berg (2001) also added that it is important to categorise 

data from the questions that was delivered consistently. So in my data, from 

each interview I had data that closely related to the topics of participation, 

leadership, learning, partnership and trust, plus any additional information 

from the interviewee that was outside these topics. The quotes were also 

included in the data.       
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From this initial sorting of the data, I then compiled the information into sub-

topics in a process referred to as thematic analysis (Bryman 2010; King and 

Horrocks 2010). For example, under the topic of ‘participation’ there were 

many sub-topics. Also, I identified each interviewee with a unique code and 

then highlighted the data according to a wide range of (pre-determined) 

categories.    

 

The next step was to review appropriately the related topics that were listed to 

the themes (participation, leadership, learning, partnership and trust). 

Therefore, this data were analysed in relation to the literature studied, 

research design, and also the quantitative data I obtained from secondary 

sources.         

 

I decided not to have a full transcript of a recorded interview provided due to 

limited time allocation and also because in doing interviews, a big part of the 

interviews were with the big help of the translator. It was because many of the 

interviewees, especially farmers, mostly used their local language. As 

consequence, the interviews were running longer than expected. Also, it 

would have been very costly to get full transcriptions of each interview. 

Without having the full transcript of each interview, it influenced my decision 

not utilise the computer-based analysis tool NVIVO, that is otherwise 

commonly used to analyse qualitative data from interviews.  

 

3.4 Case study groups 

The primary data was collected from two case study villages and three forest 

farmer groups. Two FFGs (namely Suka Makmur and Suka Maju) were 

located in Karassing village in Bulukumba District, South Sulawesi Province, 

where I had been actively working since early 2005. The other FFG (namely 

Uma Dene) was located in Pemasar village – Maronge sub-district in 

Sumbawa District, West Nusa Tenggara Province. My analyses were based on 

the different characteristics of those three groups in the two locations.  
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Bulukumba case study 

The FFGs were chosen because they were already familiar in dealing with the 

forestry sector. The groups showed positive attributes group management and 

had a good reputation in terms of group activeness and contribution to 

forestry development. They have been able to demonstrate their existence and 

activeness after the government project was discontinued. The groups have 

been active for more than five years under a continuous leadership.      

 

Sumbawa case study 

The group was chosen to provide a contrast to Bulukumba case study and 

because they recently developed as a legal group and were granted the right to 

participate in the HTR program by the central government. Before the group 

was recognised as a legal group, the group members were identified as illegal 

occupants in the HTR area. They used to occupy the area for agriculture. 

Under the HTR program, their occupancy has been legalised and they 

continue to look after teak seedlings that were planted under the HTR 

program.   

 

Table 3.4: Summary of characteristics of the three case study groups  

Name of group KTH (Community 

Forestry Group) 

Suka Makmur 

KTH Suka Maju KSU 

(Multipurpose 

Cooperative) Uma 

Dene 

Year founded 1998 2003 2008 

Village Karassing Karassing Pemasar 

Number of 

member 

100 29 65 

Status of the 

group 

Already become a 

legalised body (as a 

cooperative body) 

Had not yet 

legalised under 

cooperative body 

Already become a 

legalised body (as a 

cooperative body) 

Type of forest Farm forest/community forest State owned land 

(under HTR 

program– People 

Forest Plantation 

program) 

Sub-district 

forest area 

1,013.36 Ha 491 Ha  

(HTR area) 

District Forest 

area 

8,453.25 Ha 503,982 Ha 

District area 1,154.67 km
2
 6,643 km

2
 

Tree species Bitti (Vitex sp),  

Bayam Jawa –African wood (Maesopsis 

Teak (Tectona 

grandis) 
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emenii),  

Gmelina (Gmelina arborea),  

Mahogany ((Swietenia macrophylla) 

Sengon (Paraserianthes falcataria),  

Sengon buto (Enterolobium 

cyclocarpum),  

Suren (Toona sureni),  

Teak (tectona grandis) 

Source: interviews record, Bulukumba Regency in Figures (2007) and Sumbawa 

Regency in Figures (2007).  

 

Overview of case studies  

In general, in the Bulukumba One and Two groups, forest farmers, both 

members and non-members, grew trees as a long term investment. For 

example, they planted trees for supporting them paying their children’s school 

fees, household purposes and their children’s wedding ceremony expenses. In 

addition, they used to deal with middlemen to get their trees to the market. 

The process of cutting trees was deducted from the price and farmers left it to 

middlemen. They relied on agriculture for their regular household income. 

Some tree species were commonly grown by farmers’ land, such as Gmelina 

(Gmelina arborea), Mahogany (Swietenia macrophylla) and Sengon 

(Paraserianthes falcataria), while Teak (Tectona grandis) was most 

commonly inherited from their parents or grandparents. 

 

As discussed above, in the Bulukumba case study location I explored two 

FFGs, as recommended by the local dinas staff. The main consideration was 

these two groups were the most active in the district, so more likely to be 

willing to participate in my research. The two groups also had important 

differences, such as a different legal status. The Suka Makmur group had 

registered their existence under the law (had been legalised), but the Suka 

Maju group did not. Another reason was the two groups were in close 

proximity with each other and had collaborated at times with each (e.g. 

selling seedlings, village activities). The different data obtained from the two 

groups enriched my data. 

 

On the other hand, in Sumbawa group, the farmers used to manage their land 

as agriculture farming, but under the HTR program, they were requested to 
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plant timber trees within their farmland. In this circumstance, they did not 

have any experience as forest farmers prior to the program being granted or 

selling trees. Actually, being granted the HTR program meant that they were 

able to occupy the land legally on the ex-state owned forest. In the past, this 

state owned forest used to be utilised by state owned company which planted 

Teak as the main species in the forestry program. Therefore, as they had a 

chance to become a forest farmer, they began to practice the silviculture they 

had seen used by the government agencies growing the Teak forests.  

 

The reasons for choosing the selected groups are outlined below:  

 Bulukumba One and Bulukumba Two were relatively mature FFGs (in 

terms of age since formation) and were both familiar with the 

commercial forestry sector. They were identified by dinas and other 

stakeholders as FFGs with a good ‘track record’ due to the groups’ 

activeness and self-reliance. The groups were able to show that they 

were able to function with or without a government project.  

 By contrast, the FFG selected in Sumbawa was a young group that had 

recently formed due to the HTR program. They relied on the support 

of the government through dinas and an NGO as their bridge to dinas. 

They had a short history of involvement in the forestry sector. Their 

background was primarily as agricultural farmers with rain-fed paddy, 

not forest farmers. They undertook their farming illegally on state-

owned forestland. Under the HTR program, they were granted to 

legally utilise the state-owned forest. This license had also given 

farmers a chance to join and be active in a FFG.  

 

 

3.5. Logistics, risks, contingencies and ethics of field work 

Risks and contingencies 

There were some predictable and unpredictable risks to this research, with my 

contingency actions or responses, noted in Table 3.5 below. 
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Table 3.5: Research risks and contingencies 

Risk Contingencies 

Small sample size which may lead to 

participant identification in final report 

Numerical identification 

Participants able to be identified in any 

final report when specific consent for this 

has not been given. 

Numerical identification 

Unable to give free informed consent 

because of difficulties in understanding 

information statement 

Provide support/translators for informants 

Participants being asked to provide 

information on another person 

Explanation prior to interview 

If dealing with a bad situation, research 

may involve sensitive cultural or personal 

issues 

Avoid personal issues and watch over the 

behaviour. 

Receiving a curiosity and suspicion (by 

undertaking interview to villagers) 

Always prepare for all proper needed 

documents, follow the standard of 

procedure in entering village and 

accompanied by local people in 

undertaking interview  

Undertaking interview to informants under 

busy situation 

Try to provide clear information of process 

of interview prior to interview 

Participants’ ability in reading and 

understanding consent form 

Provide support/translator for informants 

and consent form deliver in verbal  

Researcher  safety in the field Provide an itinerary prior to undertaking 

field work to at least three people, i.e.: 

Principal supervisor, next of kin, and the 

District Forest Agency; keep in regular 

contact during and upon conclusion of 

fieldwork.  

Dealing with religious customs (i.e.: 

fasting month, the week after fasting 

month) 

Adjust the researcher’s fieldwork schedule 

to the available day and date, and having 

the consultation with people who has the 

similar background prior to set up a 

schedule. 

If dealing with poor weather conditions 

(i.e.: hard rain, flood, etc) 

Avoid undertaking fieldwork during those 

periods.  

 

Further details of the processes, contingencies and real experiences from the 

field are explored in the explanation of ethical considerations, below.  

 

Ethical considerations 

This research involved human participants – in a process of social science – 

and so had ethical considerations, which needed to be in accordance with the 

standards of CSU’s Human Research Ethics Committee. For my research, I 

received CSU’s Human Research Ethics approval prior to conducting my 

field work (coded: 410/2008/01). At a broader level, it is valuable to consider 

the ethical framework for conducting social research (Patton, 1990), with 
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moral implications of social science, with three elements usually considered 

(Minichiello et al 1990): 

1. The morality of the practices used, and the personal and professional 

morality of the researcher who used them; 

2. The integrity, both personal and professional, of the researcher;   

3. Social justice in relation to the informant/s, the community, the 

profession and/or the society at large.  

 

The standard CSU consent form (Appendix 3) was delivered verbally due to 

reason of potential interviewees being illiterate in Bahasa Indonesia (the 

national language of Indonesia) and the misunderstanding of providing the 

interviewees’ signature in the consent forms. After having a brief 

understanding of the content form and the process of the research, the 

participants chose to participate or not in the research. Participants were told 

they could withdraw from involvement in the research at any time. All 

confidential research materials were kept in my locked drawer in my CSU 

office or on my laptop (password protected). After the study is completed, the 

research material is required to remain in the locked drawer and/or computer 

of my Principal Supervisor and to be destroyed after five years. In terms of 

notes from interviews, just myself and my supervisors had access to the 

primary data.  

 

Reflection on interview experiences  

Interview with villagers 

Overall, the response of villagers, both FFG members and non-members was 

positive. The process began by visiting the group leader to inform his/her of 

the purpose of the fieldwork and seek group leader’s support. With the group 

leader we discussed selection of the interviewee candidates to meet my 

selection criteria. The general impression was there was a strong connection 

between the FFG leader and the village leader.   

  

I recognised most farmers’ manner as being humble, unpretentious and 

respectful. This manner influenced their way to receive me as an outside 

researcher and their involvement in the interview processes. One example was 
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that if the interview was held in farmer’s house or hut, usually the interview 

would begin with an ‘empty table’ (Indonesian proverb). They were keen to 

serve me with a cup of sweet tea or coffee, and sometimes a snack would be 

offered after the drink. Generally in Indonesia we should not refuse this offer 

of hospitality as it would cause an upset. Another manner that I recognised 

was their response to my questions. Some of them showed at the beginning of 

interview the intention of providing a ‘wrong answer’ that would create 

unpleasant feeling to the interviewer and to the consequences afterwards. In 

this situation, I needed to deliver interview in a very friendly manner, mostly 

not write notes and recording the interview instead. This would make both of 

the interviewee and me a more relaxed about the situation. After that, the 

process of the interview ran smoother. As the consequence, I also adjusted the 

way I delivered the questions. The interview guide was set up using standard 

Indonesian language (Appendices 1 and 2), however I adjusted the language 

slightly in each interview so the language was for them to understand and to 

help the translator.   

 

Interview with FFGs’ stakeholders 

The interviews were undertaken with organisations which have concern or 

relation to FFGs. In terms of selecting the candidates, the input was gathered 

from dinas. Dinas suggested the names of potential interviewees and their 

organisations that I was able to contact. I also listened to group leaders for 

similar suggestions. The general impression was that the interviewees were 

committed to the improvement of FFGs condition.    

 

Living with farmers 

Living with farmers even only for short period was a beneficial experience for 

me. Being acquainted with farmers in their homes gave me valuable insight 

into farmer’s activities, lives, views – both of their life and also their 

involvement to activities outside their family life, including their involvement 

in the local FFG. Living with farmers not only engaged me with the farmer 

and the family, but in a small way I also became engaged in the wider 

community. While I was living the village, the reception of most villagers was 

nice and open. They were keen to talk to me, greet me and accept me as a 
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visitor to their community. It has shown me the decent and humble situation 

of farmers in the villages.    

 

The significance of translator  

In general, I recognised the presence of a local translator in the field as very 

valuable. The translator assisted in bridging the different interpretations and 

understandings that might happen between myself (as the interviewer) and 

interviewees, and provided helpful contextual information on local customs 

and culture that I was not familiar with. My discussion during the interviews 

was conducted in Bahasa Indonesia, however, in some situations I noticed a 

different perception or interpretation of the usage of Bahasa Indonesia 

between me and the interviewees. I received a different understanding of what 

the interviewees mentioned and vice versa, and the interviewees had a 

different understanding or interpretation of what I had been saying. In this 

situation, the interpreter made a valuable contribution by overcoming this 

misunderstanding.  

 

Agent of change 

While doing interviews in the village, many times I found myself in the 

unexpected position of being seen as an ‘agent of change’. Villagers were 

often expecting that I was able to act on their suggestions and take their 

concerns to a higher level of government (e.g. Forestry District Office or 

Ministry of Forestry).   

 

I repeatedly needed to reassure them politely that I had little capacity in 

undertaking their hope, as I was merely a visiting researcher. However, there 

was a fortunate chance from the Head of Bulukumba Forestry District Office 

who asked a favour of me to deliver her a written suggestion that came up 

from my fieldwork in the village. In that written suggestion, I exchanged my 

preliminary suggestion and recommendation and also the suggestion or need 

that I have received from villagers. Also, sometimes farmers felt I should be 

an expert on technical forestry matters, such as characteristics of different 

species.   
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Chapter 4 

 

The nature and extent of social capital characteristics 

in farmer forest groups 

 

4.1 Introduction  

 

In this chapter, I present the results of my research relating to the research 

question: “What is the nature and extent of social capital characteristics in 

community forestry groups?” Five key characteristics of social capital were 

explored in relation to the three farmer forest groups (FFG): Participation, 

Leadership, Learning, Partnerships and Trust. I describe the nature of each 

characteristic and factors influencing the extent of social capital in each of the 

FFGs I studied. 

 

For example, for ‘participation’ I examined how farmers participated in the 

group and what motivated them to participate. ‘Leadership’ was observed in 

terms of the way of electing group leaders.  The roles and backgrounds of 

each FFG leader were also studied. For ‘learning’ as a social capital 

component, I explored how farmers sought information that was useful for 

their forest farming as well as their learning preferences. The impact of 

educational background on involvement in the group and community was also 

explored.  

 

The role of ‘partnerships’ as an important aspect in building social capital is 

described including the varied understanding of partnerships, reasons the 

groups needed partnerships and with whom FFG trust as a characteristic of 

social capital relates to whom they trusted within the groups, how ‘trust’ 

played a role in their interactions within the group and with outsiders, and the 

development of trust among themselves. 
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4.2 Participation  

In explaining participation, based on my observation, group activities that 

could be categorised as a form of participation within FFGs were divided into 

two forms, i.e.: formal and informal activities.   

 

1. Formal activities consisted of group meetings, socialisation meetings 

(usually held by dinas or related stakeholders), trainings (held by dinas or 

related stakeholders), field trips (visiting another farmer group or 

stakeholders).   

2. Informal activities included small group meetings, group leaders 

meetings, discussions with forestry extension staff, helping group 

members in the field, and discussion among farmers in any occasion.      

 

By undertaking those activities, group members were provided the 

opportunity to socialise, to interact, and to collaborate with group members 

(group members – board members – group leader), and stakeholders (dinas, 

forestry extension staff, researchers, companies). The research findings in 

relation to participation included membership recruitment; how farmers 

participated within group; and motivation of farmers to participate.  

 

Member recruitment 

There were differences between the membership recruitment within groups in 

Bulukumba and in Sumbawa which influenced participation in FFGs. In 

Bulukumba, the first attempt to develop group membership was based on a 

provided quota for the first government project – a reforestation project. The 

project required farmers to plant timber trees on their own land, using a 

certain land type and membership quota. At that time, some of the local 

farmers that were excluded from the quota but showed their interest to 

participate, were not allowed to become a group member because the system 

determined the quota of how many farmers were able to be included in the 

project.  
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However, the ‘rejected’ farmers showed their interest in reforestation by 

planting timber trees voluntarily in their own land even they were not a group 

member – becoming a ‘non-member’ forest farmer. Some non-members were 

kept waiting to become a member. They were expecting to be formally 

included in the next government project – as they reported they had been 

promised. Although up to the time of data collection, there was no new 

government project launched. In addition, considering this situation, the group 

leader did not have sufficient courage to decide as a group leader to receive 

new members. The group leader would only receive new members if there 

was a new government project under dinas acknowledgement. 

 

On the other hand, dinas staff stated that they never required farmer groups to 

ask their permission to receive new members. Therefore, dinas entrusted 

groups to manage the group membership themselves, without any dinas’ 

interference.  

 

In Sumbawa group, members were incorporated when starting the group. 

Group members were presented with advice on how to start the group, 

including a process to elect the group leader. Group members preferred to 

follow the given process. In terms of membership recruitment, as the HTR 

program was focused on farmers to be able to occupy HTR land legally, they 

were all involved in all processes, i.e.: socialisation and preparation of the 

implementation of HTR program, group development, group leader and board 

member election process, group legalisation (into a cooperative body) 

processes, etc. These processes did not involve villagers or farmers without 

having any occupied land in the designated HTR area. However, after the 

group was legalised, this cooperative body was opened for any other villagers 

that were keen to join the group. Furthermore, the main goal to develop a 

legalised body was to fulfil the criteria in applying HTR program. 

 

However, many farmers received insufficient information. Amongst many of 

Sumbawa group members that I interviewed, it was commonly reported that 

they recognised that the cooperative body was only dedicated to those farmers 

involved, not everyone. Even among board members, this information was 
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not clear yet, that the existing cooperative body was not open for anyone to 

join. This situation created perceptions of exclusiveness especially from the 

poor farmers. The quote below from one of non-members was:  

“.... I was not able to join the group as I did not have the land in HTR 

program. As far as I knew, the cooperative body was for them only not 

widely opened, and I was very poor, I did not know whether I was able 

to join the group or not  ....” (interviewee S12)   

 

It was informed that once the group was settled, it was able to be open for 

other non-member farmers to join. In addition, I identified that the group was 

only for farmers from the same village, not for farmers living in other 

villages. Sumbawa group members believed they would receive benefits in 

the future by joining the group and the HTR program because they were told 

so. Even though none of group members had experience in planting timber 

trees and benefits from selling timber, they believed information they 

obtained from other stakeholders (i.e. dinas, NGO and village leader). 

However, at least by being involved in HTR program, farmers obtained the 

land to be cultivated as their farm.      

 

How farmers participated   

Farmers in the three groups were involved in the groups voluntarily, at no cost 

as there was no membership fee. However, as explained in the previous 

section, there was a quota for recruiting villagers to become group members. 

In the beginning, farmers were being involved for two purposes, to formally 

prepare for the forestry program for its effective implementation, and to 

involve people around forests or villagers to enhance their income from the 

commercial forestry sector.  

 

In this situation, none of the villagers would like to refuse to be involved in 

government programs. Firstly, because they considered this as an order from 

the government, and secondly, they were sure to receive such benefits by 

involving or participating in the government program, such as: financial 

incentives, free seedlings, trainings, etc. (interviewee B2). The difficult issue 

was to determine who was able to be involved and who was not. That was the 
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reason to implement a quota in the program. From the government’s 

perspective, there has been no difficulty to call for farmers to participate in 

the program. 

 

Motivation to participate 

I have divided this section into three aspects, i.e.: motivation to participate 

based on farmers’ perception on benefit they were going to obtain; social 

obligation and cohesion within community; and overcoming land tenure and 

debt issues.  

 

Perceived economic and environmental benefits 

Participation by farmers in FFGs activities and forestry more generally, was 

strongly motivated by the expectation of financial gain from timber sales. 

Indeed, financial gain from commercial forestry led to new forms of farm 

forestry that were replacing more traditional practices (e.g. the traditional 

Taungya system as described in Chapter 2). Coupled with this shift towards 

commercial forestry was that farmers were becoming increasingly linked to 

the market economy. They were looking for similar benefits they were 

receiving from commercial forestry. The success of members who already 

received benefits from selling their trees motivated non-members to obtain 

similar success even without becoming a group member. 

 

In the Bulukumba groups, members already received revenue from selling 

their timber trees which provided evidence to others that economic benefits 

were possible. One female group member that had land spread within three 

locations, mentioned that she and her husband decided that in the following 

year, they were really keen to convert their spare land from a cocoa plantation 

to a plantation of timber trees. They had seen the example of how farmers 

received a lot of money from selling timber trees. On the other hand, cocoa 

needed to be looked after quite intensively, such as fertilisers, preventing tree 

diseases and regular harvesting. Based on her experience, planting timber 

trees was easier and not taking too much of their time (interviewee B12). 
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Another economic benefit that Bulukumba members said that motivated them 

to participate in the group was receiving money or incentives from projects 

such as: dinas’ projects, FORDA research projects, and other related 

stakeholder’s project. Some examples of incentives group members received 

were:  

 Attending meetings. If the meeting was held by stakeholders, not an 

internal group meeting, there was incentive (money) for attendees.  

 Maintenance money. Group members received money for looking after 

their seedlings.  

 Free seedlings. As the project started, group members received free 

seedlings to plant in their land.  

 Free fertilisers. Group members were provided with fertiliser support 

within a year of a plantation being established. 

 

One quote below from a male group member showed the desirability of group 

members to participate:   

“… receiving free seedlings and incentives have attracted 

members to being active in the group …” (interviewee B6).  

 

One male interviewee with a government background was of the opinion that 

group member’s only motivation to participate in the group related to the 

availability of a dinas’ project and access to ‘money’.  

“ ... I reckoned that the project (dinas’) and money incentive was the 

main reason members participate in the group ...” (interviewee B31) 

 

Another interviewee, with a business background, also recognised that the 

motivation from farmers to participate was because there was a benefit from 

the project (dinas’ project). Both Bulukumba groups were created with the 

objective of fulfilling dinas’ project goals. On the other hand, the same 

interviewee also identified that there were a small number of groups which 

have emerged naturally, not formed by projects.  
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In Sumbawa, unlike Bulukumba, the perceived of economic benefit farmers 

believed was quite different because farmers in Sumbawa have not had any 

experience at all in selling timber trees. What they believed was only the 

information of the potency of selling in a high price (for teak) at the time of 

harvest. The economic benefit they realised they were going to obtain was the 

legality of the land they received from HTR program. Despite the need for a 

long time to wait for teak to be harvested (around 20 years), but they were 

able already to utilise the land for short term agriculture products. One 

interviewee – a farmer – strengthened the opinion above by commenting: 

“... I only know that all HTR members will receive teak seedling to be 

planted in their land and teak will be the farmer’s investment. 

However, I am happy involving in HTR program due to I obtained 

land to utilise so I am able to plant short term agriculture products to 

fulfil my daily livelihood needs …” (Interviewee S7). 

 

As traditional farmers, farmers in Bulukumba and Sumbawa were also 

concerned about environmental benefits. They were expecting that as farmers 

planted more trees, the temperature was able to decrease to being slightly 

cooler and more rain. In Sumbawa, their farming custom was to utilise most 

of their farmland for rain-fed paddy. It means that their dependency on rain 

was very high. As on interviewee with a farming background said: 

“... we used to live under severe condition, a long dry season. With 

planting trees, I prefer to cause more rain to make farmers’ life easier 

by having more chances to plant paddy ...” (interviewee S10).  

 

Social obligations and cohesion within community 

Farmers in all three groups (n=25) reported that by participating in the group, 

they were fulfilling their social obligations, i.e.: gotong royong (Indonesia 

language), assamaturu (Bulukumba language) and basiru (Sumbawa 

language). These terms have a similar meaning, referring to mutual assistance 

and togetherness. These social values or norms already influenced their daily 

activities. i.e.: in farming, society, family, etc. They said that if they were not 

implementing assamaturu or basiru, they suffered from embarrassment. It 

was respected by the communities and had inspired their way of life deeply. 
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Most people believed that this social norm had been around since their 

forefather’s era. One female group member I interviewed from the 

Bulukumba group with the understanding of social norms provided the 

following comment:  

 ‘…mutual cooperation (assamaturu – mutual help) remains a strong 

influence on members’ participation in the group …’ (interviewee 

B5). 

 

Some interviewees (n=10) stated that by participating within the Bulukumba 

group, there was a sense of togetherness – as it was recognised as bonding 

(Dasgupta and Serageldin 2000; Fukuyama 1999; Putnam 2000). 

Togetherness was one of the significant values in farmer’s customs and their 

social norms. As one group member stated: 

“... Togetherness was our principal (philosophy), it reflected to our 

activity. The project should benefit all members as a part of 

togetherness. It meant everyone received benefit ...” (interviewee B2). 

 

However, one elderly woman who was a non-member from Bulukumba 

identified there was a change in social norms. Nowadays, their vision of 

social norms (assamaturu) had declined because of people being more money 

oriented. In the past, villagers put into practice assamaturu in a different way. 

When they worked together today, it was a part of assamaturu but their 

participation was motivated by receiving some money afterwards. When the 

interviewee was young, money was not the target. When she needed help 

from other farmers for cultivating her land, she just needed to talk to one 

neighbour and the neighbour would distribute the message to other villagers 

who had spare time and were keen to help. She would provide snacks and 

meals to those who helped to express her thanks. She said it was hard to find 

this practice these days even though people still said that assamaturu exists. 

She provided commented as follows:  

“...times have changed already, the current social norm (of 

‘togetherness’) was decreasing compared to when I was young. 

However, there was still a strong need for this social norm to be 

looked, it is not decreasing ...” (interviewee B14). 
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In Sumbawa, the situation was similar. Basiru – the Sumbawa jargon with the 

similar meaning with assamaturu, has penetrated into their daily lives. One 

example was on land preparation. Farmers (men and women) went to the field 

for land preparation. In the area, firstly they worked on their own area. After 

that, they helped each other. For example, over a seven day period, in the first 

day, they helped farmer A on preparing A’s land. On the second day, they 

worked on farmer B’s land. This continued until all farmers obtain their turn 

to help and to be helped and until land preparation was finished. They said 

that if they did not undertake this culture, they felt very uncomfortable within 

their community. It was not good for their feeling. As one interviewee with a 

farming background said:  

“… it is good to help each other because it is part of our culture and it 

makes our work be completed more quickly ...” (interviewee S9).    

 

Overcoming land tenure and debt issues  

In Sumbawa, there were additional reasons why farmers joined the forest 

farmer group. Those reasons were to release them from land tenure problems 

and from a debt cycle. Their first members of the group were based on 

farmers that had already occupied government land. In the past, they were 

considered illegal farmers. They had experienced hard times, i.e.: being 

caught and interrogated by police, driven roughly out from the land. However, 

they all went back to the land because they said that they had no choice to not 

occupy the land for crops to add their income. With the HTR program 

scheme, those farmers who were incorporated within the group were 

recognised by government as legal land occupants. For them, it meant the 

hope for their future had already commenced, as illustrated by the comment:   

“... I got a secure feeling by joining FFG ...” (interviewee S3). 

 

Many of these farmers said that by developing the group involved in the HTR 

program over time, they were able to withdraw from the debt cycle. Debt, 

under personal loan schemes (no legal finance support and with high interest) 

had been common in the village.  They expected the group to be able to 

provide soft loans to its members in the future. The following story of a 
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female farmer in the Sumbawa group highlights her motivation for 

participating in the group (Box 1: Profile farmer #1). 

 

Box 4.1: Profile of farmer #1 [S9] – Sumbawa group 

She categorised herself as a poor farmer, without her own farm land. Her life 

was difficult as her husband had no other source of income. She started 

working on the government’s land illegally (ex-state forest land). She did this 

due to economic pressure. She utilised the land for rain-fed paddy rice 

production. She needed to predict when the rain would come to prepare the 

land. In the wet season she needed to stay at her farm land to prepare the land 

for a week or more. She said that she uses the rice yield for her own 

consumption, paying the rent, child’s school fees and some other purposes. 

Unfortunately, within the last three years, there had not been enough rain to 

water the paddy field, so she failed to harvest anything. She depended on 

renting money to survive. Her hope was that after being granted land by the 

HTR program, she can reduce her poverty and live adequately. She did not 

have any experience yet to become a forest farmer before the HTR program 

was granted. Up to recently, she just received information regarding the HTR 

program and any other forestry/group information from her son-in-law who 

used to represent her in the group meetings. Below is the photo of her and 

another farmer with her farm house.    
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Figure 4.1: Photo profile of farmer #1 (women farmers) 

 

4.3. Leadership 

In this section, I present the leadership structure of each FFG. I then explore 

the components of leadership that I observed, i.e. attributes of group leaders, 

and the influence of group leadership on group progress, and initiatives. The 

attributes of leadership in each FFG was based on seniority, status and 

education of the person elected as group leader. I explain how group leaders 

were influenced by government rules and how that influenced group 

members. Group initiation and development stages also differed. In my 

research, the groups were not developed at the same time and for different 

reasons. The two groups in the Bulukumba site were older than the group in 

Sumbawa. There was difference in group management as well. In addition, 

prior to understanding the important of role leader in FFG, I wanted to look at 

FFG as a community institution where a leader is part of it. 
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Group structure and leadership 

All three groups had a different board structure, as illustrated below in 

Figures 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4. In all groups, it was recognised that the structure was 

developed to anticipate the government’s programs. However, it was 

identified that the structure was not functioning yet as it was intended to. The 

leader was recognised as playing a significant role with less involvement from 

the board. 

 

 

Figure 4.2: Structure of FFG Bulukumba One group 

 



78 

 

 

 

Figure 4.3: Structure of Bulukumba Two group 

 

 

Figure 4.4: Structure of Sumbawa group 

 

In the Bulukumba groups One and Two, there was a clear structure with tasks 

for board members. The entire structure had a person who was in charge for 

that task; however, not all people behind the task worked properly or were 

knowledgeable with their task.  Some board members existed in name only 

and were never involved in the group due to several personal reasons, such as 

busy with their main job. This situation led to the leader to take over the tasks 
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under leader’s responsibility. For example, in Bulukumba One, the board 

structure showed that the group leader and all board members were connected 

with members directly. However, in reality, members preferred to deal with 

the group leader directly only, not with the board. It was because the function 

of board members was not clear yet. 

 

In contrast, the structure of the Sumbawa group reflected the group with less 

responsibility at the beginning. I was informed by interviewees that this 

reason was because of the group was a new group and the priority was for the 

group to be able to manage properly on their own. In the future, the possibility 

to add the task and board members was undertaken based on need. 

 

In Bulukumba One group, the group leader was motivated by the previous 

village leader – the group leader’s late father. The previous village leader 

showed the model of leadership. He tried to become a model for villagers. 

When there was a government project came to their village, none of villagers 

would like to receive free seedlings from the government. They did not have 

any idea about the benefit of the program in the future. Consequently, he, as 

the village leader, took over all seedlings and those were being planted in his 

own land (only a few villagers followed his way). He did not want to push 

villagers to plant timber trees seedlings. Conversely, at the end, when there 

was a time for the group leader (the previous village leader’s son) to harvest 

timber trees (while the trees came to harvesting time, the previous village 

leader has passed away already), it shocked villagers. They just realised how 

much money the group leader received and the scale of benefit the timber 

trees had made for increasing his income. In addition, the group leader did not 

stop by receiving the trees merely as the inheritance, he added trees to the 

area by converting estate crops to farm forest. This circumstance opened 

villagers’ eyes to plan more for timber trees to be established on their farms.  

 

In Bulukumba Two group, both group members and non-group members 

identified that the group leader had shown the sincerity to provide an 

opportunity to non-members to consult to him just as group members were. 

For group members, this was the respectable point from group leader to share 
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with non-members and from non-members’ point of view; the group leader 

was really supportive and generous. This reason increased sympathy from 

non-members to the group leader. However, it was difficult for the group 

leader to distinguish between group members and non-members. It was 

because the leader believed that to accept the new member; it needed the 

acknowledgement from dinas. Up to recently, the group had never admitted a 

new member. 

 

In Bulukumba and Sumbawa, most group members (n=20) identified the 

current group leader as having good leadership skills. In Bulukumba, it had 

been supported by the indication that the group had remained active even 

there was no continued project from the local government (dinas). On the 

other hand, dinas and some stakeholders had already recognised the existence 

of these groups positively. 

 

In Sumbawa, the group leader focused on managing the group and group 

members. Non-members of the group did not have any direct relationship 

with the group leader. In the future, the group was able to add new members 

from various backgrounds, whether the candidate had land in HTR area or not.    

 

Even some non-members reported that the group leader fulfilled an important 

role for them, and reported the group leader provided the chance for them 

(non-members) to consult the leader about technical aspects of forestry (e.g. 

what species to plant, what silvicultural management they should follow). I 

interviewed a small number of non-members in both in Bulukumba (n = 5) 

and in Sumbawa (n = 3), as a way of understanding the influence of FFGs 

beyond the immediate membership, as illustrated by the comments: 

“…the group leader was very active in coordinating the group …” 

(interviewee S16). 

“… the group leader has involved both members and non-members in 

the (group) activities …” (interviewee B15). 

 

Some members (n = 6) identified that there was not sufficient information on 

what was the task and function of the group’s board members should be. Even 
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if it was shown from the group structure above, the structure was fairly 

complete. The board members simply accepted their position on the first 

meeting without fully considering what their task on the board was in an 

ongoing capacity. This condition was believed by the group leader to cause 

the situation where group leader had to be ready to run the group without any 

assistance, while then the group leader received less support from board or 

only a few board members actively involved.  

 

Members, especially within Sumbawa Group identified that all activities of 

the group should also be open to all members of the village concern, under 

village leader’s coordination. All members obeyed their village leader. I also 

observed in Sumbawa, how strong the power of village leader is for villagers, 

with one interviewee commenting: 

“… most of the farmers obey the village leader and will participate if 

they were told so …” (interviewee S17 and  B2).  

 

However, one criticism raised with me was the long period of leadership. The 

critic said that their group leader decided to extend their period of leadership 

without having a meeting with board members. It was stated as well that the 

leader had less effort to absorbing members’ opinion, with a perception that 

only the leader’s opinion was considered. One farming interviewee reported 

this situation by commenting:  

“… the group leader has shown a lack of leadership. The group 

leader has difficulty receiving ideas from members. He only listens to 

dinas ...” (interviewee B27). 

 

On the other hand, as I identified from those three FFGs, the quality of 

leadership of the group leader was shown by some examples, such as:  

 Group leader was able to be functioned developing good relationship as a 

bridge between dinas or other stakeholders to the FFG.  

 Group leader was able to manage the group even when the board 

members were not functioning effectively.  
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 Group leader was able to motivate group members to become involved 

more actively within the group.  

 Group leader, in Bulukumba, was able to manage the group to remain 

active even while the dinas project had stopped. 

 

Background and influence of group leaders  

The demographics of leaders of three FFGs are presented below.   

 

Table 4.1: Attributes of FFG Leaders 

Group Bulukumba 1 Bulukumba 2 Sumbawa Group 

Age 40 yrs (group mean 

= 48) 

68 yrs (group mean 

= 51) 

44 yrs (mean = 44) 

Farm area 4 ha (group mean = 

2.5) 

5 ha (mean = 2.5 ) 0.04 ha (mean = 

1.4) + 2 ha (HTR) 

(mean = 2.1 ) 

Duration of 

leadership 

11 years, from 1998 6 years, from 2003 1 year, from 2008 

 

Three attributes of the leaders were identified that appeared to influence their 

leadership abilities; age, social status and education level. 

 

Seniority    

Group leader of Bulukumba Two: the group leader had been elected since 

2003, and had led the group for around six years. The starting process was 

different with Bulukumba One. He had developed a cooperative body on 

behalf of his family in the village when the reforestation project began. At 

that time, when there was a village meeting, it was agreed by the audience to 

use his cooperative body and villagers became group members. He was 

appointed as well to be the group leader. His seniority and experience in 

teaching and other village organisations strengthened his position. His role in 

the group was to manage the group and to liaise and coordinate with dinas. 

Because the group was legalised under law (under cooperative body), he also 

had the capacity to do business with other profit oriented organisations.   

 

In this group, seniority and credibility were the key selection criteria. In 

addition, the candidate was wealthier compared to most of the group 
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members, as it was shown in table 4.1. In this situation, group leader was 

having the ability to develop a family cooperative body.  The group leader’s 

farm size was larger than the mean of two and half hectares.      

 

Social Status   

Group leader of Bulukumba One: He had been appointed to become group 

leader since 1998. It was around eleven years ago since the group was 

developed. It was due to the reforestation program from dinas. He was elected 

in a ‘democratic’ way. However, there were different opinions about how 

democratic the process was, i.e.: it was set up already to choose him as the 

group leader, no other candidates were nominated prior to the election 

process. Despite the disagreement about the election process, it was obvious 

for villagers to see he was a son of former village leader who had 

considerable role on introducing reforestation in the village, from an 

honoured and wealthy family background. As a group leader, his role was to 

manage the group under dinas’ coordination. Mostly the group was working 

on the government’s project. Up to recently, the group has not been legalised 

under law.   

 

Therefore, in Bulukumba One group, the status was the main reason the group 

leader was being elected. The status of coming from a well-known and 

wealthy family was that it was ‘natural’ to be elected. The group leader’s late 

father had a highly regarded influence on villagers, especially in developing 

farm forests. The data showed also that the group leader possessed farm size 

around four hectares while the mean of ordinary members was two and half 

hectares.  

 

Education 

Group leader of Sumbawa Group: The Sumbawa Group leader was one of the 

illegal farmers that used to utilise the land for years. He was appointed by 

election because he was the one who had the highest formal education among 

them (he graduated from Senior High School), was active in the village office 

(then he became temporary staff in the office) and other village activities. His 
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role was to coordinate the group and to relate with the NGO which 

accompanied the group and to coordinate with dinas as well.   

 

Hence, education background was the main reason he was elected as the 

group leader (completed senior high school) compared to other members. It 

was also well supported by the village board member. Information emerged as 

well that some interviewees stated that they had strong trust in their group 

leader. It was because the group leader had an excellent dedication to the 

group. Therefore, the interviewees also believed that the current group leader 

was a capable leader.  One interviewee commented: 

“… I know him (the group leader) very well, his capability and his 

track record, I believe the group will succeed in the future …” 

(interviewee S20). 

 

In Bulukumba Two, the group leader stated that the model for managing the 

FFG was as if he was the leader of a family business. Actually the group 

leader did not follow the proper cooperative system in managing the group. 

However, both the group leader and members identified that this sort of 

system was the one factor as well to make FFG was able to survive.  

 

Only one interviewee stated that the group had a ‘one man show’ style of 

leadership, and the leader was not maximising the function of the board. In 

terms of leadership, this approach could be seen as inappropriate. This 

interviewee, with considerable experience of the group’s management and 

role, commented:      

“... the group has lack of leadership. The group leader was very 

difficult to receive ideas from members. He only listens to dinas and 

hardly ever incorporates other board members to work ...” 

(interviewee B27). 

 

The interviewee with the government background recognised that if the group 

had power, it was certainly based on personal power dominancy of the leader. 

The power was considered from the group leader or from the village leader. 

This senior forestry staff person commented: 
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“… the group was a passive body, the power of the group 

usually relied on personal power or dominancy of the leader …” 

(interviewee S26). 

 

The situation above was believed by some interviewees (n = 4) as the reason 

why farmers still had inferiority problems. Their steps in organising the group 

relied on someone with a higher status, i.e.: village leader. Obviously, the 

sense of control from the prominent people behind the group was very clear. 

This kind of influence had an impact as well on their participation in the 

group. They participated actively because of the influence of this prominent 

person, as shown in this quote: 

“… behind the group members’ participation, there will be one 

prominent person influencing their participation …” (interviewee 

S24). 

 

The influence of group leaders – as it was shown in Bulukumba groups, for 

example, there was no annual group meeting or meeting to discuss the 

reorganisation process in both groups. The information I received from group 

leaders was that they decided not to have an annual group meeting due to 

there being no further dinas project. Another reason was that group leaders 

were really keen to have a successor within the group, however, they were 

informed that the group members wanted them to remain as group leader, as 

they were seen as capable of handling the job. I found also the information 

from interviewees that it was not necessary yet to substitute the group leader 

while the group leader was doing a favourable job. However, I identified as 

well that discussing a succession plan within the group was a sensitive issue.  

 

Another example of influence was shown by the passive members in the 

group. What I meant by passive member was that there was a group of people 

in the group but they were only active if they were told to be and satisfied to 

be a follower only. This approach was favourable for implementing a ‘top 

down’ project, such as dinas’ project. The target and achievement of FFGs 

was set up by the project. The question about the success of the group was 

difficult to discuss with members.        
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Interviewee with management background stated that members would like to 

participate if there was any influence from the group leader in advanced. The 

group leader needed to drive members to be active in the group activities. In 

addition, it was clear that the role of the group leader was to encourage the 

group. Another interviewee recognised that in most cases, the FFG had only 

the group leader and board member who were actively involved in the group. 

And the group members had not been engaged properly in the decision 

making processes. The comment made by one interviewee in Sumbawa that 

illustrated this included: 

“… the role of the group leader in farmers participation in the group 

was very important as a motor or motivator of the group …” 

(interviewee S24). 

 

4.4 Learning  

In exploring the process of learning in the selected farmer groups there were 

some significant aspects of farmer learning i.e. how farmers learn in the 

group, learning from successful farmers and  information farmers required 

(e.g. market information, forestry regulation, Taungya system). I also present 

in the table below the range of education of the members of the three FFGs. It 

was intended to observe the education background in general in those site 

locations.  

 

Table 4.2: Range of education in Karassing village, Bulukumba District 

Bulukumba One 

member (n = 11) 

Bulukumba Two 

member (n = 8) 

Karassing Village 

(%) 

Senior High School/ 

equivalent: 72.73% 

Primary school/ 

equivalent: 18.18% 

Non specified: 9.09%  

University: 37.5% 

Senior High School/ 

equivalent: 50% 

Non specified: 12.5% 

University: 1.11% 

Senior High School/ 

Equivalent: 19.57% 

Primary school/ 

equivalent: 4.19% 
Source: Interview records and Karassing Village Potency Profile, 2007 
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Table 4.3: Range of Education in Pemasar village, Sumbawa District 

Sumbawa Group member 

(n = 13) 

Pemasar Village 

(%) 

Senior High School/ 

equivalent: 7.69% 

Primary school/ equivalent: 

76.92% 

Non specified:  15.39% 

Senior High School/ 

equivalent: 13.84% 

Primary school / 

equivalent: 55.75% 

Source: Interview records and Pemasar Village Profile, 2006 

 

The tables above illustrate the level of formal education achieved by people in 

my research villages in general. The education background of farmers from 

two sites (Bulukumba and Sumbawa) was various. In Bulukumba groups, the 

interviewees’ background was that they had mostly completed senior high 

school. While in Sumbawa group, the interviewees’ background was 

dominated by primary school graduated level. The village’s condition on the 

right sight on the table was used to show the general information on both 

villages based on the similar level. The villages’ data was based on number of 

population. However, the requirement of increasing the knowledge and skill 

of farmers were significant. The significance was that because there was a 

chance for farmers to engage with partners in wider area, including increasing 

the value added for their farm. It has been stated by interviewees: 

“… how can farmers come to the real competition if they have 

insufficient information/knowledge/skills on entrepreneurship. It was 

important to have the related skills …” (interviewee B28).  

“… farmers need to learn how to calculate their real cost of spending 

in (managing) their land. It will relate to understanding the timber 

prices …” (interviewee B29). 

 

Learning is important, as stated by Kilpatrick (1996) there is a correlation 

with farm profitability and long term viability, so there is a need to provide 

education and training for farmers. These factors have proved to have a 

powerful influence on the decision making of farmers. Another factor makes 

learning important was that the main aim of learning is to change or improve 

the attitude (Kilpatrick et al 1999).  
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Kilpatrick (1996) also added that there were three evidences that learning 

impacts positively on groups by potentially changing the group’s capacity. It 

was fostering changing in delivering new information and new knowledge, 

providing an opportunity to groups to have an interaction with people with 

expertise in a given topic (such as facilitators, trainers or teachers, extension 

staff), and it can provide an opportunity to interact with other participants. 

 

An effective way to achieve knowledge-sharing was through mutual 

interaction and shared understanding, as described by others (Morgan and 

Murdoch 2000 in Ingram 2008). While Ingram (2008) observed that farmers’ 

participation in a group has been shown to increase the way of farmers 

learning, but it also remained important to provide an advisor for farmers who 

is able to visit their farm.  

 

How farmers learn in the group 

I observed in Bulukumba One and Two and in Sumbawa Group as well, 

Forestry District Service (Dinas) was the main agent in transferring 

information. In Bulukumba One and Two, through forestry district extension 

officer, dinas facilitated transfer of information to FFG or to farmer directly. 

Another way was inviting the representative of FFGs to gather in dinas’ office 

to receive information – in seminar or workshop that held by dinas.  Dinas’ 

role has been admitted internally by one of interviewee which involved 

actively in this process by commented:  

“…dinas was the institution who has the main responsibility to 

provide training for farmers …” (interviewee B31). 

 

However, in the Sumbawa Group, dinas was the main agent for providing 

information but the forestry district extension officer had a smaller role in the 

process, especially in terms of initiating HTR program.  In this sense, dinas 

appointed one selected NGO, i.e.: Samawa Center to facilitate the process.  

 

Furthermore, there was no objection from FFGs with this situation. The only 

consideration was how to maximise the function of the extension officers. 

There has been a limitation between the number of officers’ availability and 
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the FFGs that required to be served. I identified that the task of the extension 

officers has been overloaded. In another area, there was recognised that the 

forestry extension has required to undertake the task that not related to 

forestry extension but remain under forestry sector. Therefore, there was an 

idea for FFGs to not rely on dinas. It was realised by one interviewee who has 

a management background and having a long experience in dealing with 

forestry programs for forest farmers, who commented:        

“… if FFG was expected not to rely on dinas, they need to be more 

creative. For example, I reckoned that no group has provided training 

for their member by their own, they always rely on dinas …” 

(interviewee B33).  

 

However, it was not as simple as that to provide a training for the members 

that initiated by their own group. In addition, there have been some 

organisations that are accustomed to activities that involve FFGs, i.e.: 

universities, research bodies and NGOs. Through these organisations, FFGs 

have received much knowledge and related information. 

 

As it was the similar case as well in Sumbawa Group that dinas has been 

undertaken trainings, workshops and other activities for Sumbawa Group 

members just recently prior to the commencement of the HTR program. In 

this manner, it was understood that there was not a single community forestry 

group that had been developed in the area due to the limited budget and staff 

time.  

 

Another way of learning by farmers was that they were required to participate 

in some activities, as follows: 

 Learning by looking at what other farmers were doing on their farms. For 

example, non-members in Bulukumba, if they found problem with their 

timber trees, they went to the group leader or forest extension officer to 

consult them about the problem. By this way they received the 

information they wanted.  
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 When training and information was delivered to members by other 

institutions. For example, in Sumbawa, in terms of developing HTR 

program, farmers received a lot of information about commercial tree 

growing.         

 

In Bulukumba, I found that farmers also implemented learning by doing. It 

happened based on success farmers’ experience on selling their timbers. It 

stimulated some farmers to convert their land as well, shifting from an 

agricultural base to a forestry base. They argued that by doing this, they were 

sure that they will obtain much benefit. However, there has been no further 

evaluation to assess whether they had received actual benefits by converting 

their land or not. What they understood with the term of benefit in this case 

was that they were able to receive money, as cash. This was without 

considering that for selling timbers, farmers needed to wait for timber trees to 

grow, at least for around seven years. In addition, by selling agriculture crops 

such as maize, they received money at least twice a year.  

 

Regarding the wood price, up to recent time, farmers were receiving 

information of the wood price from ‘middlemen’ (buyer). The buyer was the 

main source for the price information even though farmers have inadequate 

information about the trustworthiness of that information. Another way of 

obtaining information on wood prices was via farmer to farmer information 

(in Indonesia it is referred to as ‘mouth to mouth’, dari mulut ke mulut). It 

meant that information was spread when they met another farmer. 

 

Learning from successful farmers 

Another aspect I found was that in Bulukumba, farmers learn from each other 

especially those seen to be successful. Success appeared to be mainly related 

to economic factors. The intention of farmers to pay more attention to the 

usually ‘successful’ farmers were people who had already experienced selling 

timber. The amount of money that farmer received, the information of FFG 

members of the benefit of joining the group, the incentive they received from 

the group (from activity in group’s project) and the perceived benefit they 
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were receiving from selling timber at the harvesting time were becoming their 

motivation.  

 

In Bulukumba One and Two, there were several examples of ‘successful’ 

forest farmers, who were farmers who had timber trees ready to be harvested 

or they had sold their trees. This situation encouraged other farmers to follow 

them including the way they chose the trees to plant, and also by converting 

their land into forestry plantations. As it was a type of community forest in 

their area, it gave farmers the opportunity to freely choose what trees they 

were going to plant. One example was a farmer in Bulukumba One, who had 

planted trees and had recent sold his first timber tree. This farmer also 

proclaimed to be a pioneer in selling trees and proved that farmers could 

potentially receive benefits by planting trees. This farmer was also a 

government employee. They were able to learn from those farmers as it was 

mentioned by one of the group member that:   

“... farmers can learn from other farmers’ experience, especially on 

how to manage timber trees properly ...” (interviewee B2).   

 

One profile of a group member that provides a farmer’s experience in selling 

timber trees is presented in Box 2, below.  

 

Box 4.2: Profile of farmer #2 [B7] – Bulukumba One group.  

He was very enthusiastic when I interviewed him. He acknowledged himself 

as a person with two main jobs, i.e.: as a police officer and as a farmer. 

However, as a forest farmer, he had experience of selling timber trees since in 

2004. He found that based on the money he had received, he had earned much 

more from his trees than he got from his regular salary as a police officer. He 

has three children and his income was more than enough to fulfil his family’s 

livelihood needs, i.e.: his family incomes, children’s school fees and have 

some more to be saved. He declared himself to be an active member in the 

group and as a pioneer as well in planting timber trees in his village because 

he has been planting timber trees since the former village leader planted trees. 

He always supported other villagers to plant trees as he has understood that 
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planting trees was increasing community’s income. Receiving cash money 

from timber that he had grown himself was considered as the most positive 

impact of becoming a forest farmer. That was the main reason for him to 

become more active in the group, such as by attending group meetings, 

having a private discussion with group leader, involving in group workshops, 

etc. He also actively visited local forestry extension officers to discuss any 

matter he found in term of timber and simple silviculture. Furthermore, 

following information on timber price in the market was exciting for him. 

Below is the photo of this farmer, including some of his sawn boards.  

 

  Figure 4.5: Photo profile of farmer #2    

 

Information required by farmers           

Taungya system (or known as Tumpangsari in Indonesian language) became 

a significant issue in the three FFGs. Farmers did not having adequate 

information about the taungya system. Farmers were seeking to obtain income 

from their forest land while they were waiting for returns from their timber 

trees. Based on information from interviewees, it appeared taungya was not 
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recognised clearly. What they were aware of was that they were not able to 

utilise the land in between timber trees due to trees canopy.  

 

In Bulukumba, in the two farmer groups, the importance of having adequate 

information on taungya system was still needed. Yet the information from one 

interviewee indicated that many farmers are already familiar with the taungya 

system. On the other hand, two interviewees which were recently involved in 

planting timber trees and were not group members showed different point of 

view, they recognised that not all farmers had the same perception/knowledge 

about taungya system. Many farmers actually appeared to still be confused 

with what would happen when the tree stands are tall and have a wide canopy. 

For them, it meant that they were likley to lose their income from maize. 

However, their confusion about the taungya system was encouraged one 

farmer that had already a small enterprise in poultry (chicken farm) with the 

suggestion to overcome farmers’ uncertainty by providing farmers with cattle 

and using the area under the tree for grazing cattle. It was meant to substitute 

the income they would lose from maize crops. This information was 

strengthen by interviewee with NGO background (interviewee B27) that 

raised the similar issue of the unclear perception of taungya system that 

farmers were worried of losing their chance to receive income from maize. 

Some comments from interviewees were:  

“… after three years of tree age, what should a farmer do, they 

cannot plant maize under the trees anymore. Farmers will lose 

their regular income from maize. Farmers need to wait long until 

the trees were ready to harvest …” (interviewee B6). 

 “… the taungya system has not been recognised/implemented 

widely, farmers worry that after their trees reach three years of 

age they were not able to plant maize anymore …” (interviewee 

B27). 

 

In Sumbawa, the condition was quite different. They had been utilising ex-

state owned forest as their farming land. Under the HTR program, group 

members were introduced to the commercial forestry sector and were asked to 

plant trees in the area. In this manner, the farmers were expecting more 
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information about the benefits of joining the group and simple forestry 

techniques (silviculture) to look after their trees. It was supported by 

comments from an interviewee that only had land in HTR area without any 

other experience, who stated:  

“... farmers have never heard any forestry information before ...” 

(interviewee S3). 

 

However, as it related to the intention of planting teak trees in HTR area, 

group members suggested to receiving adequate information on managing the 

land and timber trees. This information was needed to provide them 

information on how to combine their experiences in agriculture to forest 

farmer. This knowledge would lead farmers to recognise their need based on 

commodities as one interviewee with an active background in dealing with 

farmers commented:  

“... farmers need to learn how to distinguish their needs based on 

commodities, i.e.: short-term need, mid-term need and long-term 

needs. It helps them to set up their planning in their farm ...” 

(interviewee S22) 

 

Other information farmers needed to gather was about forestry regulations, as 

it was identified in Bulukumba. I showed the result on how varied farmers’ 

knowledge on forestry regulation which was significant to be forest farmer. 

Most farmers were not able to imagine the correct regulatory process they 

needed to follow to plant and harvest commercial timber trees. What they 

were expecting was the easy way to receive cash from their timber. By 

delegating the processes to the buyer/middle man, they did not need to think 

those steps and they were happy under this circumstance. One comment from 

female forest farmers which had experienced in this situation:     

“… it was easy just to receive cash and handover all processes 

to buyer (middleman) …” (interviewee B4). 

 

She further explained she had never received a clear explanation about the 

forestry regulation processes. Even though at the end of the interview she 

admitted that one time she had attended a meeting that was informing about 
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the processes, but for her it was not as simple as what had been explained by 

the speaker. It was complicated, difficult and uncomfortable for her, so she 

preferred to leave it to buyer or middleman to proceed.    

 

In Sumbawa group, farmers showed different levels of awareness about the 

forestry regulation. The focussed information they received was merely about 

the HTR program. One comment from an interviewee showed the ‘unclear’ 

messages he received. He understood that by becoming a group member, 

farmers would be involved in the HTR program. However, he expressed some 

vagueness about who owns the trees planted on the HTR area, with the 

comment:        

“... who will do the management of the timber trees if it is realised 

that the benefits go to the government, not farmer …” (interviewee 

S10). 

 

The comment above showed that he hasn’t received adequate information of 

the program that he was attached to. Understanding who owns the trees and 

who receives benefits from the trees planted was basic information that each 

member needs to understand. Therefore, farmers felt ‘thirsty’ for information, 

especially information about the forestry sector. Forestry extension was less 

than sufficient to cover all farmers. Some groups were fortunate if they are 

having the forestry extension officer living in their area or having a regular 

visit from the extension officer. Some groups were unfortunate if they had 

never been visited by the officer.  

 

On the other hand, there was no media for farmers to assist them to 

understand more about forestry issues, and if there was any, it was often 

difficult for farmers to access. That was one of the significant reasons for 

farmers to have easy access to forestry extension officers. However, the 

insufficient availability of the officers’ has not yet been solved. If this 

condition was remaining stagnant, farmers were not able to receive the 

distribution of information fairly.     
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In Bulukumba, there were forest farmers who had experienced selling 

timbers. This situation created the need for them to obtain further information 

on timber marketing, especially timber prices. Farmers needed the ongoing 

information on forestry. Especially the information of timber prices in the 

market. Until recently, farmers have had no information at all about the real 

timber price in the market. Farmers used to receive information from other 

farmers or from the buyer. This reason was the explanation behind the fact 

farmers have had no idea whether they have benefit or not from the timber 

selling as it was raised by one of the interviewee with the member 

background and also as a former village teacher (B2). What they understood 

was merely that they receive a large amount of money when compared to 

what they received after selling agriculture commodities, such as rice or 

maize.  

 

In this sense, it was significant when there was a demand to obtain market 

information. Therefore, what farmer needed from market information was the 

wood price in the market and the value of their trees when it was the time for 

them to sell their trees in the local market. Furthermore, they were interested 

if there was a way for them to increase their selling value (selling with a 

higher price). It was hoped that by having more information on timber 

markets, they were able to manage their land in a better way.                   

 

This need in Bulukumba was not similar to that in the Sumbawa Group. In 

Sumbawa Group where group members lived as they called a hard life, 

information on timber marketing was not of much interest to them yet. As they 

have not had a ‘clear picture’ of becoming forest farmers, their priority was 

different. They preferred to have a regular and adequate income, especially to 

release them from any debt issues. Information they were expecting was more 

about how to gain a better price for their crops and to survive with the rain-fed 

paddy system.  

 

In the Bulukumba groups, members showed their interest in receiving 

information on topics such as:  
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o Timber prices. This type of information was valuable for them as they 

have recognised timber as a serious investment (so called: cash-

investment).  

o Finding partners. Group members were introduced by the prior 

‘knowledge’ of partnerships and their potential partners (in this case, 

mainly, PT. PAL) and how the partnership provided benefits for parties 

which involved in partnership. They were curious to wait for the 

implementation of the partnership.     

o Intensification of their land utilisation. This concern rose as their need to 

receive further information on how to combine properly their agriculture 

crops with their timber trees (e.g. taungya system).     

 

On the other hand, in the Sumbawa Group, members showed their interest 

more on topics such as:  

o How to play a bigger role as forest farmer. As with a basic non-member, 

they were curious to deal with the commercial forestry sector.     

o HTR program. Their curiosity was how the government’s program (as 

they were not really familiar with the term ‘HTR’ except government’s 

program) was able to secure their land in the HTR area and how they 

could receive more income under this program.  

o Group benefit. They were just recently been set up as a group – a 

cooperative body, and in this sense, they were really keen to have the 

group provide ways to benefit them.  

 

In addition, none of those groups were keen to raise group development and 

leadership within the group as their concern. Further knowledge of group 

development and leadership was raised by interviewees who had an NGO or 

government background. However, it was stated that agreed by a cross-

section of interviewees that there was a need to provide more training in many 

aspects for group members, especially in terms of developing groups’ 

institutional capacity. The FFG was a collection of people with different 

capacities. The FFG has a board of members to assist the group leader to 

manage the group for different functions. In this sense, it was identified that 
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the group needed to have more training, so the training would help develop 

the capacity of board members. One interviewee commented:  

 “… more knowledge and information about institutional management 

for the (board) group can improve our group’s management and 

increase the group’s institutional capacity …” (interviewee B1). 

 

4.5 Partnerships  

In this section I would like to present the information on partnerships with 

FFGs. The information provided here is on the perception of partnerships 

within and outside the FFGs. Other partnerships within the forestry sector are 

when the private sector is working with the government partnership (Ishaku, 

Husain, Dama, Zemba & Peters 2010).  

 

Perception of partnerships 

In this section, I present more on what the perception of partnerships by 

farmers and the mechanism of partnerships, including how farmers defined 

partnerships, was that behind the need for having partnerships for FFGs, and 

what was the benefit. Based on the information from interviewees, I have 

recognised that there were a variety of definitions of partnerships. However, 

farmers’ simply defined partnerships as a relationship or contact that farmers 

have that gave them benefits, as a kind of buying and selling relationship. 

They considered that a trader as their partner. Even without any agreement to 

guide the pattern of the relationship, or if farmers had no idea whether the 

buyer had provided a fair price for them or not. As long as they were pleased 

with what they have received, they recognised buyers as a good partner for 

them. Farmers were also looking forward to having more partnerships to gain 

more benefit, as one farmer commented:  

“… the more partnerships, the more benefits for members …” 

(interviewee B6). 

 

The other consideration was that farmers considered their stakeholders as 

partners, i.e. the government (dinas, Dinas Kehutanan/Forestry Service 

Office). They recognised dinas as their real partner because they have already 
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received a lot of support from the government. For example, in Bulukumba, 

dinas, through the reforestation program they provided free tree seedlings and 

incentives for farmers to grow the timber trees. At the end, farmers were able 

to harvest the timber and put it up for sale. They considered dinas as their 

main partner.   

 

Farmers often have a lack of financial capital that leads them to look for 

partnerships, so it was assumed that financial capital was needed to increase 

farmers’ bargaining position – as the requirement for fair partnership. This 

condition was worsened by the lack of support for farmers from Indonesia’s 

commercial banking system. Support from banks was expected to increase 

farmers’ capital. One interviewee that used to observe FFGs situation 

commented: 

“… the community forestry group was a poor partner in the 

partnership, especially when dealing with bank. Only one group 

has the experience to deal with a bank. The groups were always 

asking (to the local government/dinas) to be facilitated to deal 

with potential partners (wood based company and bank) …” 

(interviewee B26). 

 

In the Sumbawa Group, the situation was different to some extent. The 

consideration of partnerships was more to have a better relationship between 

members and the FFG only. It meant members were in the process of 

exploring what were the potential benefits from joining the group for them. 

They were in the position of wanting to interact more with the group. This 

was reflected by what interviewees stated about the group, which was 

generally that the FFG was expected to be a good partner for members. 

Members were keen to receive advantages by ‘partnering’ with the FFG. The 

first priority was usually about how the group was able to provide members 

soft loans to overcome their common financial problem.  

 

On the other hand, the expectation of the FFG in Sumbawa was to have a 

partnership with ‘outsiders’, which was explained by the group’s leader who 
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was seeking to increase the group’s capital. The group’s leader appeared to be 

astute at negotiating partnership arrangements on behalf of the FFG.       

 

For the Sumbawa Group, there were several possibilities of having ‘outside’ 

partners yet the group was still in a relatively passive position – waiting for 

potential partners to offer a partnership. The aforementioned information 

attempted to present the initiative within the form of partnerships between 

FFGs and companies, especially wood based companies. The enthusiasm 

appeared from FFGs to have partner with another institution, with expectation 

that if they were able to have partner it would increase the group’s financial 

capital. As a result, the increase of group’s capital would lead to improving 

the group’s capacity to fulfil members’ needs, especially to achieve more 

benefit by joining the group. 

 

Farmers were used to dealing with buyers and traders as partners, such as 

when selling their agriculture products or timber. Most farmers were satisfied 

with the mechanism they have had with their buyers, as in their experience 

farmers decided the price. The pricing process was that the trader provided 

the price to farmer and farmer responded to the given price whether the 

farmer wanted to take the price or did more bargaining with the given price. 

With this sort of mechanism, farmers demonstrated their satisfaction. 

However, the eagerness to receive more in price was shown by one 

interviewee, with group member background but having a good level of 

education that commented: 

“… even though there has been no problem yet dealing with 

traders because they usually offer a good price, but farmers have 

an expectation to have more satisfaction on the partnership by 

receiving more money (a higher price) from traders …” 

(interviewee B20). 

 

The above mechanism showed that the starting price was not from farmer, but 

usually initiated by the buyer. Yet farmer stated that they often decided the 

price, but their desire to receive better prices indicated that farmers actually 

were not able to decide the price, including the reality that the first price was 
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given by the buyer. Farmers did indeed decide the price but usually after the 

buyer provided the initial price in advance. That situation encouraged the 

opinion from one of the interviewee with a financial background that in the 

future, for the group to play more of a role in helping members by becoming a 

selling pool. In this system, buyers merely needed to contact the group (via 

the group leader) to buy members’ timber. Pricing was decided by both 

parties. It was assumed to provide a fairer price for farmer and company.  

 

On the other hand, in the Bulukumba group, most farmer interviewees stated 

that their view of partnerships were with outsiders, not between group 

members as it was stated in Sumbawa group. However, they believed that it 

was important to have good relationships, mutual collaboration among group 

members and group members and board members and group leader, as it was 

practiced on a daily basis. They were practicing to help each other in 

managing their farms, as an example. They just did not define clearly that 

pattern of relationship among group members and also to board members and 

the group leader as a kind of partnership.           

 

In another opinion, from the company side, as it was stated by a wood based 

company in Bulukumba that they were looking forward to an equal 

partnership. From their point of view, partnerships needed to be equal, fair 

and secure. It included all capitals were needed for developing the 

partnership. The meaning of equal, fair and secure was able to be 

implemented in many ways as long as both parties were pleased with 

partnership agreement.  

 

In this situation, all parties involved were looking for the government’s 

(dinas) involvement as a broker or facilitator of a fair partnership. However, 

there were queries raised about how capable dinas was at forging 

partnerships, especially to fulfil the criteria of fair partnerships. Even though 

there was no basis as yet to determine if there was any significant difference 

with or without dinas’ involvement in forming partnerships.       

 



102 

 

In addition, to support the information above a cross-section of interviewees 

stated that it was substantial for a fair and serious partnership to be supported 

by a firm agreement. A firm agreement was expected to be able to indicate the 

equality between partners. On the other hand, not all FFGs had been legalised 

yet, and this situation was identified as a potential obstacle for groups to 

develop partnerships. Some comments by a cross-section of interviewees that 

illustrated this point included:  

“… a good and serious partnership needs to be supported by a 

firm agreement …” (interviewee B21). 

“… the letter of agreement of a partnership should be in the 

sense of equality between partners  …” (interviewee B25). 

“… if the group was not legalised under the law yet, the group 

will find it difficult to form a legal partnership …” (interviewee 

B26).   

 

The fairness was the main issue that needed to be considered when forming 

partnerships and it expressed the equality between partners. In the Sumbawa 

group, the need for having the continued support from dinas was as strong as 

for the Bulukumba groups. In addition, there was no wood based company 

that could be partnered with the FFG, because as yet no timber had become 

available from farmers. Dinas was often expected to facilitate the group in 

search of suitable partners, even non-forestry partners. With the legalisation 

of the group, group members were pleased and had the impression that there 

was a bright future for the group to have partners. It was stated by most of 

group members (n=12) that the legalisation was one step. Another step was to 

develop the group to benefit its members by having potential partners in the 

future (interviewee S3). One of the examples was that in Pemasar village, 

honey was a potential commercial product. Some farmers had a custom to 

harvest forest honey and sell this during the season. One of the group’s 

members (S10), coordinated his family to harvest honey traditionally, process 

it and package and sell the honey. Very often he sold his honey to a 

‘middleman’. However, he hoped the group would be able to take over the 

‘middleman’ role by becoming honey collector from farmers and sell the 

products to buyers for a better price. In this system, it was believed the group 
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and members would receive more benefits. He added that in the future, he 

expected to have a group sub-unit which dealt with honey buying and selling 

specifically.  

 

Partners for farmers and FFG 

In Bulukumba, there was an embryo of a partnership between the FFG and 

one wood based company (PT. PAL, a timber veneer company). In addition, 

in Bulukumba District, facilitated by dinas there was an association of wood 

based companies with one of the aims to support the FFGs in Bulukumba 

District in dealing with selling their production (timbers). It meant that the 

scheme of partnership within FFGs in Bulukumba District had the potential to 

develop with more partners.  

 

On the other hand, the Sumbawa Group had no experience at all in the 

forestry sector as they were mainly agriculture farmers’ who were still 

transitioning into a FFG. Although they had no existing partnership with 

wood based companies, they had the agreement with the government’s HTR 

program, which had already assured participating farmers that the government 

would buy their timber at harvest time. As such, the government had become 

their partner. Yet the farmers were hoping to seek additional partners for their 

group, for access to fertiliser, soft loans, etc.   

 

It became apparent that in Bulukumba One and Two, it was recognised that 

there was no problem in general on finding a partner/trader. Farmers, both 

members and non-members were used to deal with the trader in agriculture 

sector. For farmers who had had the experience of selling their timbers, they 

had the similar statement as well. They stated that they already had an 

excellent partnership, which it meant that they considered they received a fair 

price. Some of the comments made by interviewees that illustrated this point 

included:  

“… a farmer has no problem to find a partner (trader) …” 

(interviewee B4) 

“… the trader will come to a farmer to buy their yield …” 

(interviewee B13) 
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“… I’m satisfied with the current partnership condition …” 

(interviewee B7) 

“… in implementing the partnership, the farmer decides the 

price and receives the money in cash. With this sort of 

mechanism, farmers are generally happy …” (interviewee B3). 

 

It was considered as well that Bulukumba One and Two groups had an 

excellent partnership by developing networking among farmers, government 

and wood based companies (e.g. as a member of HIPKI, the wood based 

company association) and PT. PAL, including some potential buyers and 

other FFGs. Groups had other partners as well, such as: village institutions 

(village leader), universities in Makassar, FORDA (Forestry Research and 

Development Agency) and some seedling companies. Middlemen and local 

NGOs have also been recognised as helpful partners. Some of the 

interviewees commented:    

“… the group has an excellent partnership, the group has 

established an excellent network among farmers, government 

institutions and industries …” (interviewee B5), 

“… the embryo of the partnership (between the group and PT. 

PAL) was good for the company, as it can receive the wood 

supply and the farmer can have the certainty of selling their 

timber…” (interviewee B25). 

 

Concerning the importance to have and to develop more partners and 

partnerships in the future, it was considered by one interviewee that the group 

should have a specific unit (board member) in the group which was dealing 

with partnerships. One interviewee commented:  

“… it was important to have one person as a board member so 

the group can deal with partnership matters more appropriately 

…” (interviewee B1). 

 

On the other hand, the interviewee from the government identified that there 

were no groups have had any real partners or partnerships with any 

stakeholders yet. What they had was a temporary relationship with a buyer or 
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two, considered a ‘temporary partnership’. Additionally, a major concern 

raised by some interviewees was that groups needed to improve the quality of 

their human resources. As it was recognised, farmers sell their timber not 

based on the market price, but based on the highest offer from the trader. 

Farmers generally have no ability to follow the timber price in the market. 

The comment of the interviewee included:  

“… the way that farmers sell their timber was not based on the 

market price but based on the highest offer from the trader …” 

(interviewee B32).   

 

This situation illustrates that farmers are used to being in a ‘waiting’ position 

(e.g. waiting for offers from a buyer, waiting for offers to form a partnership). 

Some interviewees raised the question about who initiated partnerships or 

who needed partnerships as important, with one stating that: 

“… it was difficult for farmers to be involved in a real 

partnership, because farmers only have land and labour …” 

(interviewee B29).  

 

4.6 Trust  

In this research, I would like to explain two aspects that I found from my 

research, i.e.: how farmers put their trust in others and reciprocity. 

Reciprocity in this situation is about farmers’ trust in that others will make a 

similar contribution in return. Social capital can generate private benefits 

(Dasgupta 2000) and can be defined as an informal norm that promotes 

cooperation between two or more individuals (Fukuyama 1999). It was added 

as well by Fukuyama that only norms that lead to cooperation in groups 

represents social capital. That is why it relates to traditional values as well 

such as honesty; compliance with commitments, reliable, reciprocity, etc.  

 

In a group, it is possible to grow mutual trust. However, it will depend on the 

position of individuals within an organisation, as Putnam (1993) stated as a 

membership organisation. Trust is related to the agreement as well, such as 

when two parties commit to each other to agree to follow a set of norms or 
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rules, this can also lead to social capital (Ostrom 2000). In terms of how 

farmers put their trust in others, I developed in three sub-sections, i.e.: trust of 

government, trust of partnerships, and trust in the group.  

 

Trust in Government 

In this sub-section, I explore what the government (dinas) meant for FFGs and 

how FFGs looked at dinas in their point of view. As I recognised in 

Bulukumba, they were used to being part of dinas’ project in the past and they 

identified already with how they received benefits by being part of dinas’ 

project. They trusted any project and information from dinas as a reliable 

source of information and the project would generate benefits for members. 

As a result, those FFGs in Bulukumba were having an expectation to keep on 

being involved in dinas’ projects in the future.       

 

In Sumbawa, their trust to dinas was high as well after they had different point 

of view about dinas’ role towards their time as illegal occupants in HTR area 

as it was ex-state owned production forest. At that time, group members were 

scared to meet with dinas staff (represented by the forest extension officer) as 

they would definitely be in trouble.  In recent times, being part of the HTR 

project formed by the government (dinas) gave the farmers recognition of 

their existence and indeed potentially to provide benefit for them. Legalisation 

of the group was considered as an important step for FFGs to move forward to 

a better future. They recognised the government agency that allowed them to 

move forward was dinas. In this sense, they considered dinas has played an 

important role for changing their life for the better and their trust in dinas was 

unquestionable.  

 

Furthermore, the HTR program that was granted by government for the group, 

for the interviewee from government has been providing group’s confidence 

as well. It was due to the group obtaining a secured and convenient condition 

(comparing to the previous time). This condition has been believed to be able 

to create group’s autonomy. In addition, this new group needed continuous 

support and trust from the entire members to gain group’s success. This legal 

status has been believed by one interviewee from NGO to give farmers more 
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confidence and this circumstance motivated the members in doing forestry 

farming (the HTR program) more seriously. The comment was:  

“… a big hope with the program from the government (HTR) was to 

increase the quality of life of farmers  …” (interviewee S10). 

 

In addition, it was identified by some interviewees that farmers in general 

were humble people and tended to obey the government. It was expressed as 

well by one interviewee with group member background but was rarely 

involved in group meetings as the comment was:  

“… I will trust anything (information) provided from government. It 

must be good for us …” (interviewee S8). 

 

However, there was a question about the above situation in terms of how far 

the group was able to maintain their trust in government. One example in 

Sumbawa was shown that a lack of information from dinas to the group led 

them to distrust the government’s program. One farmer interviewee raised a 

question that under the HTR program, who would be able to own the trees, 

dinas or farmer. In addition, if there was a tendency that farmer was not able 

to utilise the trees, the interviewee merely intended to burn the trees.  

 

In this matter, especially for dinas, it was becoming significant to provide 

more information for group members and for forest farmers in general. Some 

examples to support this issue are explained below.  

 

Trust in partnerships 

Partnerships with other institutions, especially with wood based companies, 

for FFGs was expected to be one solution to develop FFGs to increase the 

group’s capital and it meant that the partnership could provide indirect 

benefits to group members as well. For those FFGs where there was no wood 

based company available to them, it was requested that dinas be the group’s 

main partner.  

 

In terms of partnerships, one opinion from interviewee with a background in 

developing programs for forest farmers, stated that level of trust was related to 
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the level of partnership and level of group confidence was related to the level 

of group’s stages. The reason was that the confidence was related to group’s 

ability to create its own program. Hence, when a group did not rely only on 

dinas for projects it would have greater confidence. Furthermore, letter of 

agreement was significantly recognised to be able to develop trust between 

partners. A cross-section of interviewees from the Bulukumba groups 

identified that there was a need to support partnerships with a letter of 

agreement (SPK, Surat Perjanjian Kerjasama) between partners. One 

interviewee identified that there were three benefits of having letter of 

agreement (SPK), i.e.: to strengthen partnership, to gain better price, and to 

provide equality between partners. The interviewee also added that equality 

was vital if there was to be trust between partners. The interviewee was 

providing one example that based on interviewee’s opinion, HIPKI (an 

association of wood based company that was developed to be an equal partner 

for farmers) did not regard farmers equally yet, with HIPKI benefitting itself 

only. In addition, the interviewee observed as well that the level of trust in 

FFGs was high, but the group’s confidence was low. This was due to the 

group possessing low capacity among its members. Another opinion was not 

because of the low capacity of the members, but more to group had less capital 

than the group’s partner. As a result, in terms of ‘partnering’ with a wood 

based company, forest farmers preferred to use middlemen in selling their 

timbers. By selling through middlemen, farmers did not need to provide extra 

cash in advanced. They received cash in hand without any expenses for the 

processes.  

 

In Sumbawa, based on farmers’ understanding of partnerships (i.e. a trader as 

a partner), up to recently, some interviewees showed their satisfaction to 

buyers who bought their agriculture yield by providing reasonable prices and 

using the current approach (n = 3). Furthermore, in this approach, buyers 

provided the price in advance to farmers. As a contrast, for honey, farmers 

were able to decide the price and buyers have never complained about that 

mechanism. In terms of partnerships, I identified that most interviewees, both 

members and non-members of FFGs said that they put their trust in their 

partners. In their opinion, their partners had offered fair and good prices and 
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price information as well, despite other opinions from some interviewees from 

NGOs that observed farmers’ partners often did not offer fair prices to 

farmers; as a result, they suggested farmers should not put their entire trust in 

their partners. 

 

However, one interviewee (a group member) stated that it was important to be 

aware of farmer’s partners, because it was possible to meet a bad partner. This 

type of partner was able to cheat on you to gain more profit from farmers 

through persuasion with false information. Even though there was no evidence 

of having had a bad experience dealing with non-local buyers, however, one 

interviewee stated that undertaking trading with local traders was more 

convenient for farmers. The reason was that they have known each other for 

quite a long time and they tended to have more trust in people they have 

known prior to doing trading. The comment was: 

“… you need to be aware of your partner, as deception could happen 

at any chance provided   …” (interviewee B9). 

 

I also identified, especially in Bulukumba groups, that not only with 

partnerships of their group they were interested in, but to partnerships that 

dinas has already had as well. They were interested with dinas’ partnerships 

only when these partnerships led to a program for FFGs. Universities and 

research institutions were recognised as dinas’ partners that used to provide 

programs for FFGs, and FFGs were usually delighted with these types of 

programs.  

 

A different perspective was expressed by an interviewee with a professional 

background, the interviewee said that level of trust between FFGs and wood 

based company was low. It was due to the difference of possessing capital 

(FFGs represented low capital, the company had high capital) and different 

perceptions of the partnership (FFGs wanted to be fairly treated, the company 

wanted a profitable business arrangement). Therefore, it was suggested to 

increase level of trust between partners, both parties needed to know more 

about each other prior to setting up a partnership and to creating a long term 

partnership, not a short term partnership. The comment was:  
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“… the company has always calculated every cost they need to spend, 

so it was good to have a long term partnership (at least 7-10 years) 

instead of short term partnership …” (interviewee B29). 

 

The embryo of partnership that was developed in Bulukumba district, between 

Bulukumba One group and one wood based company was an example of a 

process where they put their trust in the partnership. Another aspect was that 

both in the Bulukumba and Sumbawa groups, there was significant trust they 

put towards their relationship among group members, board members and the 

group leader. In Sumbawa group it was stated clearly as a form of partnership 

they believed in, while in Bulukumba groups they did not mention clearly 

their solidity or working together as a form of partnership. However, in both 

locations they believed working together inside group or out of the group, it 

was part of their culture – entrenched in their life. They also believed that to 

have a high level of trust in this type of relationship would produce a good 

result.   

 

Trust within the group 

In terms of members’ trust within the group, I identified that interviewees put 

their trust in the group mainly to improve their financial condition. 

Furthermore, the group has been believed by some interviewees to be able to 

provide benefits to the village both environmentally and economically. 

However, one interviewee in Bulukumba with group member background and 

with having a shop as another source of income recognised that the group has 

not become an effective group yet, it was because the group remained to rely 

on dinas even for any group decision. The expression of effective in this 

situation was meant to show that the group has benefitted members or not and 

whether group has shown better management or not. The comment was:  

“… the group has been managed effectively and it has confidence that 

the group will keep receiving much assistance from dinas …” 

(interviewee B3). 

 

Despite the comment above, the existence of the FFG for most members was 

significant. Members believed that they received benefits by becoming a 
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group member. One example from Sumbawa was that when group members 

trusted the group, it made the group stronger. The stronger the group made it 

easier for the group to be managed. Therefore, it was identified by some 

interviewees that the group was able to receive support easily from members. 

In addition, if the above information was informing how the group members 

trusted the group, on the other hand, the group leader was seeking members’ 

to trust him as well. The group leader required members’ support included 

social norms such as honesty, solidity, togetherness and kinship (locally 

referred to as basiru and assamaturu). Another example was that group 

members trusted the FFG in Sumbawa to be able to support members to move 

away from a dependence on ‘hard’ debts by providing ‘soft’ loans.  

 

Another example in Bulukumba that group members realised that through the 

FFG they were introduced to the commercial forestry sector, so they had an 

opportunity to have timber trees on their farm which they recognised as a 

valuable investment.  Information was significant for group members and they 

used to receive information through the FFG. I recognised that group 

members used to receive information from the group leader and forestry 

extension officers, except in Sumbawa group where the forestry extension 

service was not yet function properly. Overall, it was shown that group 

members trusted and were satisfied with the information they received as it 

was stated by one interviewee with a farming background:  

“… the information I got from the group has been highly trustworthy 

and easily to practice …” (interviewee B5). 

 

Another example of group member trusting the information they received, is 

from Bulukumba where some interviewees with group member background 

but also active in NGO that dealt with an environmental issue (interviewee 

B27). They stated that group members were concerned to improve the 

environment in their village, and the FFG was a good source of trusted 

information about how to ‘green’ their village. Furthermore, as it was 

informed to them in advance that if they planted timber trees, then these could 

provide them with extra income in the future as an investment. Members who 
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had an experience already to sell their timber believed the received 

information.  

 

I identified that all FFGs involved in my research were comprised of members 

who were originally agriculture farmers. Their involvement in the local FFG 

was due to the reforestation programs that came to their village. In 

Bulukumba, they developed community forests in their own land and in 

Sumbawa, the group was involved in the HTR program, where they were 

granted legal status to utilise ex-state owned forest land. However, the 

involvement of farmers in Bulukumba was at a different stage compared to 

farmers in Sumbawa.  

 

Through the group, farmers were considered towards the multiple benefits of 

timber was a significant issue as I identified this trust was able to trigger 

members to transform into being a forest farmer without losing their identity 

as an agriculture farmer. One example was from Bulukumba groups, where 

farmers, with adequate land, converted their land from an agriculture land to 

be a community forest. They planted timber plantation in their land, using a 

monoculture system or agroforestry. By doing so, farmers believed that 

timber was benefitting them because timber demand and price was always 

high. It was also recognised that the demand of timbers came from local 

processors and others from outside the Bulukumba district. With one 

interviewee commenting:  

“… timber has always provided benefits for farmers …” (interviewee 

B3). 

 

It was also shown by one farmer interviewee who stated that after considering 

his experience of selling timber, that having timber in his land was better than 

just having one season of crops. For this reason, one farmer has stated that 

they were confident to become an agriculture farmer and a forest farmer, 

illustrated by the interviewee’s comment:  

“… I feel satisfied when I receive income from selling timber 

compared to selling just the yield from a seasonal crop …” 

(interviewee B24).   
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Another reason for the benefit of planting timber trees, as was stated by 

another interviewee that farmers were able to utilise their timber from their 

own land for household purposes as well, such as for building a wooden house 

(which is common in Bulukumba), and house maintenance and repairs. For 

this reason, they were able to reduce their cost of buying timber. Furthermore, 

it was obvious how forest farmers identified that having timber trees in their 

land meant farmers already had their own investment for the future. Another 

example of utilising timber trees as a cash investment to fulfil their future 

needs was that a forest farmer was easily able to sell their timber to pay for 

their children’s school fees, to pay any debts and to pay for their children’s 

marriage expenses. One interviewee told me how excited their family was that 

they were able to create a proper (instead of saying glamorous) wedding 

ceremony for their daughter, which in their culture it was prestigious to have a 

proper wedding ceremony for their children. All the wedding expenses were 

paid from selling their timber trees. The interviewee said proudly that the 

timber had paid for their children’s wedding ceremony.      

 

All information above was supported by the opinion from some interviewees 

that for them, timber trees were having two main functions, i.e.: 

environmentally and economically. Environmentally, it was proved by the 

environment situation in their village recently that was better compared to a 

long time ago in the past. Nowadays, their village felt so breezy and green. 

The condition was more pleasant and convenient for living. They also realised 

that their plantation had an economic value. If they needed funds for urgent 

needs, they merely had to put their timber in the market and their trees quickly 

transformed into cash. In addition, they recognised farm forestry as a source of 

income. Farm forestry was believed as a promising factor for farmers and 

farmers already had enough confidence to be serious investors in farm 

forestry. A cross-section of interviewees commented:  

“… farm forestry means a cash forest. It was good for investment …” 

(interviewee B16),  

“… farm forestry was so promising, I will extend (by converting from 

agriculture land) my forest land in the future …” (interviewee B4). 
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Farmers also compared their life to employees with regular income and a 

retirement fund was discussed among members of the Sumbawa group. Their 

hard life experience in the past as a farmer led them to accept any new effort 

to bring them forward out of poverty. The HTR program was expected as one 

opportunity to transform their lives from being illegals farmer into legal forest 

farmers, and receiving benefits from the program to enhance their income. At 

the moment, they remained living in difficult conditions and were not able to 

be released from ‘hard debts’. In most cases, they were moving from one loan 

to another loan. As a result, their effort as a farmer went merely into paying 

loans, yet their current income was never sufficient to fully pay the loan. 

Therefore, they applied for having another loan to pay their previous loan, so 

accumulating any savings was difficult.  

 

It was recognised as well that even though it was difficult to be a farmer, there 

was no other alternative for them to work, especially if they did not possess 

any spare land. This situation was supported by the comment:  

“… there was no other option than to be a farmer and it was really 

difficult due to have low income  …” (interviewee S1). 

 

As under group members’ custom, even prior to group been developed, they 

used to discuss any issue related to their land with other farmers. They used to 

plan together what they were going to plant in each season. At the end, they 

harvested the yield together as well. This sort of approach created trust among 

farmers. One interviewee from the group commented:  

“… I have enjoyed having a good relationship with other farmers since 

the group has not been developed yet and it will be good to be involved 

in the group …” (interviewee S2). 

 

Therefore, even group members who did not have any experience yet as forest 

farmers dealing with timber trees, they believed that group members were able 

to obtain benefits from the teak they were going to plant under the HTR 

program. One farmer interviewee made the comment that illustrated this point:  
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“… I believe what the government said (about the HTR program), it 

will provide benefits for farmers, even though we haven’t got any idea 

how much benefit we were going to receive   …” (interviewee S7). 

 

Reciprocity in communities 

While regarding reciprocity, one example was in Sumbawa Group, they had 

experienced the unpleasant situation when they were deceived by a previous 

village leader that promised them to be able to occupy the land legally (ex-

state owned forest, the HTR land). For that reason, farmers gave their money 

to that village leader to use the money to proceed with the legalisation process. 

It was not easy to collect the money needed from poor farmers, however in the 

end the money was all gone and the legalisation process never occurred. As a 

result, the farmers became less trusting about information that could 

potentially change their lives. However, with the information about the HTR 

program, they looked very carefully at the information provided by dinas to 

make sure the program proceeded properly. Their confidence in the program 

increased slowly over time.  

 

Another example was expressed by interviewee with professional background 

and used to deal with FFGs that suggested that it was important for farmers to 

have the ability to calculate the real cost in managing their own farm. It was 

expected that farmers should have a better understanding of the cost they spent 

in relation to their timber production when they wanted to put their trees in the 

market. The comment was:  

“… by understanding the cost, it would be expected to increase 

farmers understanding on wood price …” (interviewee B29). 

 

However, there was also an opinion to agree to farmer dealing directly with 

the company. Using this approach, it was predicted that farmer’s confidence 

potentially increased. This opinion also led to reducing the role of middlemen, 

and the expectation it would increase farmers’ profit from selling timbers.  

Another expectation of one interviewee was that in the future, the group and 

the village office would be granted more trust to be able to collaborate in the 

marketing processes. Both of the farmer group and village office would be 
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allowed to manage a transitory village timber station. This station could be 

linked to buyers, and it was expected to receive a fairer price under a 

partnership arrangement.  

 

I was told different information related to that opinion above. The promising 

facts of having timber trees in their land did not reduce their ‘doubt’ of not 

obtaining regular income. They tried to compare themselves to the situation of 

staff of a private company or government (e.g. government employee receives 

a monthly salary and retirement funds). The opinion was shown the more 

respect to employee rather than to themselves as a farmer. This often led to 

farmers being less confident of facing their future as a forest farmer. Having 

certainty in receiving regular income and a pension had more appeal for some 

people than receiving income from their enterprise – farming. It was supported 

by the comment from one farmer interviewee who that stated:  

 “… to become government employee was much better than becoming 

a farmer, as I have no regular income. The important thing was the 

certainty, even if the government employee salary was low …” 

(interviewee B13). 

 

The uncertainty tended to create their concern about the possibility of price 

fluctuations in the market and having to wait a long period before harvesting 

their trees. Group members put their trust already in the HTR program as they 

believed it would be able to provide benefits for farmers. The trees they 

owned were expected to be their investment. Therefore, it was expected that 

with their trust in the program it was able to create more responsibility for 

group members.  

 

Therefore, group existence was considered to increase their wealth and 

developed farmers to be more independent. In addition, the HTR program was 

expected to benefit group members economically and to develop a better 

environmental condition in the surrounding area as well. Many parties were 

hoping that the existence of the group was able to contribute to a better 

environmental condition, because the group was involved in the HTR program 
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and the program was linked to reforestation program as well. With some of the 

interviewees stated:  

“… the HTR program will provide benefit to farmers or group 

members   …” (interviewee S21), 

“… the HTR was a good program to benefit farmers and reforestation 

in our village …” (interviewee S5). 

 

Trust and transparency were important aspects in the formation and operation 

of the FFGs I studied, if voluntary participation and group cohesion were to 

be established and sustained – particularly important given the usually long 

periods of time needed for commercial forestry to be successful. However, the 

social obligation (social norms) among local communities remained high, and 

was able to offer benefits and limitations to individual families, perhaps 

‘clouding’ the underlying reasons for peoples’ participation in FFGs.  

 

The trust within the group was the main factor for togetherness. The cohesion 

was strong if there was a high level of transparency and was weak if there was 

a lack of transparency. One interviewee with a management background 

commented:  

“… farmers will participate enthusiastically if the group is 

transparent, without a hidden agenda …” (interviewee B33). 

 

In my research, I recognised reciprocity as a significant component of trust 

among the group. It was simply illustrated by one interviewee who that stated:  

“… talking about trust can be explained with a simple sentence: I will 

give mine and (please) you give yours …” (interviewee B31).  

 

 

4.7 Discussion  

There are five capitals have been recognised, i.e.: human capital, natural 

capital, financial capital, physical capital and social capital (DFID 1999). All 

of these capitals are essential for increasing livelihoods and supporting 
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development. Those capitals are linked each other, are not able to stand by 

themselves but must be complementary to each other (Ostrom 2000).   

 

DFID (1999) put those capitals in the context of a livelihood framework to 

guide development. People are able to use this approach as a way to achieve 

their livelihood goal. Social capital is recognised as a capital and is seen as an 

informal norm between two or more people where this norm leads to 

cooperation (Fukuyama 1999). Others say that social capital leads to the 

connections between individuals’ social networks and the norms of 

reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them (Putnam 2000).  

 

Beyond the above understanding of social capital, some points were identified 

in terms of social capital in practice, such as: 

 It is important to have strong social bonds in each group as it relates to 

social networks. Groups need to pay attention to this as group networks 

internally and externally relates to group performance.  

 Within a group, the norms and networks of civic engagement (in this case 

is group engagement) relates and affects group performance.  

 

Below are some of the key points of my discussion on key aspects of social 

capital covered in this research: participation, leadership, learning, 

partnerships and trust.  

 

Participation 

Membership is somewhat not a clear matter in Bulukumba and Sumbawa 

groups, even the impact was a slightly different. In Bulukumba, the 

membership was assumed as the matter that dinas needed to be involves to 

decide – even though dinas itself determined that membership was under 

group authority. While in Sumbawa, the membership was intended exclusive 

to ex-illegal occupant in HTR area but in reality, as the cooperative body, it 

was open for villagers in general.  
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In Sumbawa, the involvement of non-members was planned to be involved 

after the process for the HTR program had finished. In the meantime, the 

entire focus tended to activate members only. However, in Bulukumba, the 

boundary of member and non-member was so unclear, as non-members 

undertook the similar activities with members, except following the formal 

group activities, such as group meeting, training, etc. But beyond that, the 

group leader opened his arms to have a consultation with non-member. The 

forestry extension staff undertook the same manner as group leader, providing 

information for both member and non-member. Those above phenomena 

showed that beyond group membership, they are villagers and part of the 

village community. As villagers, they interact with each other, communicate 

with each other and doing mutual activity, helping each other with village or 

farm activities, as a part of their social obligation, a form of community 

engagement (Fukuyama 1999; Putnam 1995; Putnam 2000). 

 

It led to a form of social capital as well, while some other elements related to 

social capital emerged in that pattern, such as, trust, cohesiveness, mutual 

collaboration, networking, the positive impact would be to the increase of 

responsibility of group members (Blakelley & Suggate 1997). The 

government project began reforestation that involved FFG was a stimulus for 

FFGs to participate in the commercial forestry sector. Villagers were really 

keen to participate as a FFG’s member voluntarily to obtain the benefits 

expected by joining the group to be involved in the government project. They 

were really keen to participate, as a form of obedience to the government and 

also to obtain economy benefit to increase their livelihood. 

 

It was shown also by the community supported agriculture (CSA) in USA that 

provided an ongoing continuous effort after receiving evidence of the benefit 

of what they have done together (Brehm & Eisenhauer 2008). While in 

different place in Central Java, the motivation on planting timber trees were 

more to strengthen the border of paddy field than the timber. The trees were 

planted in the aisle in between the border (Simon 2010). 
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Leadership 

In terms of leadership of the FFGs in three sites, each group leader played a 

significant role. I found the background of the group leader provided a 

specific atmosphere to the group. For example seniority, education and status 

as it was found to be important in the Bulukumba and Sumbawa groups. This 

situation led to the approach to decision making and group performance 

(West 2002, in Zhang and Wang 2011). Forgacs (2008) reported evidence as 

well about how two cooperative farmer organisations in Hungary were able to 

survive under difficult situations was due to the role of the leader. When the 

leader showed a more socially-oriented leadership style, the group tended to 

survive and be successful. 

 

Learning 

In terms of the level of formal education attained by members, Bulukumba 

and Sumbawa groups showed different levels. However, all groups expressed 

a similar need to gain greater knowledge. What farmers expressed was 

paralleled with what was stated by Kilpatrick (1999), that farmers felt 

different and more courageous with their decisions after receiving new 

information. The way of farmers receiving new information or knowledge 

were by the conventional ‘top-down’ processes, provided by government or 

farmers were finding out information through group leader, forestry extension 

staff, other farmers or even wood trader or middlemen. However, the study of 

Kilpatrick (2000) stated that it is time to replace the top-down policy 

approach with a bottom-up approach.  

 

Ingram (2008) in their study in England found that having a group of advisor 

(extension staff) who worked with farmers was the better way in exchanging 

knowledge. It provided a good impact on farmers’ implementation in the field 

afterwards. Research was undertaken by Lucas (1993, in Foster and 

Rosenzweig 1995) showed that the best learning for people was by learning 

from their peers, neighbours or friends. After the process of receiving 

knowledge, Foster and Rosenzweig (1995) found that not all farmers were 

receiving information as expected or smoothly, as many farmers face barriers. 
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However, after farmers were experiencing the new knowledge, they 

understood, as so-called learning by doing approach. 

 

The above information was similar with the information on successful 

farmers. On the first hand, they were not confident about planting timber 

trees. But after seeing farmers successfully selling their trees, they soon 

followed their example.     

 

Farmers gaining added market value 

In Bulukumba, FFG groups One and Two used their timber to meet both 

personal (household) needs and commercial markets. Over time, as the FFGs 

became more established and organised, farmers saw their forest trees as 

more of a strategic investment, rather than simply selling their trees 

whenever they needed immediate cash. The FFGs expanded their 

commercial interests to include selling tree seedlings, to both members and 

non-members, which provided additional income to support group activities. 

 

Partnerships 

Partnership was defined simply by most farmers as any party who used to 

connect with them and provided benefits to them. In Sumbawa group, they 

pointed out their peer or friend in FFG as their partner (including board 

members and the group leader), while in the Bulukumba groups they did not 

identify group members as their partners but admitted as they used to work 

together within group members. What they considered as their partner was 

trader which used to buy their agricultural products, timber and PT PAL 

(wood based company, for certain farmers who used to deal with PT PAL). 

However, within all groups, they mostly believed it was important to have 

outsiders as FFG’s partner, but they needed help and support to find such 

partners.  

 

Trust  

In trust, I identified different elements, i.e. to which they put their trust and 

how they put their trust, and reciprocity. I found that farmers put their trust in 

their group, in this case it was group members including group board 
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members and group leader. Farmers also put their trust in government, in this 

case most commonly dinas (Forestry District Service). Another one, farmers 

put their trust in any partnership they had. In this sense, they would like to 

have the similar trust from their partner.  

 

In trust, partnerships could be developed and lead to collective action and 

improve the group’s management and effectiveness (Almany et al. 2010). In 

farmers’ interaction within a group, it was possible to emerge an initiative 

from the group and stimulate group performance, including marketing 

performance. It was shown by the research that was undertaken in Tanzania 

that collective action was increase group marketing performance (Barham and 

Chitemi 2009). Trust also increased the cooperation within a group, as it was 

identified by interviewees from Bulukumba, which is similar to what was 

found in other research (Bouma, Bulte & Van Soest 2008; Burkett and 

Ruhunda 2010), in turn increasing the social capital of group.  

 

Reciprocity  

Reciprocity is recognised as the inter-individual relationship within a 

community, or inter-community, where there is the culture or custom to give 

and take (Djohan 2008). In addition, Djohan (2008) added that the perception 

of reciprocity was merely not take and give with materials, but included non-

material things such as ideas, opportunities, information, knowledge, or even 

sharing a good deed. The level of reciprocity correlates to the quality of social 

capital.  

 

One farmer in Sumbawa that had a side job as a honey bee collector reflected 

the reciprocity in his group. This farmer received land under the HTR 

program, but did not have any idea about the ownership of the seedlings he 

planted. This farmer said that he wanted to burn the trees if they did not 

belong to him. Farmer felt he had adequate contribution to group and to 

program, however did not receive the proportion as he was expected. It was 

due to the unbalanced information he received. 
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Commercial value from social capital 

Commercial value from social capital means to illustrate market and value 

added enjoyed by the FFGs from their products, and to learn whether the 

situation is beneficial and fair for them. The identified commercial values are 

as follow: 

 The strengthened partnerships that farmers form, in itself 

evidence of strong social capital, enables the FFG members to 

aggregate their small supplies to attract commercial buyers who 

prefer larger ‘economies of scale’; and 

 They also benefit from learning about other members’ experience 

in selling into commercial markets (e.g. current prices, reliable 

brokers). 

 

In summary, I have also developed a qualitative assessment of the strength of 

each element of social capital for the case study FFGs, presented below in 

Table 4.4. 

 

Table 4.4: Researcher’s qualitative assessment of the strength of social 

capital elements 
Group/Respo

nses 

Participati

on 

Leadership Learning Partnershi

p 

Trust 

Bulukumba 

One 

Participatio

n 
was 

attracted by 

receiving 

benefits 

through 

incentive 

they receive 

from 

participatin

g in some 

venues such 

as: meeting 

money 

incentive 

they receive 

from the 

meeting, 

maintenanc

e fee, free 

seedlings 

Previous 
village 

leader 

became the 

most 

inspiring 

leader for 

the group 

and current 

group 

leader. It 

was due to 

his 

successful 

in 

developing 

forests in 

the village. 

This 

became the 

inspiration 

for current 

It was 

agreed that 

they 
 have lack 

of 

knowledge 

and skill 

therefore 

they 

expected 

dinas to 

provide a 

simultaneou

s training 

for farmers. 

They 

showed 

also the 

eagerness 

to learn 

from other 

farmers 

Partnership 
was 

understood 

as a  

simple 

understand

ing, such 

as working 

together 

and 

dealing 

with 

trading and 

having an 

embryo of 

partnership 

with one 

wood-

based 

company 

providing 

more 

They 

showed that 

they put a 

high level 

of trust in 

the group. 

Also, the 

government 

agencies 

relied on 

the Group 

to trust the 

information 

they 

received 
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and free 

fertiliser 

group 

leader on 

managing 

the group. 

understandi

ng 

Researcher’s 

assessment 

High Medium Medium Low High 

Bulukumba 

Two 

Participatio

n 
was 

based on 

two 

reasons: 

it was a 

governme

nt 

program, 

and they 

had to 

participat

e and 

because 

of the 

strong sense 

of mutual 

cooperation 

among 

them 

The 
Group’s 

leadership 

Appeared 

supportive 

and 

generous to 

its 

members. 

This type of 

leadership 

was felt by 

members 

and non-

members 

Lack of 
knowledge 

and skill was 

admitted as 

one of 

farmers 

needed to 

increase, 

especially in 

preparing 

farmer for 

competing in 

the real 

competition 

(market). 

Therefore, 

farmers 

needed to 

cope with 

the timber 

price and 

simple 

silviculture 

Based on 

their 
experience 

in having 

partnership 

(selling 

seedlings) 

provides 

their 

eagerness to 

have more 

partnership 

for more 

benefit. 

They 

expected to 

have 

partnerships 

with other 

companies 

and a local 

bank 

Their 

believed 
to 

government 

was high as 

well and 

also 

to 

partnership. 

They 

expected to 

have a long 

term 

partnership 

as a 

consequence 

Researcher’s 

assessment 

High High Medium High High 

Sumbawa Group 

members 

were really 

keen to 

participate 

due to the 

benefit they 

would 

receive, i.e., 

the legal 

status of 

accessing 

HTR and 

their believe 

on social 

obligation 

Group 

leader 

had a ‘good 

relationship

’ and high 

acceptance 

by village 

leader. He 

had also a 

higher 

education. 

Those 

reasons led 

to the high 

acceptance 

also from 

many 

parties 

As a non- 

forest 

farmer 

background

, what 

members 

needed was 

information 

on how to 

become 

forest 

farmers and 

more 

information 

on 

regulation 

of HTR 

Partnership 

was 

understood 

as a 

relationship 

between 

members 

and group. 

However, 

they 

expected to 

have more 

partnership 

with other 

parties 

They 

showed 

their trust as 

their high 

acceptance 

to 

information

, guidance 

and 

program 

from 

Governmen

t. Including 

their 

believe to 

group that 

would 

change their 

quality of 

life 

Researcher’s 

assessment 

High Low High Medium Medium 
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Chapter 5 

 

How social capital is generated and functions over time 

in the farmer forest groups 

 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter addresses my second research question: how does social capital 

function over time in farmer forest groups? In addition, I explore this question 

using an analysis of how social capital is generated by each group using 

conceptual models. In this chapter, I discuss how to invest in social capital as 

it was stated by other analysts (Edward and Foley 2007; Glaeser et al 2002, 

Grootaert et al 2004; Lin 2007) and whether social capital can be scaled up 

(Grootaert et al 2004; Putnam 1993).   

  

5.2 How social capital was generated in the groups 

 

The positive side  

In this part, I would like to discuss the positive side of social capital factors 

that were generated in the groups. As it was shown in Bulukumba, what I was 

able to see from the pattern of the relationship between dinas and group 

leaders, it was a top-down process, similar to that describe by Bevir et al 

(2003) in terms of the relationship pattern. 

 

However, some positive aspects of this top-down process were evident. 

Firstly, with the full support of dinas, the process of group development was 

implemented strongly, smoothly, and acceptably by all parties. Therefore, if 

there was lack of community initiative to develop a FFG, the initiative from 

dinas actually provided a positive trigger for community initiative to emerge 

(Lin 2007; OECD 2001; Ostrom 2000). Secondly, the strength in relationship 

and participation within group members was expected to come forward. This 

is due to the emerging of awareness within community members that the 

program was from the government and their involvement was really expected 
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to benefit both the program and the farmers as part of the program. The 

benefit farmers’ expected, for example, was they were able to receive 

additional income, such as incentives.  

 

Thirdly, the group had a substantial level of trust from members. It was due to 

the program was fully supported by government, as farmers believed the 

program from government would benefit them. Therefore, the acceptance of 

group towards the government’s forestry program showed farmers’ trust to 

government. In addition, farmers’ acceptance concerning group development, 

including their acceptance of the group leader, showed a similar trust.  

 

As it showed in Bulukumba, despite a contra opinion emerging within the 

community prior to group leader election, most of group members agreed to 

accept the group leader. At the end, farmers believed that group leader 

received full support from the government and it was good for the group’s 

life.  

 

The negative side  

I observed some negative aspects of the relationship between dinas and group 

leaders, as discussed below. Firstly, it was regarding the group’s 

independence. The group showed the lack of independence as it was really 

depending on dinas as their primary support. For example, if group had any 

problem, the group usually consulted dinas to seek feedback. However, dinas 

had recognised this situation, but dinas had no ability to overcome this 

problem as dinas believed it was group’s domain. There was a plan to 

increase group capacity through training. However, the plan stopped by the 

limitation of dinas’ financial capacity.   

 

Secondly, I also noticed the lack of initiative. In this situation (in terms of 

group’s initiation), all matters had been set up under dinas’ coordination. It 

was because it related to the project preparation as well. In other words, dinas 

would like to prepare all matters related to government project. This condition 

had been realised by the dinas itself as the cause for FFGs to exactly depend 

on dinas as well. However, it emerged that if and when the project finishes, 
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the group which had a strong leader would be able to survive and the group 

which had not had was at risk of potentially collapsing.  

 

The word strength above reflected to the situation where the group was able 

to maintain their existence even though the government project has been 

terminated. On the other hand, some groups had collapsed because they had 

highly depended on dinas.  

 

Thirdly, it was in relation to the creativity of the group. The top-down process 

could suppress creativity due to the members’ uncertain impression whether 

groups were within dinas’ favour if groups created their own decision. For 

example, the lack of creativity was shown in the matter of recruiting new 

members, group’s legalisation process and developing group’s programs.   

 

Fourthly, it was concerning the control and monitoring of the FFGs’ 

activities. Up to recent time, the Head of dinas explained that dinas had little 

data on each of the FFGs. Therefore, the inadequate availability of forestry 

extension officers tended to worsen the condition. The lack of control and 

monitoring also eroded the group’s capacity building. With those reasons 

above, it was possible for group leader to proceed with actions strongly when 

there was a full support from dinas. Group leaders undertook what they 

received as a ‘dinas order’. On the other hand, if groups were no longer 

support by dinas, the group leader was not able to proceed with further 

actions.  

 

Value of mutual collaboration 

 

Positive impact  

Derived from the explanation above, those values were able to stimulate 

several positive impacts for the group. The positive impacts are discussed 

below. 
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Cohesion 

It was part of the farmers’ culture to work together, to help each other, as they 

have already a well-understood term and practice of this. Therefore, the group 

member cohesion was highly engaged. Whether within the group or outside 

the group, they were accustomed to engage closely with each other.   

 

Motivation  

In terms of motivation, it was commonly illustrated by members of the 

groups. They were keen to have their group develop and subsequently, they 

were keen to receive benefits from the group as well. For illustration, group 

members were enthusiastic for the group receiving a greater role in the future 

i.e.: to be involved in timber processing control in the village (this emerged 

from the Bulukumba groups). Another motivation to be received by joining 

the group was to increase their income. This motivation led them to require 

more information, such as:  

 Their demand to prefer planting fast growing tree species.  Fast 

growing tree species mean providing the shorter time to receive 

cash after harvesting.  

 Their demand to have a competitive price of harvested timber.  

 

Those positive values were able to lead group members to create an effective 

group, as they consider linking their cohesion and motivation to their 

involvement in the group. Then, it created a vice versa relationship.   

 

Negative impacts  

I identified some negative impacts as well from the research. As those values 

tended to develop negative impacts:  

 The group positioned themselves in a subordinate relationship, such as 

being supervised by dinas for most of the time, and they were pleased 

to receive continuous support from dinas.   

 Groups depended on the government’s program, which appeared to 

cause a lack of initiative by the group to create their own program. On 

the other hand, a lot of FFGs have collapsed (ceased operating) after 
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the program has finished. However, in those two farmer groups in 

Bulukumba, the groups have succeeded to survive. It was because the 

group has been able to create their own activities.      

 Relying on dinas (i.e. government program) developed the group’s 

lack of confidence. For instance, the group leader appeared to listen 

more to dinas instead of listening to input from the group’s members. 

One example of this is the legalisation of one of the groups, where 

most group members have a desire for the group to be legalised, 

however the group leader is reluctant to proceed without approval 

from dinas. 

 In this communal leadership which was the leader – with the strong 

support from the government – had been gifted a high authority. 

Especially when group leader functions as a bridge between dinas and 

members. The group leader has turned into dominant leader and has 

double function as well, i.e.: as the group leader and as the 

government extension. For example, in the beginning when the 

program was launched, the group leader determined who was eligible 

to become a group member and who was not. The group leader had a 

quota to fulfil given by dinas, not the community desire.  

 In Sumbawa group, based on their common culture, women were 

positioned in a specific role. The community was not accustomed to 

actively involving women in public meetings. This ignorance was not 

applied to farmer group meeting only but in any other formal meeting 

as well. Above all, this approach to not involve women in the meeting, 

was possibly to be able to create the misleading information from the 

meeting to the women group member and vice versa. It was not 

represent the equitability of members’ right in the group. However, if 

this culture was eliminated it might harm their belief and create bigger 

problem in the future.  

 

Conceptual models of the generation of social capital in FFGs 

In this research I acquired an understanding of the social capital within the 

three groups. Based on my research information, I have been able to illustrate 
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the generation condition of social capital as a conceptual model. In addition, I 

have illustrated the concept in several models. These models related to the 

dynamic of the three groups I studied (Lin 2007; Ostrom 2000; Putnam 1993 

and 1995; Zang and Wang 2011). In general, the models reflected the 

situation within the FFGs and how social capital is generated and the flow of 

the process.  

 

The arrows reflect the effort towards the object. The length of the arrow 

represents the efforts of the subject that were spent towards the next object. 

The efforts of the subject as a whole are represented by the size of the triangle 

model. The length of the arrows and size of triangle were created to illustrate 

the different dynamics of social capital in the three FFGs I studied. 

 

Ideal model      

The ideal model is the first model, which demonstrates the group’s balance in 

receiving the input. The consideration means what the group has received and 

the action the group has taken. In this model, it can be seen from the group, 

usually in an early stage. In the early stage, the group is trying to be 

developed as a stable group. This circumstance needs to be maintained 

proportionally, so the group has a balance in receiving inputs and 

consideration of group activities, and what they will receive (benefit) in the 

future time.  

 

A group in the early stage is set up to reach this ideal model. An example is 

all newly formed farmer forest groups. Usually this type of group is closely 

connected to dinas for support (in the picture: what I receive). The support for 

the group is provided in relation to the initiation of a forestry project that 

involves FFGs. The group also shows the positive response to the project 

(what I concern). As a result, group showed their eagerness to involve 

actively in the project (what I give).  
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Figure 5.1: Model 1, an ideal model 

 

After the groups’ initiation period, each group prepared a ‘standard’ 

(protocol) of how it would operate. In Sumbawa, this process was facilitated 

by a local NGO and the standard was framed by seeking to fulfil the forestry 

program’s aim. In the model presented above (Table 5.1), model 1 is 

illustrating the ideal model. The triangle is constructed with equal sides, 

representing a balanced self-sustaining FFG. The group’s situation is 

illustrated differently after the forestry program concludes, represented by 

models 2 to 4. If the group was not able to be self-sustaining at the conclusion 

of the forestry program, then I anticipate the group would collapse or cease 

operation, as illustrated by the last model – model 5. At the time of my field 

research, the Sumbawa group has only recently been developed, reflecting an 

ideal model. However, in Bulukumba, the groups were much older than in 

Sumbawa (Group 1 was initiated in 1998 and Group 2 initiated in 2003). The 

two groups in Bulukumba remained active after the forestry program finished 

by developing self-sustaining activities. 

 

Less active Model 

The second model has illustrated the active group that is receiving support 

(for example group’s involvement in government project) as ‘what I receive’ 

and this group is showing their enthusiasm in considering what would good 

for their group (what I concern). However, the group shows less active in 

Model 1 

What I receive What I concern 

What I give 
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terms of balancing what group has received and group’s consideration to 

remain active (what I give).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.2: Model 2, a less active model 

 

Initiative Model 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

     

Figure 5.3: Model 3, an initiative model 

 

The third model is illustrating the initiative developed in group. The example 

of this is the Bulukumba Two group.  In this model, the group does not 

receive any further support from dinas (e.g. a forestry project), but the group 

(led by the group leader) is able to maintain the group to be active by having a 

‘partnership’ with other parties, such as a seedling company. This type of 

Model 2 

What I receive What I concern 

What I give 

Model 3 

What I concern 

What I give 

What I receive  
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project is able to maintain the group to be active. In this situation, the group is 

no longer receiving any project from the government (what I receive), 

however the group shows their desire to find the way to maintain the group to 

be active (what I concern). The group’s main effort is to find partners to form 

long-term partnerships (what I give).  

  

Passive Model 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.4: Model 4, a passive model 

 

The fourth model illustrates groups in a passive situation. This model 

illustrates how a group receiving support from government (e.g. dinas) as its 

involvement in a project. For example, the Sumbawa group is active in terms 

of fulfilling what they are being requested to do. In addition, most of 

interviewees have shown their honesty by explaining that they are not familiar 

with the HTR program as yet, saying they have no idea what the HTR 

program is, how it works, and how it is meant to benefit them. What they 

recognised is that they have been informed to develop a group if they wish to 

join the HTR program. By joining the group, they were told they would 

receive benefits in the future.      

 

The passive model has demonstrated that they received much support from 

dinas (what I receive). The group shows less interest in being involved in the 

project, as they do not clearly understand yet (what I concern). But group 

remains active through their involvement in the HTR program (what I give).  

 

 

Model 4 

What I receive 

What I concern 

What I give 
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Stagnant/dormant Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.5: Model 5, a stagnant or dormant model 

 

A stagnant model represents the inactive (stagnant or dormant) group. The 

model is a small triangle, illustrating there is little or no activity happening 

within the group. It is because the group has received less (or no) support to 

activate the group anymore. The group gives little consideration on how to 

create activities for themselves, and as a result the group becomes stagnant. 

The group still keeps the banner of an FFG and the formal board structure, but 

has few activities. 

 

I found this group prior to and during my research as well. For example, I was 

recommended to observe the female farmer group (all members were 

women). However, I cancelled the observation as I received updated 

information that the group no longer existed for several reasons, i.e.: the 

group was no longer accompanied by an NGO, the group was no longer 

supported by dinas, and the group has no further board members, etc.  

  

The last arrow leads to the collapsed group. If this situation happens, the 

government would need to initiate a new group if it wishes to launch another 

forestry program. 

  

As a result, there are some positive and negative factors that have been 

identified from the models as it has presented in the table below (Table 5.1). 

 

 

What I receive 

What I concern What I give 

Model 5 
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 Table 5.1: Summary of attributes of social capital models 

Model Positive Negative 

Model 1 Balances Needs maintenance 

Model 2 Much action Passive  

Model 3 Lots of ideas and action  Needs sacrifices, 

vulnerable,  

Model 4 Lots of ideas Less action 

Model 5 May have group structure 

still in place 

Too small to be self-

sustaining, little impact on 

livelihoods 

  

In general, the illustration of the conceptual models is an attempt to explain 

the dynamics of different groups in relation to social capital within FFGs. The 

scheme below has been provided to extract the understanding of how it 

proceeds and the possibility of groups transforms from one stage to another. 

The flow of the diagram below shows the possibility of FFGs (represented by 

triangle models) to transform into different models.  

 

Investment in Social Capital 

The process of developing FFGs, including all supportive factors is an 

investment in a group’s social capital (as it is shown in the diagram above – 

the ideal model). The investment process proceeds as the group successfully 

passes through a project. In developing the FFG, it needs effort given to many 

aspects, such as budget allocation, time allocation, trainings, socialisation and 

development processes. The ideal model is the type of group that can be 

attained if appropriate investment is made. In order to observe in what stage 

the return of investment that has been achieved by the group, it needs the 

assessment. The modest way to assess the achievement was by doing the 

monitoring and evaluation of FFGs. In fact, those two ways (monitoring and 

evaluation) is hardly practiced by dinas in the two locations of my research. 
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Figure 5.6: Scheme of conceptual model 

 

Note: 

The information of the scheme of conceptual model is as follow:  

- Formation of the group = the first situation where the group 

was initiated or developed. 

-     Number 1 = group model 1 

-     Number 2 = group model 2 

-     Number 3 = group model 3 

-     Number 4 = group model 4 

-     Number 5 = group model 5 

- Collapse = the situation where the group was not able to be 

sustained. 

- Arrow/box – transformation on group processes = the possibility 

Transformation of group 

processes 

Collapse 

Formation of group 

2 

3 
4 

1 

Bulukumba 

One and Two 

group 

Sumbawa 

group 

5 
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of a group to transform from one model to another model. 

-     Arrow = the effort within each group, i.e.: ‘what I receive’, ‘what I 

give’ and ‘what are my concerns’ 

-  Two line arrow = the situation of the group when transforming to 

each model. 

 

Unlike the two groups in Bulukumba that have been recognised as being 

successful, most of FFGs were in a dormant condition if there was no project 

from the government (dinas). However, this information was not compiled in 

an appropriate database on all the FFGs by dinas. Therefore, there was an 

opinion that the lack of data on the condition of FFGs was dinas’ contribution 

to the groups’ current condition.  

 

On the other hand, it has become necessary to observe what an investment in 

social capital provides in return. By undertaking this research, it is recognised 

that this should be an initial effort before scaling out support for FFGs in the 

future or at least, as an identification of what further assistance is required. 

Again, if the FFG is a concerned actor in the commercial forestry sector, it 

needs to be identified what further assistance is needed, as part of the 

investment in the overall sector. On the other hand, if group has already 

achieved the ideal model, it is expected that the group is able to assist 

themselves as a part of self-investment in social capital for the group.  

 

Interaction within FFGs 

The FFG in the village is a group of generous farmers. In general, they are 

keen to be involved in the group. Their involvement is influenced by 

themselves, as their motivation to obtain the benefit from their involvement in 

the group and from the traditional value of cooperation they believe in. Based 

on the diagram of conceptual models, the interaction within the group or with 

external parties (mostly with government) becomes evident. This situation is 

similar to the nature of group dynamics described by others (Bevir et al 2003; 

Lin 2007; Ostrom 2000; Putnam 1993 and 1995).  
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The dynamic situation above is related to decision making process. How a 

group develops their partnerships, how the group decides what program the 

group can execute is related to decision making process (Bourdieu 1986; 

Coleman 1990; Putnam 1993). The ability to transform from one model to 

another model is one example of the decision that has to be made by the 

group, and it is the process of social capital within an FFG.  

 

5.3 Summary  

I observed that in the process of social capital within FFGs, there was a 

process of interaction both internally or externally. In the process within a 

group, there is an ongoing process of participation, leadership, learning, 

partnership and trust as a form of a group’s collective action and dynamic 

(Fukuyama 1999; Grootaert et al 2004; Ostrom 2000; Putnam 1993 and 

1995). However, most groups cannot stand alone and needs members’ 

involvement and relationships with other parties to maintain a group’s 

activeness. The example above (from conceptual models) reflects how a 

group can become vulnerable and needs specific support to maintain the 

benefits as a group. In terms of maintaining the group, it is not merely the 

responsibility of the group’s members. Government has a major role to play 

as well to support a group’s capability and existence. 

 

In addition, the government considers rural communities, particularly farmers, 

as core stakeholders in forestry development in Indonesia. My findings 

illustrate the social capital components that need to be considered when 

seeking to strengthen the connection between forest farmers to Indonesia’s 

overall forestry development. Putting more attention on building the social 

capital among forest farmers will enhance their capacity. My findings could 

also be used to improve the design of social forestry programs for FFGs. So 

far, community forestry support in Indonesia tends to emphasise the technical 

aspects of forestry rather than building the human and social capacity of 

farmers, which I argue will empower FFGs to be more self-sustaining in the 

longer term. 
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Chapter 6 

Conclusion 

 

6.1 Overview of research context and issue in Indonesia 

 

The former Indonesian President, BJ. Habibie, stated that it is important to 

pay attention to the community’s social capital because it relates to the 

condition of the nation’s social capital. A positive nation is shown by the 

positive social capital that it has. Social capital is also significant in the 

business world, as it can bring commercial benefits. However, research on 

social capital in Indonesia is limited, especially that related to forestry sector. 

Despite the limited understanding about social capital in forestry, the 

government’s mandate (regulation number 4/1999), requires  the  forestry  

sector  to  provide  programs  aimed  at  increasing  the  livelihoods  and 

welfare of communities living around forests. 

 

The dependency of Farmer Forest Groups on outsiders 

In the case of the groups I studied in Bulukumba, the FFGs’ dependency on 

dinas (which was commonly referred to by interviewees as the ‘forestry 

project’) was clearly apparent. Members of the groups explained it was 

difficult to add to, or change, the composition of membership due to 

t h e  f o r m a l  list of people eligible to be involved in the ‘forestry projects’ 

was prepared by dinas. According to the group leaders, any changes in the 

group membership had to be approved by dinas. As a result, the group 

leaders felt they were not able to change their group membership as it was 

beyond their authority. However, dinas staff reported a different opinion in 

that group membership was under group’s authority, not dinas’. This 

information remained unclear to the FFGs I studied. Overall, it appeared to be 

that this uncertainty arose as the groups were formed using a ‘top-down’ 

process (i.e. organised by dinas), rather than being a local community 

initiative. A weakness of the ‘top-down’ process is that it tends to encourage 

groups to remain dependent on the government for forestry development, 

rather than being a community-based entity. 
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The development and transformation of groups was explored in Chapter 5, 

with different models illustrated. Overall, the effort made by the local 

community to develop an FFG corresponds to the group’s capacity, and in 

turn is related to the individual farmer’s capacity. In this sense, developing 

the capacity of FFGs relates to building the social capital of the local 

community because the investment in building participation, leadership, 

learning, partnerships and trust will benefit the wider community as much as 

the FFG. Unfortunately, it appears that many FFGs remain highly dependent 

on government to the point where if the forest project ceases, the group 

ceases. The government’s aim that the forestry sector foster and support the 

development of communities involved in forestry remains to be achieved.  

 

Farmer Forest Groups as traditional farmers 

My research revealed that the farmers living in the research locations were 

humble, modest and typical of traditional Indonesian farmers. They were 

traditional in the sense of how they were used to getting things done. Farming 

activities in the study locations have been undertaken from generation to 

generation, with their cooperative (shared) approach to farming an embedded 

part of their culture. Furthermore, I found them accepting of new people and 

expected to be treated in the same way.  

 

In terms of community cohesion or solidity, it was obvious that farmers 

were taking care of their ‘togetherness’ (bonding), helping each other and 

maintaining a strong bond as a village community. They considered that 

maintaining their ‘togetherness’ (referred to as gotong royong) was an 

important part of their culture, and an aspect that ensured the community’s 

safety and survival when difficult issues arose. They were uncomfortable at 

the thought of breaking or weakening this tradition. 

 

Associated with their strong bonding with each other, most villagers were 

highly respectful and obedient to elders and the village leader. The respect 

villagers held for their leaders facilitated the  implementation  of  forestry  

projects,  as  most  villagers  simply  followed  the  advice  or example 



141 

 

provided by the leaders.  

 

Enhancing farmers’ livelihoods  

This research revealed that strong economic factors, that is, enhancing 

farmers’ livelihoods, were the main motivation for members to join the FFG.  

Their main goal was to obtain additional income. In Sumbawa, their aim was 

to earn additional income and also to obtain secure tenure of their farmland. 

That is, by becoming a member of a formal group recognised by the 

government, they hoped to transform their status from being illegal squatters 

into legal farmers. Although they often lived in a poor condition, they thought 

that by having their own land to cultivate they would improve their 

livelihoods. Therefore, they were really enthusiastic about being allowed to 

join the government’s community forestry program (the HTR program), even 

if the economic viability of the project was not obvious.  

 

Increasing the livelihood benefits for farmers was the main aim of the 

government when launching new forestry projects in certain areas. Examples 

of these were the reforestation program in Bulukumba and the HTR program 

in Sumbawa. Those efforts were aimed at enabling farmers to earn additional 

income from the forestry sector. However, some informants raised concerns 

about the benefits of these programs, such as: 

 

 How long will it be before farmers can expect benefits from 

being involved in the programs? 

 

 How will the economic impacts (costs and returns) from the 

programs on farmers be measured? 

 

There was no data readily available that I could respond to these questions. 

Besides, it was reported by some informants that programs usually focused on 

counting the number of seedlings that had been planted and how many 

trees had survived to assess the program’s value. Then, evaluation reports 

usually only contained assumptions about how much the program had 

benefitted farmers. However, my research obtained limited evidence from 

Bulukumba that showed that some farmers (n = 6) had already harvested 
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their own timber trees, although not all the harvested timbers were made 

available for commercial sales. In such cases, while not receiving additional 

household income the harvested trees represented a cost saving, instead of 

farmers needing money to buy timber. 

 

The farmers in the Sumbawa group have not obtained any cash yet from their 

timber trees due to their new involvement in the HTR program. While the teak 

managed under the HTR program will not be ready for harvest for many years, 

already farmers expressed positive views about being involved in the program 

as it helped secure tenure of their farmland – legalising their status as farmers. 

The benefits to members of FFGs, whether extra income from selling timber 

trees or more secure land tenure, were readily communicated within the local 

community due to the strong social capital and encouraged other farmers to 

join the FFGs. 

 

Support for Farmer Forest Groups 

Part of my research explored the nature of support needed by, and provided to, 

FFGs. Often I found misunderstanding between FFGs and the local dinas 

staff, such as about group membership. Such misunderstandings undermined 

the capacity (empowerment) of FFGs and made groups less likely to be self-

sustaining after a forestry project concluded. However, it should be 

acknowledged that local forestry staff were also in a difficult position when 

projects ended, in that they would often have few or no resources to travel to 

FFGs or provide any support. 

 

My review of different possible models of FFGs (as discussed in Chapter 5), 

showed the difference between groups with strong and weak levels of social 

capital. By investing in key elements of social capital within the FFGs, such as:  

participation, leadership, learning, partnerships and trust, groups could acquire a 

high level of capability and be self-sustaining after a forestry project finished. 

However, with a limited understanding of, and investment in, the elements of 

social capital,  otherwise  active  FFGs  would  soon become  inactive  when  

support  was  withdrawn. Support to form and expand FFGs should be carefully 

designed so that there is a realistic prospect of achieving a self-sustaining group 
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before the support is completely withdrawn. 

 

6.2   Strategies to enhance Farmer Forest Groups 

 

Improving the database of Farmer Forest Groups 

I found that there is a great need to improve the government’s database 

of farmer forest groups (FFGs) across Indonesia. As I found in 

undertaking this research, it was not easy to obtain data of FFGs at the 

district, sub-district and village levels, and any existing data I was able to find 

was held by individual groups. Without such a database, it is difficult to 

assess the overall status of FFG development across Indonesia, and where 

support is most needed. Even at a more localised level, information on the 

condition of FFGs is important for decision makers at the village, sub-district, 

district and provincial levels about what program or support might be required 

by different FFGs. Given every FFG is likely to be unique, having an accurate 

database would assist policy-makers design and deliver support based on a 

group’s latest condition and avoid FFGs becoming inactive or collapsing. 

 

Providing support or incentives 

This research found interest among FFG members for support that provided 

free seedlings, up-to-date information on markets or technical knowledge, 

additional visits by extension staff, and creating stronger connections between 

farmers and processors. Much of this support should be discussed and 

designed with individual FFGs, rather than delivered as a widespread national 

or provincial program. Furthermore, not all support requested by FFGs need 

be provided by the government, as some aspects (e.g. timber prices, group 

skills) could be provided by other actors in the forestry sector (e.g. company 

staff, NGO staff). 

 

 

Seeing farmers as a core member of forestry development 

Looking at my overall research, farmers are often discussed and referred to by 

government and other actors as somewhat peripheral to the business of 
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forestry – only required as passive growers of the raw material. I argue that 

farmers need to be brought into the general conversation about forestry 

development as equal and important partners, along with the other key 

stakeholders. That is, government (district, provincial and national levels) 

needs to pay much more attention to the aims of farmers and the role of FFGs 

in forestry development. While support for FFGs will require investment, it 

could be very cost efficient to build the capacity of thousands of FFGS across 

Indonesia if the government is serious about achieving the ambitious goals of 

forestry development. 

 

 

6.3 Reflections on the research process 

 

As I undertook the field work for my research with the three FFGs, I was 

impressed with the basic characters of the people from different ethnic groups. 

Despite the great changes that had occurred  in  their  lifetimes,  the  farmers  I  

engaged  for this  research  were  humble,  helpful, friendly, hospitable, full of 

solidity (and solidarity) and curiosity. There was no apparent discomfort or 

resistance to my presence in their village despite me being an ‘outsider’. For 

example, when I started to interview farmers on my list of potential 

interviewees, many other farmers not on the list kept asking if they could 

be involved in the interviews saying they wanted to contribute as well to 

my research. For me, it became difficult to limit the number of farmers I 

interviewed for this research as so many wished to be involved. 

 

Also, despite the differences in experiences and information provided by 

farmers with that of government staff for this research, there was no intended 

friction or tension between the two stakeholder groups. The government staff 

I interviewed were equally interested in advancing the livelihoods of the 

farmers they worked with, similar to that of the farmers themselves. However, 

there appeared differences in the role of different stakeholders in the overall 

development of forestry in Indonesia and how best to achieve different 

objectives. 
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6.4.    Recommendations for further research 
 
I hope that my research is able to contribute to both the development of FFGs 

and the wider development of Indonesia’s commercial forestry sector. 

However, some aspects of my research could be extended further to provide 

more precise information, such as: 

 The characteristics of the different FFGs need to be better 

understood, so that support for the development of FFGs can be more 

specific. 

 The improvement of social capital within an FFG is almost always 

going to be a long-term process, so investment in the capacity of 

FFGs should be monitored and sustained over time.  

 The traditional approaches and values of farmers are important 

community assets. Before proposing changes to the practices and 

traditions of rural communities, greater understanding of the 

traditional characteristics of local farming communities should be 

considered, as these traits may well be vital for their long-term 

survival and success. 
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Appendix 1: Interview guide and correspondence with 

informants 

Respondent category: Farmers 
I. DEMOGRAPHIC AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 

1. What is the main income for your household? 

2. Do you/your family get other benefits from that income source? 

3. What level (standard) of formal education have you completed?   

 

II. FARM 

1. What is the condition (mix of enterprises? Composition?) of your farm? 

2. What is the condition of your enterprises? And how is it profitable? 

3. What changes have you made during the past 10 years to your farm or your 

enterprises (type/proportion/size)? 

4. What enterprises do you plan to increase/change on your farm in the future?  

 

III. FARMER GROUP MEMBERSHIP 

1. What benefit(s) does the farmer forest group provide to you? 

2. What the most valuable(s) things that the member of the group received from 

joining the group? 

3. What benefit(s) does the farmer forest group provide to other people in your 

village? 

4. How do you participate in the farmer forest group (eg. what activities, how 

often)? 

5. What new activities/support would you like the farmer forest group to 

provide for you in current time?  

6. What activities/role do you think the farmer forest group could in the future 

time? 

7. How is the leadership of the farmer forest group organised? 

8. Who participates (who doesn’t) from the village community in the farmer 

forest group? 

9. Does the farmer forest group involve ‘outsiders’ (eg. forest agency, forest 

company)?  

 

IV. PLAN FOR THE FUTURE 

1. What are your plans for the future?  

a. To forest/s?  

b. To farm?  

c. To enterprise?  

d. To farmer forest group?  

2. Did you need an assistance to establish your plans? 

 

V. SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

1. What kind of information do you need for your forestry enterprise (how can 

you get this information, where/who from)? 

2. What kind of information do you need for farming?  

3. How do you deal with those information you have received? 

4. How useful is the farmer forest group for providing new, accurate 

information?  
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VI. ISSUES OF CONCERN IN FORESTY 

1. How  is the forestry history in your area? 
2. What issues are of concern for you about forestry?   
3. What is your opinion on how to have a better future for forestry? 

 

 

Informant: Farmer Group Leaders, Forestry Extension staff, 

NGO 
1. How is the condition of farmer forest group? 

 

2. What is the system/mechanism in farmer forest group? 

 
3. How is farmer forest group dealing with partners and partnerships? 

 
4. What are the challenges and obstacles of farmer forest group? 

 
5. What is your hope from farmer forest group? 

 
6. What has been changed recently into farmer forest group?  
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Appendix 2: Interview guide and correspondence with 

informants in Bahasa Indonesia 

Respondent category: Farmers 
I. DEMOGRAPHIC AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Apa sumber pendapatan utama rumah tangga anda? 

2. Apakah anda atau keluarga anda memperoleh manfaat lain dari sumber 

pendapatan tersebut? 

3. Apa pendidikan formal terakhir anda?    

 

II. FARM 

1. Bagaimana kondisi dari lahan anda (campuran? Komposisinya?) 

2. Bagaimana kondisi lahan tersebut? Apakah menguntungkan? 

3. Perubahan apa yang telah anda lakukan terhadap pengusahaan hutan/lahan 

anda selama kurun waktu 10 tahun terakhir ini (jenis/proporsi/luasan)? 

4. Lahan/pengusahaan hutan bagaimana yang akan anda rencanakan untuk di 

rubah/ditingkatkan di masa depan?  

 

III. FARMER GROUP MEMBERSHIP  

1. Keuntungan2 apa yang didapatkan dari KTH (Kelompok Tani Hutan) bagi 

anda? 

2. Nilai paling berharga apa yang anggota terima dari bergabungnya mereka 

kedalam KTH? 

3. Keuntungan2 apa yang diberikan KTH bagi masyarakat sekitar di desa anda? 

4. Bagaimana anda berpartisipasi didalam KTH (ex.: aktivitas2 apa, seberapa 

sering)? 

5. Aktivitas2 / dukungan2 apa yang anda perlukan yang anda harapkan dapat 

diberikan oleh KTH saat2 sekarang ini?  

6. Aktivitas2 apa / peran2 apa menurut anda yang dapat dimainkan oleh KTH 

dimasa mendatang? 

7. Bagaimana pengelolaan organisasi dan kepemimpinan didalam KTH? 

8. Siapa saja anggota masyarakat yang berpartisipasi (siapa yang tidak) di 

dalam KTH? 

9. Apakah KTH melibatkan ‘pihak luar’ (ex.: Dishut, perusahaan2)?  

 

IV. PLAN FOR THE FUTURE 

1. Apa rencana anda di masa depan?  

a. Terhadap wilayah hutan?  

b. Terhadap lahan anda?  

c. Terhadap kondisi usaha anda?  

d. Terhadap KTH?  

2. Apakah anda memerlukan bantuan didalam merencanakan serta mewujudkan 

rencana2 anda tersebut? 

 

V. SOURCES OF INFORMATION  

1. Jenis informasi apa yang anda perlukan untuk kegiatan kehutanan anda (di 

lahan anda) (bagaimana anda mendapatkan informasi tersebut, darimana/dan 

dari siapa)? 

2. Jenis informasi apa yang anda perlukan untuk kegiatan pertanian?  
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3. Bagaimana anda memanfaatkan informasi yang telah anda terima? 

4. Bagaimana fungsi dan peran KTH didalam hal penyediaan informasi2 baru 

dan akurat?  

 

VI. ISSUES OF CONCERN IN FORESTY 
1. Bagaimana sejarah kehutanan/hutan di daerah anda? 

2. Issue kehutanan apa yang menjadi minat/ketertarikan anda?   

3. Apa pendapat anda untuk bagaimana menciptakan masa depan kehutanan 

yang lebih baik?  

 

 

Informant: Farmer Group Leaders, Forestry Extension staff, 

NGO 
1. Bagaimana kondisi dari KTH? 

 

2. Bagaimana sistem/mekanisme didalam KTH? 

 

3. Bagaimana KTH ‘berhubungan’ dengan mitra dan kemitraan? 

 

4. Apa tantangan dan hambatan yang dihadapi oleh KTH? 

 

5. Apa harapan anda bagi KTH? 

 

6. Perubahan apa yang telah terjadi akhir2 ini didalam KTH?  
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Appendix 3: Participant Consent Form 

Research on the Social Capital of Farmer Forest Groups in Indonesia 

This statement will be read to potential interviewees/workshop participants in Bahasa 

Indonesia by the key researcher – Bugi Kabul Sumirat.  

1. I would really value your participation in a free-flowing interview (discussion) 

with me for about 1-2 hours, on the topic of your involvement in forestry and 

the role of the local farmer forest group [workshop duration 3-4 hours]. 

2. I would like to take hand-written notes of the key points of our interview 

(discussion), and have an audio to record our discussion as you happy with this  

[workshop – key points will be recorded on a flip-chart]. 

3. All the information from our interview [workshop] will be anonymous, so that 

your name will never be recorded on interview information sheets or in research 

reports. In the workshop, your name will only be known to each other within the 

same workshop, with no names of workshop participants is recorded.  

4. You are free to withdraw your participation from this research at any time, and 

you will not be subjected to any penalty or unfair treatment.  

5. I have a copy of this consent form and information sheet for you that provides 

an overview of my research and my contact details. I have also left a copy of 

this consent form and information sheet with the village leader, local forestry 

extension officer, and the Forestry District officer with my contact details, 

should you wish to contact me after our discussion [workshop]. 

6. Do you have any questions about the purpose of this research, or how the 

interview [workshop] will be conducted?  

 

Contact details for the key researcher: 

 Bugi Kabul Sumirat 

 School of Environmental Sciences – Charles Sturt University, 

PO Box 789, Albury, NSW, 2640. Australia. 

Tel. +61-2-60519881; mobile: +61407843365; Email: bsumirat@csu.edu.au. 

Contact details for Principal Supervisor: 

 Dr. Digby Race 
 Institute for Land, Water and Society – Charles Sturt University,  

PO Box 789, Albury, NSW, 2640. Australia. 

Tel. +61–2-60519940; mobile: +61419638406; Email: drace@csu.edu.au.  

 

 

 

Note: Charles Sturt University’s Ethics in Human Research Committee has approved this 
project. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this project, 
you may contact the Committee through the Executive Officer: 

 The Executive Officer; Ethics in Human Research Committee; Academic Secretariat 
 Charles Sturt University;  Private Mail Bag 29, Bathurst, NSW, 2795. Australia. 
 Tel. +61-2-63384628; Fax. +61-2-63384194 
Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully and you will be 
informed of the outcome. 

mailto:bsumirat@csu.edu.au
mailto:bsumirat@csu.edu.au



