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Abdtrsit A number of shedias have deiusced the mpartence of Bacilitalon fee npidaving the culdcrmes of
Social Forestry programs. Howewer, more detsibed stodies about the SF stakeholders should be prioritiaed,
parficularky thase related to the typas of fac@dation amang those that work with commusity farest user
Broups, This paper airms to Rl this gap by analy2ing cemmumity perspctivis on wha shauld be priaiized @
recene Faclitation ard what type of facitation o resded. ' We corduct the =fudy in Lamoung Pravince in
20017, focusing on Community Forestry (Mutan femasparskaben/HEmp, one of the first sooal forestey
sohames implemented by the Indonecian Govermment. Bassd on an anglyss l}f‘l.l'lﬂ'ﬂl'l.' Higrarchy Process,
thiz paper found that HEm partidpents bave identified three top priocties for Badlitation: ndividual
members, community farestry groups, and ather vilagess (ran-members of community forestry groups].
Mevehebass, corsmunities s2iH ses the impomance of fadlitation for external facilitabors and govermment
£1aff, The Anavilc HEerarchy Process alko sl that the rost praferabletype of taciitation for communities
iz based on ertreprersurship. These are partscularly important for SF proups that have been esteblished for
mare than ten years, This findmg confrasts with previous studies anguing that the most needed facilitation
in GF i stran gt ning communily inslitutiang,

Keywerds: Social Forestry (5P} Commumiti=s Prefererces; fpproprinte Faciftation; Commanity Forestey
Hutzn Kemosparakotan {HEm|; Anaytic Hieraechy Process.

1. Intraduction

Studies have deented great attention to the provision of support for commereties on tha
sustzinability of Social Foresiry (5F) programs (Gupta and Koontz. 2019 Duguma et al., 2008;
Barsimantay, 2010), Amang theswe studies, the government, NG04, private sector, and otheresternal
artors support communities in vanous forms For evample, extension agencies have supporied
commienities inthe technical sspects of cultivation, processing, and marketing of acacia plantations
in Kafimantan, Indanesia [Mawir, 2001). An Indian case alio highights private sector support For
commuenifies to build their technical capacity in managing forest land so that communities an
imiprove their lvelihoods (Bengre, 8011}, Beyond the technical activities hewever, facilitation for 5F
algn includes support for policy development of 5F programs as described in a case From Sweden
(Marald et al, 20150 and Indomesia (Kurmiasin, 2016), The provizsion of suppont for communities in
Indonesian 5F programs |s defined In the regulations as pendempingan (faciltation), Facilitation &
azo a common teem used by communities, MGOs, government officlals and other actors in
Indanesia. In this paper, faciitation s loasaly defired to mclude the provision of support Tor
communities In vatous forms such as training programs for capacity building on techrlcal ferast
managemsant acthvitles, provision of marketing information, policy development of 5F programs and
glsa & transfer of knowledge to communitles,

Reszarch suggests that facilitation empowers communities and builds commmunity capacities
(Barsimarntow, A000). McDougall et al. (2009} undedine that facilitating learming could enhance “an
adaptive coflaborative approach’ in community forest weer groups. Facilivation by researchers,
policyrnakars, and ather actorms could improve the sharing of scientdic knowledge to complamant
ﬁe existing krowledge of local communities [Mvondo and Oyoro, 2004], & recent stedy by
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Wulandarl and Inows [2018] found that in wilages where a number of divarse types of facilication
are taking place, communities more actively participate in 5F prograrms. The Torest user groupd in
the study area had a high commitment 1o callaborate with facilitators from govarnments, NGOs and
universities (Wulandari and fnowe, 2018). In Indonesia. the recent expansion of SF programs
incorporate government commitments to facilitate commuenities with an sspectation that f could
lead to improved 5F cutcomes. In saveral regulations, for example, Forestry Minister Regulations
Mo. 832015 on 5F, among others. in which faciftation is legally recognized as 3 mechanism o
leverage SF. Minister of Foresty Regulation 2902013 and 57/2014 also requires lacilitation lor
community forest user growps ta increase productity, Ta sobee probiams, and to mprove the
welfara of communities associated with SF programs. These can also be conducted through
exlension services provided by extemal stakehalders such a2 governmant and NGOs (Minister of
Forastry Regulation 57/2044).

The complexities in 5F and tha diverse roles of actors in 5F means there |5 not ene approach of
facilitation fits all conditions Ore undesirabbe gutcorme froms the results of external fagiitatan are
the continuaus dependencies of local communities to external suppart, a4 lound in cases of certified
teak growers in Lao POR (Ling et al, 2018). To avold this cutcome, external stakeholders from the
gowernment, research organieations, and doner agencees have produced some guidelmes for
facititating 5F through governance or techaical support activities {e.g. in McDougall et al., 20095,
Some studies have alse identified what kind of specific types of faclitation are required (e.g. Gupta
and Koontz, 3019, However, there ig stifl 8 need to understand which types of stakeholders should
bre facilitared and haw facilitation should e done 1o ensune the sustainability of SF programs.

The experience of 5F inIndonesia for almast three decades now shows that commanity ferest
user groups [FLiizs) are ecablichad at differsnt points of times, However, the audsting studies on
facifitathan for SF in Indonesta kave mainty focused an the types of facilitation, withouwt bnking them
with the duration of estabishment of the community arganizations. Meanwhile, the needs and the
capacities of community grovps may change owver time across diverse socio-econambc contexts
(5epkota et al. 2008). The training on cagacity building projects often relnvent the wheel along with
cyches that fodow programs by donor agencies, NGOs ar other suppert actors do not take a longer
view of FUIGS into acoount, often cverdooding the ewisting capacities that have been developed with
CORMNUNEEES over time.

Given this background, this paper attempts to fill in the gap by discussing facilitation for
communities imeohed in indorasian SF by examining cases of 5F in Lampung. Tha paper thus focuses
the analysks on answerng [wo main quesikons:

i Which stakeholders shoutd be prigritized to receive fadilitation?
i, What type of facilitation is requered among various community grouds that wens
established at dfferent periads?

2, Marerials and Methods

This paper is Bated on the Snaldic Hierarchy Process [AHPE an analytical approach based on
of empirecal data colbected from fleld reseach between May ta October 2017 in Peken Trl Budisukur,
Lampung Barat district, Larnpung province {see Figure 1. The Pekon Tri Budisukur was one of the
tern villages m Lampung Barat distict to receive community forestry designation [Hufan
Eemasyarakatan, or henceforth, HEmi), It s one of the earllest formal 5F programs in Indonesia, and
biegan implemantatian mare than teenty years ago. In thio village, two commuanity FUGS e, Bina
Wana HEm group and Melati women farmer group weng establshed i 1988 and 1993, Through the
HEm schame, the FUGS were granted a right tomanage and utilize nontimber forest productsin 533
b of lands within a protected forest. The HEm program and the FUGS in this [ocation are chosen for
this study because of the duration af the HEm program and the overall community involvement in
5F programmeng for chose to thirty years, The research questions posived for this study nogquine
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Information obtadned from sesearch  particlpants who  have  first-hand  experences  and
underitanding about types of Tacilitation delivered to FUGS ot different periods, and information
zhout which stakeholders were priontized. Thair long inecfvement in &F at this location provides
rch knowledga and experiences to identify support that they have determined they needed, and
they als bave information about which stakeholdess should be prioritized in the facilitation
Rragram,
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Figure 1, Pakon Tri Bisdsukur, the location of feld study (source: Badan Informasi Geospatial)

Oualitative and guantitative data were collected from 58 members of Bina Wana HXm Group
and 63 members of Melatl Women Faemer Group, which amount to a total of 121 respondents.
Theough the HEm SF acheme, these two groups hase rights o uiiliee rontmber fo rest products such
a5 palm sugar, durkan, and horey while alss taking on the responsibility fer protecting areas in
pratected forests The Bina Wana FUG consists of 15 sua-groups, comprising of 615 members. The
Medatl Women Farmer Group is & wormen's FUS comprising of the wives of the FUG Bina Wana
rmaembars, The ey activity is processing and marketing forest products fram the HEm area to tha
lacad market, The membership & volmtary, and amewnt to a total of 97 members,

The aumber of samples for this stedy is selected based on the Slevin Formula, taking into
aecaunt the total sctive members of the Hkm Group (111 members) and the active memberss of
‘Wormnen Farmer Group (63 mamiers),

First, fram each subgrowp of the Bina Wana FUG, seven or eight active membaers were selectad,
fram a total number of active members amauniing ta 111 members of the FUG. The sekecied
members from the Melati FUG were G3 women who actively participated in the program. The Slovin
Farreula provides a sample size (n) using the knewn population slza (N} and the desred margin of
errof |5 % magin of error] (). The Nand @ ealues are incerporated inta the farmisda;




Ferastand Sodetr. Val Iiz 114-13), Apral W19 7

B v
=TT NeD)

Tha resuting valug of n equals the sample size to be used. Sovin's Formula cabouiates the
number of samples reguired when the population & too large to drectly sample evary membeas.
Elowin's Formula works for simple random sampling. The sample for this study is dravwn wsing this
simple method because all of the respondenis are mamibers of the HEm

Tha gata was collected wsing FGOs and questionnaknes. FGOs wera conducted with the HEm
members wha were predorninstely male, and for wamen's FUG meambers who were all female.
Respondents were asked to choose, according to their praference, who should receas facilitation
supgport, what types of facilitation ware needed, and the target groups of the facilitation. Thasa wera
agprepated temporally, a3 we asked thess guestions refsthe to the types of facilitation appropriate
fora nawly established FLIG (-5 years), at age & 10 years, and at an age greater than 10 years

Data were analyzed wsing AHP, which i *a theory of measurement conducted through the
padrwise comparksons, and which relles on the judgments of experts to darve priorty scales” (Saaty
ANE: B3] In this study, FUGs decided which (takeholders should Be priortieed in the Racilitation
program and what facilitation the groups needed at different periods. ABF |5 used to draw a ratio
scale from the varous palredss comparisons that i either discrate or conmtinuous. The paired
comparisans could then be scquired Tram actual measurements of telative measerements of the
degree of interests [Saaty, 2008], Therefore, AHP b5 ussiul In dawing out the ratio scales of aspects
that would be difflcult to be measured atherwise which in this cage is related 1o the respondert
percearion about facilitation that & received o expected by the fespondats. The analysis using the
AHP method therefore enables a comparlsan of various stakeholder perspectives on the priorites
of faciitation: what types of facllitation, which stakeholders should be faciltated, and the typas of
supports neaded at different periods of group estabéishmant.

The &HP analysis began with the establshment of a hierarchical strocture or networks of the
resagrch preblams. The hierarchical structure comprises three lavels, pamsly:

e Level 1 s the purpos2 of the research namely to developing appropnate facllitation for
sustalnabllivy of HEm program in Lampung Province,

& Level 2 is the subject implementing the HEm program [the main stakeholders) and additonal
stakehpolders which compeise Indiuidual, FUGE, and the public (Wilagers who ane non-HKm
mambers), BEDs and Unpeersities, and government [district, province, and central gavernmisnt}.

w Level 305 the types of facilitation which are based om the categories of improvieg skills
entreprenews ship, strengthening Institutions, and ecological conservation activities, Skills include
the capacities i managing seedlings, processing ron-timber forest products (eg. honey, palm
sugar] into higher value products. Entreprensurship includes the capacities in marketing forest
prodiscts into the commerdial market Strengthening insfutions indedes enhancirg FUG skills
In adminlstrative compllance and nagotiation skills o increase bargaining positions, Ecologcal
corseryation includes FUG activities relevant to forest conservation such as conserdng the land
from erosion using terracing methad.

Thea age of the organization is cateporized into three; [1) up to 5 years [2] 6-10 years, [3] »10 wears
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The klerarchical soructure & hasad on the ams of this research detalled In Figura 2.
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Figure 2, AHP Chart

The lines connecting the boxes 80ross kevels represent relations that need to be assessed using
paFwise comparisond with a direction from the lower level to the higher bevel. Level 1 i the
ohjective of developing an appropriate faclitation appraach for community develapment in HKm
pragrams in Llampung-based on the varioes types of facilitation st Leval 3. Factors at Lewvel 2 are
assedsed by wiing 2 palrwise camparison 1o Level 1. For example, inchoosing the subjects whe need
Facifitation, the questions related to which stakeholders should be prioritized in the facilitation,
namely: Hkm subjjecis {makn stakeholgers] or Other Subgects [additional stateholders), ndissdusl
memiars of HKm grougs; HEm members and ron-HEm mambers in the same community; etc, The
factars were then assesced inorelative tesms o each other, using the relative measuring scale of 1
to 9 [Saaty 2008,

3. Resuhs

Thig section presents the resuts ol the AHP anabgsis in which a hierarchical structure was
developed at three leyels,

31 Anaofysis Level 10 which stokehoiders should be faciitated?

Fiwn main stakehalders related to the implementation of HEm were identified, Individuals
represent distinct members while Him group refers to the organization of the FUG. These
stakeholders are directly involved in implementing HEm o that they ae cotegariced as the main
stakehnolders (MUm Subjects]. The Public refers to villagers who are not irmalved in the Hkm Groups.
MGOY Linbversity rafers to NGOs and Unbwersity of Lampung which provide facilitation programs to
communities B the village (fecitators). Gowernment includes district, province, and national
goreernrments. These stakehalders are categarized as additeonal stakehalders (Other Subjects).
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Table 1. Results of analysis at leval T

i ivlichual MK Grosap Pukdic M Uiy Eong Eigen vectar

Individual Q.55 5 05603247 Q470583 OI15TEI D828 D ASRa0GIES
HErm Groap O 1RIZE 0380113 O.09%4131  DIISHE DIT5A62 O IFSRAT ]G
Publc 009444 0.0560224 0117647 OF6ILES 0XY5A62 OUA614DGYTS
MGOUnv 05924 O.0ddGie 0381943 Q052632 0034483 Da164FI800
Gt [ Ly 0.05360224.  0.0324913 LL157395  DOGHIGG QOTEI0E330

Table 1 lists the results of the analyss at bewvel two. The importance of one stakeholder to
recefve SF facilitation in comparison to the others is analyzed hased on the comparison of Figen
wector numbers.

The result shows that respondents first prionitized faciltations for indavidual members than for
the HEm group, The calculaton of the comparison number of Eigen vector shinds that the ingividual
I3 0499356968 divided by 0195899106 ar 2.2946 times more irmpertant than the HEw groop, Tha
reason for pricritizing mdividual members refate bo the current practices, in which axternal actars
directly irvite specific FUG members to attend training: this practice creates privilege to thesa
imvited mermbers but hinder other members to develop capacity themsehees, Meanwhile, the
reggandents percalye the needs for every member to have equal opportunities to attend traning
outside the vikage as a representative of the FUGS and then share the knowledae and skills obtained
in the trainirg when they return to the willage. The second pricrity for facibtation is for the
organization (Le. HKm groups) For example, oneegand to capacity bullding training, facilitating HKm
groagss could be dame by invohving all members of FUGS by conducting trading in the village.

Tha third prigrty, according o the respondents, i facilitation to the Public [Le wilagers who
are not part of HEm groups). The result shows that faciitation for HEm group is 1.213 times moare
impartant than for the villagers. The reasons for faciitating other villagers, sccarding 1o the
resgondents, are the secial conmections between HEm membaers and othar villagers, In the forest
village, even though the cther villagers are not directly involved in the FUG, the HEm membears
interact with non-rmembers on e daily basis as their livelihoeds are inseparable from other villagers.
Respondents sspect 5F stakshalders, including willagers who are not imeohsed in HEm, to understand
the program and support HEm members in the implementation of program activitles such as
riairtaining trees in HEm plots.

The fourih priarity is facilitation for NGOs and unsversities, Thess stabehalders have prority
value 1513 times more smpertent than the gowernment The positon 15 below the non-HEm
wilagers which have priority walue 1384 in comparisaon to NGOs and universities, Respondents
perciefve that the fadlitators fram NGOs and universities nesed to continuously update their
knowledge as wedl as their understanding of the characteristics of communitees where they work.
Thare Is & current gap in the knowledge and skills of facilitators in technical aspacts such as how to
addrass the izsue faced by HKm members who are prohiited to cut the trees in thei HEm plots
even though the canopy has covered the coffee plants. Respondents alse expect community
facifitatars to understand the changes In commurty charactenstics such as damographic changes.
For exarmgale, adult children mave toother places Forwork or marriage, while elderly group membears
have limitations to manage HEm areas. In the fifth pasition 1o be priortized is the government
(various agencias from district, province and national government]. Rezpondents expact that the
powernment could adapt existing policies to conditkons that evolve at the comenunity level
However, in the current situation, the FUG members perceive that the dynamic ecourring in the fizld
is not tzken into accownt by the govermnmant actors who directly facilitate communities and tha
policymiakers who make pelicy decisions,
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A2 Anolysis teval 30 what fypes, ond when should facittablon be prowlded for B m implementars?

This sectson discusses the community preferences for types and timing for facilitation. Four
types of facilitation for the HEm implementers include (technical] skills, antrapreneurship,
strengthening arganizations, and ecclogical or conservatlon activithes, The ages of the groups are
divided into thres categories: facilitation for newly established FUS {up ta five years), PUG that has
bean established for B-10 years, and FUG that have been established for more than 10 years

Table 2. Regults of aralysis at @wel 3

Al Ad as 51 B2 B3 Cl L [ |9 Eigen Wectar
A1l OG0EE 011 11 O0E 0 Q1r 007 04y D1 006 D022
A2 Ba7Y 0 003 Lg 003 D03 4.07 o Gk 0.0  DOeR1sth
A3 RITF 041 oo o8 003 o8 a6 043 4 a6s 407 Rad

Bl O 00F Gl 086 023 Gix 0.1z 02 0.6 0.13580716
B 0ED 047 6 05 008 005 013 2 ki 016 012285744
1 S 1 e Y P e S 1 o 31 43 OLx 412 42 b 0.1% 821138533

€1 088 011 Rll G0E o0d Q12 .07 003 Qo3 006 07356
€2 sE 041 il 005 003 D0S 013 00y Q0E D06 DOTFFIATEL
€3 GER 011 kil G08 004 QiR 02 613 ki 0.0 OiDEE1531

[ nodd Q0  0og? 003 o2 nod 003 043 oo 003 DOMEHa3ls
1 i i i i i 1 i 1 1 i

Remarks

&1 = Skille {groups sge:

up o 5 yaars)

A2 = Skills {6 - 10 years)

A3 = Skills | = 10 years)

81 = Entreprenaurship (upta 5 yaans]
B2 = Entrepreneurship {6 - 10 years)
83 = Entrepreneurship { = 10 years)

1= Strengthening Organization [up to 5 wears)
C2e Strengthening Organtzation (6 - 10 years)
C3= Strengthening Organization (= 10 years)

0 = Ecolopicaly Conservation Activities

The results show thai the respondents pul the highest preference for facilitation for
entrepreneuwrship. They express that this is more important than faclitation for improving other
techmical skills and strengihaning Mstitutions. According voe the respondents, entreprenaurship &
rnast needed when HEm groups have been establshed for more than 10 years. Fadilitation for
entrepreneurship is also needed when a FLIG is newly Tounded [when the groep age is between 0-5
years). Lastly, entreprenevrship feciitatbon is less needed for FUMG ages 6-10 years.

The rewsaich participants place secondary priority for Faciitation ko irmpoove dkilk in the
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following aspects: post-harsect production, information techmology o reach the markst, and eco-
towrigm. The résearch participants have identified the dhanges in market interests bo their forest
commadities ard in tha changas in tha distribution systam for coffea, palm sugar, and other non-
timibear forest products. Thereafter, they would like to enhance thair skills to process forest products
into higher walue prodects and to attract the buyers; to develop bnowledpe for web-based
marketing, and skills to manage and promote the landscapss for community-based eco-tourism in
the protection forest managed by the HEm groups.

The respondents place strengihening organizations &5 the third preference for facilitetion
Facilitation to strengthening arganizations includes impraving administrative skills to comply with
HEm program regurements and maintaining social capital of the community bo addrass the new
chablanges in irpermanting the HEm program. Based on & previous study, one potential reasan for
this priority is the weakened condition of the eristing social capital within the group (Wualandari and
Budiona 201%).

The groups stlll reguire facilitation on eceleglca] ard consenation activithes but decided that
Facilitation in this respect @5 the last priarity, The need to fullill lvelibood needs and other needs
(e.g. education casts| reguire them to balance the lvelfhocod and ecclogical activities bn Hm areas,
Communities rogure knowledge and skills to choose the guality and types of tree specles to
raintain acological balance in thelr HEm area. The trees should be species that have higher
ecpdegical impacts to strengthen soil and water conservation in their HEm lands, for example
Tectona grandls, Swlatenia mekagons, Gnetum gremon, Mongefers ndice. The communitles alse
riesd supports to chodse the species with high economic valus and wiich are asy-io-be-marketead,
for example Ownio abethymus (Wulandarl et al. 2024), The ether needs are choesing quality seedlings
for optimal harvasting resulte,

4, DEcuttion

Two key contributions cowld be derived from ths paper based on the AHF analysis of
comdnunity preferences for facllitation bn 5F program at level 2 [prcsitized stakehalders] and bewel
3 (types af and timing for fac@itatbon). The analysls at these levels i linked to kewel L which i the
purpase of this study to understand community facilitation for sustainability of the 5F program.

This study Identified the top thres priorities for faclitation in a8 three subjects within
cominunities, referred 1o as HEM's individual members, groups, and non-members. The findings af
this paper confirms the existing literature which underlines the need for facilitating commenities to
supgort SF programs, Communities raguire Facilitation, for strengthening communisy instituticns
and strengthening Ivalihood support {Gupta and Koontz 2019, Wollenberg ef al., 2006|. This paper
further adds ta this knowledge by showing the levels of priorties for facilitation and support among
FLIGs that hawe long heen established. The scale of priorities begin from the mast important subjects
to be training which are in tha folbowing orger: HEm individual members. HEm groups, and ather
vil lagars {non-HEm memsears).

The finding shaws that the comemen ities immaled in 5F programs penceise that every individual
mambar, Including ron-elite membsers, should be faclitated. For example, they should also be
supported o attend trainings and then share the new skills or knowledge to the group, rather the
commian practice of faclitating group keadershep to attand such treinings. In this study, the fodings
did noi specifically point to the efite, but rather the respondents point out the domination of specific
marbars of the FUGH wha hive more spparunithes than othes mambers, such 3 the repeated
atbendance al trainings outside the willage, This impertance of faclitation for individual members of
Hkm Indicates the emergence of awareness about eguity and issues of power in community grovps.
Thos Fimcing is consistent with literature that undedines the impotance af awiding elite capture,
wihich Further serengthens the dominance of elites within cammunity groups (Persha and Andersson,
Z014), Thus, the atternpts to facilitate communities should strengthen the capacities of




Ferastand Sodetr. Vil Iie 114-131, Apral 719 122

comanunities, not only by selecting the elites fortralnings, but also supporting the les empowerad
indivicluad rembers of an FLG,

Tha finding on prieritizing facilitations for individual group members alss sheds light on tha
potential mdiract results of SF programs to empawer the community, which may only emerge after
certain periods of invabsemeant in an 5F program. This paper shaws that HEm members are not only
intarestad in livelihoed banefits from 5F programs but ako shewed graater interests in the aguity
aspects within the groups. For example, they supported the notion to provide opportunities for
every rermber Lo build their capacities, particularly individual members who were given bess
opportunities in the past. This demand, to a certasn extent, provides a signal of empowermeant which
might emerge fram thelr participation in the 5F program. This finding 5 relevant to othar studies
which have underlined that external facilitation should Sead communities 10 be abde to belp
themsebais [Barnes and Laerhowen, 3013

The finding from this study shows that commuanities consider external actors (i.e. facilitators
fram NGOs and wabversitbes and becal and national govamrment), which are often posltioned as the
providiers of facilitation, are alta in need of wgport. This interesting finding shows that 5F indeed
Inwolwes dymamic interactions between communites and external actors wheneas social bearneng
ooeurs to support adaptiveness (Lawrenos, 2007; Lawrence ot al, 2009). Ths finding supparts the
argurmant that facilitating ‘snablers’ 5 also a kay for the sustaimakelity of the 5F program {Duguma
et al, 2008} In this study, enablers could be community faciltators from NGOs and unbersities as
wall as governmeant agencies which support communities through targeted policles, This finding akso
Supgorts other studies which found That faciitavors, Trom RMEOS and other individual cham pans
within kacal governmens, still require further support |Kurniasi®, 2016), This paper adds to this
litarsture by showing the continuing imgortance of facilitators, in their drect engagermant with
communities |ie. NE0s and universities), followed by the amphasis on 5F support from pavernment
3gEnCies,

This study shows: that the most desirable type of facilitation by the respondents are in
developing  entrepreneurship capacity, folbowed by developing technical skills, and then
strengthening ergenizations. This fnding is consistent with the general desive of practitioners
supgorting 5F in Indanesiz, In & national kevel meeting fvofving stakeholders of SF in Indoresia,
discussiens emarged about the need o priodtize entrepreneurship as a bridge o fuHIl the
leliand needs of communities |FKEM, 2014}, The finding frem this paper i interesting because
several stuckes hiphhght that strengthening community institutions deems to be the most pressing
issues of 5F Inother countries (e.g Fokharel et &, 2014). In the Indonesian HEm case, Sublrman et
al. (2012} alse found that mary HEm groups are not yet effective in mplementing 5F, and that
Facifitatiaon for strengthening erganiations should be ane top priority. Howeser, this study found
that commurnities only priofitized this type of facilitation in the thind place on the hierachy of
priofties, after entreprensurship and skills,

The inding shavws that entregreneurship facBitation should Be provided for groups which are
newty established and for groups that hawe been establshed for maore than 10 years. 15 §s nat clear
yel whether placing entreprereurship as the main prionty indicates that the FUGS interviewed for
this research might hanee moved bayond the stages of building a matwre organlzation, or whether i
raftects thewr continuing emphasis on livelihood aspects. In this stedy, tho result shows that both
explanations could be the reasans behind the community priorisies on entregrersurship facilitation.
Further stufies dre needed 1o eaplain this incondhushee reswt,

In Indonesia, the goals of facilitatizn are stated in Indoresian regulations such as Minister of
Forastry Reguletion 2953013, and then further detalled in the Director General of Social Forestry
and Ervirgnmental Partnership 1/2009. Commamily lacililaton s expected to healp effarts in
sustaining forests, whils improwing community walfare, The last pricnty tofacilitation for acalagical
activities indicates that the geal of sustainable forest management has not entered into the top
priority of the community.
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The kessons from the HEm pragram in Lampung shows that the community has. specific
preferences for Taciltation fram extémal acbors with an emphads on buiiding  corsmunity
entraprancurship o improve their welfaro rathar than mers?y strongthoning  community
institutions. This emphasis on building entrepreneurshis skills gives msight that community might
perceive, up o the point of time when this study s condwected, that the benefits from 5F are limited
to impreying their welfare, They corsider the majer hindrancs is thair entreproncurship skills rather
than technical skifls or institutonal weaknass within communty organization. However, the finding
from this study is petentially only spplied to the type of 5F in the protected forest ares where
communities managing 5F lands are restricted to only using non-timber forest products. The findings
ar community preferance for facilitation imthis type of forest area (protection forest) may not apply
ko other types of 5F programs jeg. HEm in praduction farest areas) where cormmunities are allowed
to harvest timber in their phots.

5. Conchusions

Thiz paper presents the priorities of key stakeholders for facditation in the 5F pregram in
Lampung. The finding from this study sheds light about the omerging disousdons in social forestry
Iterature on commundty entrepreneurship and the naeds to strenathen capacities of support actors,
armong others,

The paper shows the emerging new interests of commuenities o issues beyond securing
lwelihoods throwgh 5F programs or strengthening the organization. The emerging interest of
comdnunity members an building the capacities of the weaker members of FUG provides signals
that, after a certain pedad af time, SF pragrams may prowide building blacks far empowering
commiunities, Far agsmpke, we noted inthis study that there i5 an mcreasing community awareness
alrout iImproving eguety within groups, Mevertheless, this aspect |s beyond the soope of this study,
pointing ta the feed for future studies o mvestigate whether and how exterral suppont coud help
to build equity for FUG memiers,

The paper akso shows continuing comrmunity interest in improving entrepreneurship copacity
for FLAGS which have besn estabished for mare than 10 years. Further study is readed o
understand the specific needs of FUGs established at different pericds, This paper abo ranes an
iempartant finding of what types of cupport are needed for NGO and external facilitators from
universities and gowernment agencies. Future study in (RS area cowld lead 1o practical knowladge
on policy design toenable sffective support for external actors which faciftate communties in the
5F program,

This research ks limited to & focws on the preference of communities as the main stakehalder
implementing an 5F program. Future research to identify the preference of ather stakeholders,
including external faclitators, & important fo understanding whethar there is a gap batween
community preference and other stakeholger preferences for community faciitation In the SF
program.
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Appendi 1: GUESTIONAIRES - COMMUNITY PREFEREMCES FOR FACILITATION IN 5F PROGRARM
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Name of respondent

Respondent ro .
Farmer/HKm Group Name H
Date of proup establishment
Agdress (Village] :
Date af interiow 5
Interviener |
Checker Merifier 1
Rermarks 5

Lo e L o o

1 Age
1.1, What is the regpondent’s age on the East birthday? Years[ || |
1.2, Masital stans? single [ ] widowed | ]
married | ] sepatata [ |
2. Egucation
2.1, What is the kighest grade you kad finished in schaol?
| [ Mo hormal education
[ 1 Elementary School
[ ] lunier High Scheal
[ ] Senior High School
[ §University! College
Section 2. Sadio-Eoonomic Factors
3. Family size
3.1, How many persons are living 1ogether in respondent’s howse 7

Mo | Mame lge Sam Status | Aelaticn Ediu Attain | Remarks
fyrs) ship cation | ment
1
2,
3
4.
5,
&

4, Ococupationd Main source of family Income
&1, What is the respondent’s prirnary eceupation malin source of income
[ 1 Mon farming) others [specfy] © e
[ | Farming
4.2 Sacondary sccupation (plense apesify] @
5. Family Gross Income
5.1, What Is the respendent's estimatad family monthiy gross incoma 7
Faren Income R
QN-farem income |+ R ——
Tatal imcorme B, ol
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Farraly expenses [+ .
Mot Family incoms ;1 1 LR -

Section 3. HKm Manapement
&, zeof "HEm" a5 land holding
B.1. What is the total size of your *HEm® [and¥ _...ha
6.2, Do you always heve {plantfutfizse) the same tree species (nyour “Hm® land?yes | ] no| ]
6.3, What is the reason you have the sama) difiereat tree spocies?
6.4, What |5 the tachrosogy you use to malntaim your "HEm® [and?
7. Heww much der you spend 1o maintain your “HEm® lend [reomthly] 2
&8, What forest praducts you harvest from your "HEm" land? [treels ) fruit(s)/cropfeegatablads))
4, Forest product harvesting
9.1, Purpese of karvesting - [ ] no hareest
[ ]t fulfil household daily needs
[ ] malnly to fulfil household needs, the rests are sobd to market
[ ]tesellal products to the market
[ ] malnly te sell to the market, the rests aqe for dady needs
9.2, Wpraducts are sofd to the madket, location and distance of market 7
9.3 Incomes from praduct harvesting (average per year or per month) :
Fraducts harvested Liniis Fp

section 4, HKm Instituti

10. Membership in any other organization. | ] Yes [ ]Ma
Ifyes, plezze spacify name of the organization/aszaciatiaon and your position
Mame of crganizationy’ assocliation Fosition

11. Infarmation saurces
11.1. What information sources do you use bo manage your “HEm®™ land ¥
I ] noinformation saures [ ] meighbours) friends) heraditary

11 worker field I T tetewision
[ 1 radia [ ] bookfs
I 1 newspaper ormagazgnefs [ 1 combination ofthem

11.2. Do you have mesting with other farmers to get that infarmation ? How many tima?
11.3. Do wou have mesting with field extension workers bo get that information? How many
b ?

aection 5. Training
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12 Trainieg
121 Nwmber af training attended:

Skl devalopment
Tithe of trairemgfworkshop & Purposs

Year, Duration

Follow up

Entrepreneurship
Titke of trairengfvorkshop & Purposs

Year Duration

Fillow up

Strengthening organizataon
Tithe of tralrengwaorkshop B Purposs

Year Durazion

Follow up

Eoological Conservation
Titla of trairengfaorkshop & Purpoes

¥ear/Duration

Follow up

12 2. Training that meeded by public

Ekill development
Titke of trairengworkshop & Parposs

Year/Duratien

Folloer up

Entrepraneurship
Titke of trairing fworkshop & Purposs

Year/Duralion

Follow up

Strengthening organization
Tinke of traimeng workshop & Purposs

Year Duration

Follows ug

Ecologica! Conservation
Titke of trairingfworkshop B Purpioss

Year Duraticn

Follow ug

126
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12.3, Training that nesded by RGO Univ:

Skil development

Titke of traiming fworkshop & Purposs Year! Duration Follow ugp
Entreprenewrship

Titke of tralrengworkshop & Purposs Year Duration Fallow up
Hrengthening organization

Title of trairengfworkshop & Purposs Year/ Duration Fallow up
Ecological Conservation

Titk of trairengfworkshop & Purpose Yaar/Duration Follow up

124 Training that needed by Govemment

Ekill development

Titk: of trairergfworkshop & Purposs tear Duration Follow up
Entregransurship

Tivhe of trairengfworkshop & Purpose Y/ Duration Follow up
Strengthening organization

Tithe of traireng workshop & Purposs Year/Duration Follow wa

127
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Eeologlcal Conservation

126

Titke of trainingfworkshop & Purposs Yaar/Duraticn Follow up

1. Comparative Level 2

mﬂ:ﬂ:lm s prioritised more important o be The level of importance: in which level 7
Indlhadual QO | Hom Group LOOOLOO00
incihvidual OO | rubiiec SIPINISININISIS D]
Indridual 20 | neofunm (OO L) {} O
—— O | gow QOO0 000
HEm Group OO0 | mahic COESDO00
i Graup 0 | NeoMn O OO
Hitm Groap D0 | gew LACHO OO0
NGO/ Uiy D0 |G DOOQOOOO0O0

1. Comparatiee Level 3

vyl
Which type ol fadlitallend training b mere knpernt? The lovel ol Importence: be which lerd 7
ot |20 |imprewnhie | O OQOQOOO0O0
Sl a0 ;::::;:::‘ CHE L EF Y ERER)
Sl O | conservation (OO0 000
Activities
Entreprenearship (3 (3 | strengthesing CHEATICREFETEX 0D
Cganization
Entrepreneurship (2 | Conservation RO U O )
Adtivities
Strengthening D0 | conservation CFEY L EY O E)
Degarization | Lrtivities
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129

HE.mi Grawn
Which type of facilitation/training is more importne? The level of importance: in which level 7
Al (O | Ertrepreneurshin (OO OOHO0)
Laill ngthesin 3L
oo ximhns CHE) LA L)
Sl 2 | Conservation QOOSOQOA00D
A rtivities
Entraprancurshig (3 | stangthening DOOOOO000
I:Hz:anizamn
Entrepreneurihip o Comzereation |: :H: -_:l |: :' f—] [:l' {J ':_:' (} f_:'
Activities
STrenghening O | conservation OO O )
Cegarizaton Agkivities

Public (sther villggers)

Wihich type of facilitation/training i mere impertant? The level of iImponance: im which level F

P 00 e | OO OO00O000

e 00 [Fmmwi=n T THOOOOO000

sail OO | Conservation OOQOOOO000
Aerkivilied

Entreproneurship (| Stengthesing OO EOOO0O0
Opanization

Entrapraneurship {2312} | consarvation £} |::| () [;_} () ':::' ) E} [:'
Aetivities

Strengthaning 0D | comservation CRES OO Q00

Oegarizatian Sctivities

MG Uree

Which type of facilfation/trairing is mere impartant? Thae level of impoertance; in which leval 7

Saill O O | Ertrepreneurzhio OO0 0CO00

i 00 [T | DO0OD0000

<3l OO | cansenation DOOOO0O00
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130

Which type of facllizatienttraiming I more impertant? Thie level of iImportance: [m which lewal 7
Artivities

Entrepreneunhp L3 | Seengthening OO
Dwganizatian

Entrepreneurship HDr | Conservation SISO ISISISIN)
Activilies

Srengthaning CHD) | Conservation SIRIBES 8 SIGIHIH)

Deganizatian BLrivithes

Gaverpment

Which type of facilitation/training ks more iImpartant? Tha lovel of imperance: I which level 7

Sl D | Erareprensurshin OQOOQDO000

saill Suengheni { I

oo ;:‘n::“::z IOOODOO00

Sl 30 | Conservation OQOOQO0Q00
ALivities

Entreprensurship ) I:f Strengthening (_:] L} E} I:-,] '::]' l::' I:-:' |:. }{..}
Cepanizatian

e CO0ODO00O

Strengthening () | Consereation OO0

Dvgarizatan Brtivities
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