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In December 2019, Tanah Air Beta convened its annual landscape practitioners retreat in Maluku, 
Indonesia. The retreat involved a one-day seminar at Pattimura University in Ambon, a four-day 
workshop in Sawai, North Seram and a full day wrap up session back in Pattimura. Practitioners and 
researchers interested in reconciling conservation and development challenges at the landscape scale 
participated in the events together with people from local communities and NGOs. Our focus for the 
2019 meeting was linking conservation science with practice, with emphasis on lessons learned from 
integrated landscape approaches may help to meet sustainability goals in Wallacea.  

The week began with the seminar at Pattimura University in Ambon, providing a forum for discussion 
among scientists, practitioners, and government staff in Maluku. During the presentations (listed below), 
participants identified potential opportunities for collaboration between local and international 
organizations in meeting the challenge of conducting interdisciplinary research on modified forest 
systems. In Wallacea, landscapes merge into seascapes, requiring a ‘ridge to reef’ approach to deal with 
conservation and development challenges. Participants noted the difficulties of attracting external 
support in Maluku due to inaccessibility and associated expenses. Yet the global importance of Maluku 
for terrestrial and marine biodiversity provides a strong impetus for collaboration. The region appears 
likely to experience increasing development pressures and building capacity to achieve a sustainable 
future for the region is a high priority.  

 

Figure 1. International Seminar on Biodiversity on Wallacea at University of Pattimura 
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Monday December 9th – Seminar for decision makers in Pattimura University, 
Ambon 

The Seminar was opened by the Rector of Pattimura University Prof. Dr. M.J. Saptenno and the head of 
BAPPEDA of Maluku Province, Pak Djalaludin Salampessy. The Province sees the need for a more 
integrated approach to Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Development and supported our 
initiative to discuss Landscape-Seascape Challenges in Maluku between different institutions. A MoU was 
signed between University of Pattimura and University of British Columbia with the support of Tanah Air 
Beta to develop a long term collaboration program as a platform for collaboration between various 
institutions. 

Dr. Intu Boedhihartono and Prof. Agus Kastanya facilitated the seminar - with speakers: 

• Jeff Sayer (UBC/TAB) - New approaches to conservation in Wallacea 
• Agus Kastanya (Unpatti/TAB) – Forest landscape challenges in Wallacea 
• Meine Van Noordwijk (Wageningen University/ICRAF)- Natural Resource Management 

Challenges on Small Islands 
• Gino Limmon (Unpatti) - Management of Marine Resources in Maluku and its challenges 
• Nugroho Dwi Hananto (LIPI) – Deep Sea Research in Wallacea and potential for Ridge to Reef 

Initiatives  
• Ani Nawir(CIFOR) – Fostering resilient institutions through integrated landscape approaches in 

Indonesia 
• Mufti Bari (Forest Watch Indonesia) – State of Natural Forest and Deforestation in Maluku Region 
• Dwi Amalia (JCU)– The SDGs – economic and environmental performance of landscapes in 

Indonesia 
• Koen Kusters (Tropenbos International) - Landscape Governance: Lessons from Tropenbos 

 

 

Figure 2. Signing of MoU between UBC and University of Pattimura 
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Tuesday December 10th – travel to Sawai 

The four-day retreat took place at Lisar Bahari guesthouse in Sawai on the edge of Manusela National 
Park on the North Coast of Seram Island. Participants travelled 9 hours by car and ferry, through 
Manusela National Park to reach the village.  

 

Wednesday December 11th – meeting in Sawai  

 

Figure 3. Participants of the Annual Landscape Meeting in Sawai 

 

Figure 4. University of Pattimura team on the way to Sawai, Seram Island 
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We began the retreat with an overview of Tanah Air Beta’s interests and previous activities in Seram, 
highlighting approaches and challenges for conservation and development. Brad Sanders provided an 
overview of the previous annual landscape retreat in Riau, January 2019 and updated participants on the 
Riau Ecosystem Restoration Initiative. We then divided into small groups to discuss three key elements of 
landscape approaches in Indonesia that emerged at the last meeting:  

1. Forests and livelihoods: understanding local systems and initiatives to meet economic and 
environmental objectives 

2. Governance of integrated landscape approaches: the policy environment in Indonesia 
3. Embedded Science: how to integrate science, policy, and practice in Indonesia 

The groups began the process of developing a research agenda for Maluku and/or Indonesia, focusing on 
these three topics.  

  

1. Forest and Livelihoods 

Our discussions led to the creation of a conceptual diagram for understanding and exploring forest and 
livelihood systems (Figure 1). The diagram focuses on three key elements: place, process, and change. 
These three elements influence the system at multiple scales, from local to global.  

By acknowledging the importance of place, we are giving specific attention to the interactions between 
people and the environment in a landscape. The way in which people use resources, as well as their 
worldviews (values, beliefs, knowledge systems, practices) influence these interactions. As people and 
practices change over time, so does the environment that surrounds them. Resources may be initially 
harvested from the wild, then gradually shift to domesticated, intensively managed systems. This process 
of change may be two-directional, driven by a number of external and internal forces and affecting the 
function and traits of the resource itself. As people seek to improve their livelihoods from their resource 
base, they interact with markets, rules, and regulations that enhance or inhibit their economic gains. 
These processes determine the activities that might generate more income and provide pathways for 
capturing more of the value chain. For example, a farmer may shift from a grower to a small-scale 
processor, to engaging in services and marketing.  

Together, these three elements suggest a process of knowledge generation that explicitly links 
institutional arrangements with resource systems and aspirations of the resource users. With this 
knowledge, we can identify which systems might be more sustainable, and support initiatives that 
attempt to capture sustainability.  
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Figure 5. Conceptual diagram to integrate place, change, and process for understanding forest livelihood systems 

 

2. Governance of integrated landscape approaches 

During the landscapes retreat in Riau, participants identified institutional barriers to implementing 
landscape approaches and potential pathways for driving positive change. To build from this discussion, 
we asked how researchers, practitioners, and policy-makers might further promote institutional 
arrangements conducive to landscape approaches and integrated conservation and development.  

This discussion led to the concept of “progressive contextualization”. In recognition of the complex policy 
environment in Indonesia, attempts to understand and improve governance can begin by focusing on a 
specific issue, problem, initiative or policy process (e.g., hybrid governance initiatives, ERC – Ecosystem 
Restoration Concession, the social forestry program PSKL, KEE – Kawasan Ekosistem Esensial, etc). 
Progressive contextualization suggests diagnosing the issue and mapping the affected actors, then 
tracking the consequences of the issue over time and space. There are no limitations on the scope of the 
research, meaning the issue may be tracked from a landscape up to the national or global level, 
identifying patterns, behaviors, structures, and actions that influence or are influenced by the issue.  

With the proliferation of policies controlling the decisions and management of natural resources, 
progressive contextualization may provide an entry point for untangling complexity of landscape 
governance in Indonesia. It allows researchers and practitioners to engage with an issue at multiple 
scales, identifying powerful actors, trends, the role of formal and informal governance processes, the 
level of coherence between policies and jurisdictions, leverage points, values, expectations, and 
opportunities to influence change.  
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Landscape approaches prescribe relationships between multiple stakeholders within a landscape. LAs 
must address the power imbalances between stakeholders that are a common and normal situation – 
and often the starting point of a landscape approach. Future research might focus on understanding 
power in landscape governance. How do power asymmetries affect the success or failure of landscape 
approaches? How do landscape approaches themselves influence power dynamics over time?   

Along with progressive contextualisation, a starting point might be to recognising different sources of 
power. There are a range of types of power studied across the social sciences, however, three general 
categories have been suggested by Morrison et al. (2017) that may assist a power analysis of landscapes. 

1. ‘By Design’ formal rules and regulations, positions of authority, policies. 
2. ‘Pragmatic’ informal actions and influence, shaping of implementation and enforcement (or lack 

thereof), how things happen ‘on-the-ground’ or ‘in practice’. 
3. ‘Framing’ influencing what is on and off the agenda, debates and arguments about issues, 

problem and solution definition. 

Actors in a landscape often wield different types of power. Power analysis helps to understand and 
identify what sources of power are influential in a landscape. They help to explore what is needed to 
mitigate against or leverage different types of power in specific contexts. Yet it is important to recognise 
that power analysis does not necessarily solve issues related to power or bring any easy solutions, rather 
it is a tool to broaden understanding of landscape dynamics in the process of ‘muddling through’. 

Many of the publications about landscape governance are normative, focusing on principles, criteria and 
indicators. There is a need to have researchers involved and participating in landscape governance 
processes (e.g., landscape-level projects and programs initiated by governments, NGOs and the private 
sector), learning from what is happening on the ground. Decision-support tools such as scenarios and 
valuation may be useful for this type of research.  

3. Embedded Science 

Embedded science describes a process of knowledge cogeneration that seeks to understand and 
influence sustainability through research and partnerships. In these processes, scientists continuously 
engage with decision-makers and end users, rather than a linear process of data collection, analysis, and 
distribution. Similarly, end-users (communities, practitioners, policy-makers, implementers) are involved 
in research processes from beginning to end, guiding objectives, design, and policy and identifying 
management implications.  

In Indonesia, scientific knowledge generation is typically organized as a linear process. Research 
institutions generate science for policy, science, and community. This model has been characterized as 
researchers communicating their discoveries “to whom it may concern”. Research findings are 
distributed to potential end-users, who are then tasked with the responsibility of transferring research 
findings into new policy or practices. Actors involved in research may include external organizations 
(universities, NGOs, development banks etc), consultants, specialists, government departments, private 
actors, and local universities – each of whom do not necessarily share the same ontology. Politics and 
opposing priorities can make it difficult to drive a process of engagement and evidence-based decision-
making.  
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Re-organizing science in Indonesia to incorporate principles of embedded science would require changes 
in research and resource management culture at the local and national scale. Indonesia’s national 
research institution (LIPI) has recently established a program to incentivize collaboration between 
researchers and private companies. The Government is strongly committed to the Sustainable 
Development Goals, which could provide a framework for knowledge exchange through government-led 
regional programs. At the landscape scale, universities can engage and steer decision-making forums, 
establishing research agendas based on knowledge gaps and local needs. For example, the Ministry of 
Environment and Forestry’s program to protect ecosystems outside of formal conservation areas, 
Kawasan Ekosistem Esensial (KEE) are led by multi-stakeholder forums at the landscape scale. 
Universities and LIPI should take part in these forums, performing roles such as facilitator and knowledge 
broker whilst adapting their research to meet the needs identified and then contributing their research 
findings.  

 

Thursday December 12th – fieldtrips  

Participants visited two nearby villages; Huaulu, an Adat village located at the base of the mountains on 
the edge of the national park; and Melinani, a village formed when people from Manusela Village within 
the National Park relocated to a location 10 Kms inland from Wahai. A community forest program (HKM) 
was established in Melinani in 2014. At the same time, two members of the retreat, Agus Kastanya and 
Mahendra Primajati attended a meeting in Piru to discuss the establishment of a KEE on Boano Island, 
where TAB has been engaged since 2017.  

 

Figure 6. Meeting the community forest member at Melinani village 
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Figure 7. Visiting Melinani community forest area 

 
Figure 8. Visiting the Huaulu village and meeting the head of primary school from Kenike village 

 



 

 9 

 
Figure 9. At the Baileo (adat house / customary and ceremonial house) of Huaulu village 

 
Friday December 13th – discussions 

Friday began with feedback from the fieldtrips and KEE meeting, followed by break-out discussions. 
Building from Wednesday’s themes enriched with new information gathered in the villages, the groups 
focused on four themes:  

1. The social-ecological system of Huaulu 
2. Challenges of social forestry and conditions for success 
3. SWOT Analysis of the KEE program in Wallacea 
4. Synthesis of lessons learned from previous landscape retreats and observations of development 

and change in Indonesia 

We intended these discussions to form the basis for journal articles or other products that could be 
developed by participants in 2020.  

1. The social-ecological system of Huaulu 

Through a field visit to the Huaulu adat community, who live in an enclave in Manusela National Park, we 
learned about characteristics of their social-ecological system and about some of the challenges they are 
facing. After discussing our interests with the Bapak Raja (the head of the village) he introduced us to 
other member of the community and multiple leaders in the community in their rumah baileo 
(ceremonial house) and we discussed a variety of ecological and social issues.  

Several of our team had never been to Seram, several leaders of the village introduced some important 
issues that they are dealing with as part of their livelihoods in the highlands of Seram. They explained the 
importance of non-timber forests products from the surrounding forests in their territory, which is 
adjacent to the Manusela National Park.  
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We discussed plant species important to the community such as nutmeg (pala), cloves (cengkeh), sago 
(sagu), and vanilla (vanili). One challenge related to climate change was raised, regarding the changes of 
the seasons of harvesting pala and cengkeh. The community members showed us betel nut (pinang) that 
is wrapped in sirih leaves then dipped in lime powder and chewed. We were also shown shredded leaves 
of the koso tree which are used for aromatherapy and when steeped in coconut oil, used as a massage oil 
to relieve pain. We discussed issues around the trapping of cockatoos from the national park; the 
community members explained that they have permission to collect the crest of Salmon Crested 
Cockatoos for ceremonial purposes. Namely, in the rite of passage ceremony for boys to enter adulthood, 
head feathers from two cockatoos and tail feathers from two Paradise Kingfishers are required. Both are 
endangered species. We were left wondering about the sustainability of harvesting  the cockatoo 
populations. Related to harvesting in the national park, the community members explained that the 
boundary between the village and the national park is unclear to them, and agreements around 
harvesting are vague. They expressed interest in having greater involvement in the management strategy 
of the national park and more clarity of their rights. A related issue is illegal timber extraction by 
outsiders in the forest surrounding their village, and the inability of the community to prevent this due to 
a lack of official recognition of their land rights. 

We also discussed some aspects of the social system such as the ten Soa (clans) of the community, and 
how the traditional clan structure conflicts to some degree with the modern official village 
administration. The community also discussed challenges that they are facing, such as military presence 
around the national park. Processes of potential social change that are occurring include visits to the 
community by priests from nearby villages – though the community has resisted conversion and 
maintains the local religion and traditions (adat) – and in schools teachers are questioning students about 
their religion. 

Following our discussion, we took a brief visit to the kebun adjacent to the village which merges into the 
forest. We observed a patch of sagu as well as the trough (made from the trunk of a palm tree) in which 
the sagu is washed and processed. We observed an abundance of cassava (kasbih) and banana (pisang) 
trees in a mixed tree garden. We were also shown a plant that causes skin inflammation if touched but 
also has medicinal properties. When leaving the community, we observed fruiting trees within the village 
such as jackfruit and mangosteen, as well as small kebun where tobacco, taro and sweet potato are 
grown.  

We visited the local primary school and met the pupils, some of the teachers were from Masihulan village 
(which is about 10Km away towards the coast). Our visit to Huaulu village was accompanied by a ‘nurse’ 
who is responsible for the local dispensary in Masihulan, and he is often called by communities in Huaulu 
to help when some member of the community have health problems. Huaulu does not have a local 
dispensary (Puskesmas or Posyandu). We saw a lot of contact between Huaulu and Masihulan village. As 
we were leaving Huaulu, we met the head of the school from one of the villages up the mountain (Kanike 
village), she had walked the whole day to came down the hill as the school holiday is approaching for 
Christmas. The head of the school will be going back to her village for Christmas. 
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Figure 10. Meeting the local school in Huaulu village 

 

2. Challenges of social forestry and conditions for success 

The visit to Melinani raised serious concerns over the capacity for communities to constructively engage 
in externally imposed social forestry initiatives. The Melinani HKM comprises two groups (kelompok), 
responsible for managing a total of 1200 hectares. The HKM was established in 2014 and received an SK 
(letter of authority) from the National Government in 2017. The area consists of some kebuns (gardens 
and agroforest area) that are individually managed (1-2ha), shared kebuns, and natural forest. In 2019 
the PSKL (Perhutanan Sosial dan Kemitraan Lingkungan / Directorate General of Social Forestry and 
Environmental Partnership) facilitator assigned to Melinani approached the community with an 
opportunity to partner with a private company, Valentino, to plant Sengon trees (Albizia sp.) in the 
community forest in a Kemitraan (partnership) program that allowed sharing  of benefits. Following a 
series of exchanges, the partnership went ahead. However, the community is not satisfied with the 
outcome; only one of the two groups agreed and signed the deal, and the final location for the trees was 
not the same as initially agreed upon. The community shared their concerns with the meeting 
participants, emphasizing their regret that only one of the groups signed the agreement, create friction 
within the community. 
 
The story can be related to a traditional Indonesian folk song called ‘Buaya Timbul’: 

Terang bulan, terang di pinggir kali 
Buaya timbul disangkalah mati 
Jangan percaya mulutnya lelaki 
Berani sumpah 'tapi takut mati 

The moon is shining, moon shine reflects on the river 
Floating crocodile thought to be dead 
Don't believe man's word 
Dare to pledge but afraid of dying 



 

 12 

The story of Melinani community forest members feeling deceived by outsiders (in this case, the PSKL 
facilitator and private company) reflects many other stories of social forestry in Indonesia. For some 
communities, social forestry programs may be the first exposure to external organizations and outside 
interests. Without prior experience and understanding of the rights, regulations and responsibilities of 
social forestry, communities may be disempowered. As such, HKM success depends on: 

• Policy literacy 
• Entrepreneurial skills 
• Crocodile (Buaya Timbul) management – dealing with outside investors 
• Group dynamics 

 

To better cope with these situations, communities could benefit from some education and/or training in 
the format of video, role playing etc. For example: 

Act I – HKM establishment. Communities with settlement history in State forest area are issued a 
community forest. The Government approaches the community and guides them through the complex 
required procedure, including permits, approvals, management plans etc.   

Act II – New conflicts emerge. Only part of the HKM is utilized by the community. Private companies 
(outsiders) approach the community seeking partnership arrangements. The community forest does not 
have a map, a copy of the management plan (or understanding of), and a single leader. The outsider 
exploits this opportunity. 

Act III – The community feels regret. They watch a video that provides the needed information to 
overcome conflicts within the community and strengthen capacity to respond to outsiders. They seek 
solutions to restore community cohesiveness and build trust (In Melinani, the community collectively 
planted vanilla and organized a new PSKL representative). 

 

3. SWOT Analysis of the KEE program in Wallacea  

Strengths 
• Government driven 
• Only scheme focusing on MSF 
• Designed to protect ecosystems that do not 

already have conservation status 
• Provides input to strategic environmental 

assessments (KLHS), which influences RTRW, 
which could influence the spatial plan 

• Designed to influence land use decisions 
• Long term initiative 
• Captures voluntary commitments to 

conservation – provides an incentive 
• Platform for discussing and resolving conflict 

Weaknesses 
• BKSDA responsible for KEE – do they have 

ability to prevent harmful behavior?  
• Outcome dependent on forum – influenced 

by existing priorities and content of 
management plan 

• Requires research institutions to provide 
scientific data 

• Requires continuous facilitation / leadership 
• Opportunity cost for those involved 
• Forum members do not necessarily have a 

strong reason to be there 
• May take land away from development that 

is needed to meet economic objectives 
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Opportunities 
• Existing structure for conservation outside of 

formal protected areas is not working Linking 
conservation with community development 

• Can close gaps / provide accountability to the 
strategic environmental assessment 

• Provides opportunity for community to 
communicate with other stakeholders – 
broker deals with companies 

• Embedded science 
• Access funds 
• Can empower local champions 
• Provides private companies with a legal basis 

for HCV (non-forest) 
• Can improve capabilities of existing 

institutions 

Threats 
• KEE may not be able to prevent harm to 

biodiversity by large scale development or 
other threats 

• Talking forum not action forum - Does it have 
ability to mobilize and implement?  

• Existing institutions may not have capabilities 
required to effectively implement KEE 

• Other actors may not recognize authority of 
KEE forum 

• Changes in Government personnel may 
inhibit progress / effective functioning 

 

 

4. Synthesis of lessons learned from landscape retreats and development and change in Indonesia 

In an effort to capture the varied discussions during the retreat and reflect on the broader implications 
for Indonesia, we propose a short paper on “Landscape approaches - learning from two conservation and 
development realities in Indonesia”.  

The paper would discuss two dominant pathways to sustainable development in Indonesia; social 
forestry and private-sector initiatives. Both of these pathways may benefit from incorporating lessons 
learned from integrated landscape approaches in their implementation and processes. Similarly, we can 
strengthen guidelines for integrated landscape approaches by learning from each of these initiatives. To 
explore this hypothesis, we compared the landscape approach principles with social forestry and private 
sector initiatives, looking for consistency between the two approaches and the landscape approach 
principles. We then repeated the exercise in reverse, asking what landscape approaches might learn from 
social forestry and private sector initiatives.   

Social Forestry Landscape approach principles Private sector initiatives  

Consistency with LA principles 
1. At community level 
2. Difficult 
3. Not consistent 
4. Aspirational 
5. Not consistent 
6. Not consistent 
7. Aspirational 
8. Not consistent 
9. Not consistent 
10. Aspirational 

1. Continual learning and 
adaptive management 

2. Common concern entry 
point 

3. Multiple scales 
4. Multifunctionality 
5. Multiple stakeholders 
6. Negotiated and transparent 

change logic 
7. Clarification of rights and 

responsibilities 

Consistency with LA principles 
1. Through R&D 
2. Difficult 
3. Affecting not necessarily 

engaging 
4. Aspirational 
5. Aspirational 
6. Transparent but not 

negotiated 
7. Aspirational 
8. Not consistent 
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8. Participatory and user-
friendly monitoring 

9. Resilience 
10. Strengthened stakeholder 

capacity 

9. Not consistent 
10. Aspirational 

Lessons from social forestry 
• Honesty and honest brokers 
• More explicit recognition of 

conflict and trade-offs 
• Simplicity (in regulations 

and management plans) 
• Predictability (in 

regulations) 
• Enforcement of rules and 

agreements 
• Subsidiarity 

Overall lessons 
• Deep understanding of the 

system (diagnostic phase) 
that is inductive, 
collaborative and not 
extractive 

• Address power imbalances 
• Private concerns often 

override common concern 
entry points 

• More explicit conservation 
aims and outcomes 

• Address the role of external 
actors (cautious of over-
reliance, not creating or 
building on existing 
institutional capacity) 

Lessons from private sector 
• Opportunities through 

innovation 
• Continuous involvement 

and commitment 
• Capacity to manage 

resources 
• Exploiting advantage of 

power imbalances 
• Economies of scale and 

transformative change 
• Simplicity (in regulations 

and management plans) 
• Predictability (in 

regulations) 
• Enforcement of rules and 

agreements 
 

Working abstract: 

Landscape approaches are a dominant paradigm for reconciling conservation and development tradeoffs 
in Indonesia. We consider two small and large-scale models driving development in Indonesia. Social 
forestry is a popular initiative in the development domain and is gaining traction among governments 
more globally. Social forestry is justified by many as delivering broad range of inclusive conservation and 
development benefits at a local level. Conversely, large-scale industrial investments are subject to 
scrutiny due to their perceived inequitable development outcomes and large scale-land conversion. In 
eastern Indonesia, the arrival of social forestry and large-scale investments provides an opportunity to 
consider both development models from the perspective of landscape approach principles. Inversely, the 
conservation and development outcomes of social forestry and industrial investments provide an 
opportunity for lessons learned for updated interpretation of landscape approaches.  We are action-
researchers engaged in sustainability science in Indonesia. From our cumulative perspectives, the 
realities of both social forestry and industrial investments do not align, but would benefit from stronger 
consideration of landscape approach processes that are meant to steer the optimal conservation and 
development impacts. In light of the realities of both development models, landscape approach 
principles demand more explicit acknowledgements of the opportunities and constraints faced by both 
development models.  Social forestry suggest LAs must promote simpler, more predictable regulatory 
frameworks set by governments, and that a culture of enforcement and more critical discussion of 
tradeoffs and is necessary. Industrial investments suggest that LAs can better recognize the role of 
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innovation, longevity and transformative aspect of large-scale investments in their ability to steer 
conservation and development trajectories in Indonesia’s forest landscapes. Both models are beset by a 
political ecology of heroes and villains, which should be more acknowledged as critical to the 
preparedness of social-ecological systems to improved conservation and development outcomes.  

Additional reflections and outcomes 

Landscapes – learning the lessons from a quarter century of experience 

Landscape-scale interventions, landscape approaches and other approaches to achieving conservation 
objectives at the scale of small to medium geographic areas have risen to prominence over the past 25 
years. Today the “landscape” is almost ubiquitous as a framework for development and conservation 
interventions.  

We have written about landscapes and landscape approaches – to the extent that landscape has become 
a normative term with its own principles, criteria and measures of success (Sayer et al., 2013, Sayer et al., 
2014, Sayer et al., 2016). It is useful to reflect upon why the landscape has attracted so much interest as a 
framework for achieving change. Landscape approaches emerged in response to the realization that 
many environmental and development problems could not be adequately addressed from within the 
framework of sectoral jurisdictions. Problems required understanding from the perspective of different 
scientific disciplines. Many problems transcended the boundaries of both sectoral institutions and 
geographic jurisdictions. Landscape approaches should not replace disciplines, sectors or administrative 
units but they can allow for ideas and interventions to make allowance for what was happening in those 
other jurisdictions.  

LAs have now taken on the mantle of “constructive ambiguity” they provide something that actors can 
commit to without being locked into any specific outcome. Good examples come from attempts to 
conserve biodiversity in areas with extreme human poverty. The mandates of many aid donors are both 
to achieve biodiversity conservation and to alleviate poverty. There are frequent trade-offs between 
these two objectives. LAs aspire to achieve both objectives through the same interventions. Trade-offs 
are often not recognized or addressed. 

Many NGOs, aid agencies, corporations and government agencies have adopted LAs. LAs are ubiquitous 
with their own norms and rules. An institutional rigidity has crept in; LAs are now included in log-frames 
and monitoring, and evaluation frameworks in ways that deny their original value as flexible boundary 
mechanisms to allow learning and adaptation.  

We argue for stepping back and reconsidering the role of LAs and re-examining the ways in which they 
are applied. LAs should cease to be concerned with prescribing pathways and goals and should be the 
space where reflection and debate can occur on the implications of different courses of action. The real 
need in landscapes is to understand how change is happening and to explore options for making that 
change more broadly acceptable and more likely to lead to better outcomes for societies. We cannot plan 
– or even manage, landscapes – rather actors can be empowered to nudge them in directions that are 
more desirable. 
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Landscapes are emergent properties of multiple decisions imposed upon systems – in most cases social-
ecological systems. Actor network analysis shows just how many actors influence these decisions. We 
cannot plan or manage landscapes but we can influence them.  

We therefor prefer to see LAs as another layer of reflection and influence superimposed upon standard 
jurisdictional programs. LAs can intervene periodically to correct the aim of sectoral and administrative 
interventions. LAs are useful when long-term targets are known but we do not know how to reach them. 
(Lee, 1993) 
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A research agenda to support sustainable development in Maluku 

The scientific basis for many sustainable development initiatives in Maluku is weak. There is little effort 
to collect evidence on what is working and what is not working and learning and adaptation is not 
happening. The TAB group worked with colleagues from Pattimura University and with participants from 
local communities, NGOs and government to identify opportunities for researchers to engage with the 
sustainable development process.  

We identified some priority areas for strengthening scientific engagement: 
1. Natural resource governance: Interventions to improve governance have to proceed in two 

stages. First, it is important to understand the present governance arrangements. Who makes 
decisions and how? Who implements decisions and how? Is the governance system meeting 
the needs of stakeholders? A good understanding of the governance system provides an 
opportunity to consider possible improvements. Governance research can encourage these 
improvements in governance arrangements. 

2. Several sustainable development initiatives in Maluku adopt landscape approaches. Some 
landscape approaches have now been operating with outside support for several years. We 
could now learn useful lessons, with wide application, about how we might learn from 
experience and possibly adapt LAs to better address opportunities and needs. The “Ten 
Principles” paper could provide as an analytical framework for assessing the performance of 
LAs. 
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3. There are recent attempts to apply the KEE (Critical Ecosystem) concept to conservation 
challenges in Maluku. The rules and regulations to operationalize KEEs are now being 
determined. There is an opportunity to embed scientists in this process and follow the 
implementation of the KEE to assess impacts of the KEE and understand how the KEE is 
working. KEE is a form of landscape approach adapted to Indonesian conditions and there is an 
opportunity to learn from the early stages of implementation. 

4. Large areas of agroforests exist in the Maluku landscape. Local people have managed these 
agroforests for many hundreds of years. At present, the agroforests are highly diverse and 
deliver many subsistence benefits for local people. People only sell a few crops, notably 
nutmeg, cloves, Durian, Cacao and some timber.  An understanding of the value chains that 
channel these crops to distant markets should help local producers to gain greater benefits. 
Changes in markets and value chains will determine the future management of the agroforestry 
gardens. Improvements in markets may encourage producers to specialize and this might lead 
to simplification of agroforests. The systems might move along a spectrum towards production 
in monoculture plantations. We need to research the impacts of policy and market changes on 
the management of agro-forests. What future scenarios exist for complex agro-forests?  

5. The government is experimenting with a variety of approaches to community forest 
management. The arrangements for supporting and for governance of these initiatives are 
evolving. There is a valuable opportunity to learn lessons from the initial attempts at 
community forestry – HKM, Hutan Desa etc – in order to strengthen them and allow them to 
deliver on their full potential. 

6. Small and medium forest enterprises have the potential to improve the livelihoods of forest 
dependent people in Maluku. Studies of the conditions under which SFMEs prosper and those 
that are less favorable could help deliver on the potential benefits for communities and for the 
environment of vibrant SMFEs in forest landscapes. 

7. Many locally endemic plants, insects, birds and mammals live in Maluku. There are many 
endangered and restricted range species. Knowledge of the habitats and ecology of these 
species is essential to underpin conservation programs. Agro-forest provide habitat for many of 
the Seram endemic birds – we need to know how these birds will respond to changes in the 
agro-forestry systems. 

8. Nuaulu communities still live in isolated upland areas and probably retain much knowledge 
of the forest and practice long-standing management systems. A deep understanding of the 
lives of the Nualulu and of their relationship with the forest should provide guidance for 
modern management systems. We need to capture the knowledge of the Nualulu and 
understand their forest management practices. 

9. Major external investments are arriving in Seram and its neighboring islands. Roads, ports, 
internet and electricity are extending all over the islands. Investments in estate crops such as 
oil palm, cacao, sugar, and possibly others are taking place. Investments will bring economic 
growth, they will provide jobs for local people but they may also attract migrants for other 
parts of Indonesia and local people may lose control or access to their land. It is important to 
document these changes and especially their impacts on local livelihoods and on the 
environment.  
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10. There is increasing international interest in environmental values – we are going beyond just 
focusing on instrumental values and are now concerned with relational values. An 
understanding of both instrumental and relational values of forests and nature must underpin 
sustainable development in Maluku. 
 

Outputs and future plans  

Participants agreed to write short working papers (1-2 pages) to capture the discussions and ideas raised 
during the retreat. Some of these papers may be developed into journal articles and policy briefs in 2020. 
Other outputs might include a short video on sustainable landscapes in Seram, grant applications and 
future collaboration with Pattimura University.  

Product Leading team 
Landscape approaches learning from two 
conservation and development realities in Indonesia 

K.K, J.D.L, D.S, R.R 

KEE Policy Brief R.R, A.K, M.P 
Cautious optimism over social forestry in Indonesia R.R, A.Y.A, F.A, M.V.N, K.K, J.D.L, A.N, A.K.B, 

G.M 
Agroforestry Systems in North Seram L.N,  
Sustainable landscapes in Seram Video L.M 
Fostering institutional arrangements for LAs in 
Indonesia 

A.N, L.M, K.K 

How Adat communities contribute to conservation A.K.B, A.Y.A, L.N, D.S 
Large drivers of change on Seram J.D.L, R.R, J.A.S, A.K.B, A.K 
Revisiting the 10 principles of LAs (Questionnaire for 
2020) 

D.S, J.A.S, K.K, J.D.L, R.R 

Human development trajectories and the relational 
and instrumental values of Nature 

M.V.N; JAS 

 

Final note  

Tanah Air Beta is extremely grateful to the participants and supporters of the annual landscapes retreat. 
We were very fortunate to host the December 2019 meeting in Ambon and Sawai with our close partners 
University Pattimura. For many of the retreat participants, it was the first time visiting this part of 
Indonesia. The time spent is in the forests and gardens in North Seram, visiting communities and in 
discussions in Ambon enriched our experience and knowledge of development and change in eastern 
Indonesia.  

With support from participants and partners, we hope to continue the annual landscapes retreat in 
Indonesia. As a collective of researchers and practitioners interested in sustainability in Indonesia, we 
recognize the value of visiting and learning from different landscapes across the archipelago. We plan to 
continue our commitment to a series of annual retreats and seek expressions of interest from those 
wishing to host a landscapes meeting.  
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Figure 12. Working group during the Landscape Retreat 

 

 
Figure 13. A trip over the hills of Sawai village in Manusela National Park 
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Figure 14. Boat trip around Sawai (Northern coast of Manusela National Park) 

 

Working Paper 1: Human development trajectories and the relational and 
instrumental values of Nature 

Meine van Noordwijk – draft 16-12-2019; comments welcome at m.vannoordwijk@cgiar.org 

After the MEA (2005) popularized a specific version of ‘Ecosystem Service’ concepts there was, after 
initial convergence of similar approaches followed by a decade period that the terminology appeared to 
be clear and widely accepted. It led to a sense that ‘Ecosystem Services’ are real, measurable and 
represent a (potentially) powerful vehicle for shifting public decisions towards less destruction of, and 
more investment in conservation and restoration of ‘Nature’. However, this assumed consensus has 
fallen apart in the past years, initially within the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on 
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES).  Reframing and rewording has taken considerable effort 
and energy and there is no consensus yet on what happened, why and what it did achieve (Pascual et al. 
2017, van Noordwijk 2018, Kadykalo et al. 2019). 

mailto:m.vannoordwijk@cgiar.org
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One interpretation of a possible way forward is to understand ‘Human-Nature relational values’ as the 
overarching concept (Chan et al. 2018). Subsets of relational values are ‘Instrumental’ to achieving 
explicitly human-centric goals, and another subset gives voice to nature as intrinsically valuable in its 
own right (without clarifying the ways humans materially benefit) (Fig. 1). Human-Nature relations can 
be described and interpreted by analogy to Human-Human relations: they range from looking up to 
higher powers, to relations among equals, to relations with those in weaker positions. In human 
societies perspectives and Human-Human relational values vary with social strata, age, gender, wealth 
and political power (and similar stratifiers). Similarly, Human-Nature relational values vary with overall 
perspectives, that have been described as living ‘in’, ‘through/from’ or ‘with’ nature (Muhar et al. 2018).  

 

Figure 15. Multiple perspectives and the diverse values of nature to humans, with instrumental values 
(linked to achievement of Sustainable Development Goals, SDGs) as a subset of relational values 

While there may be spatial (from core forest, via agricultural landscapes to (peri)urban domains) and 
temporal (pre-post settled agriculture lifestyles, pre/post urban transitions) gradients in perspective, 
they coexist within the cultural and personal experience of individuals and societies.  A tentative listing 
of relational values along an ‘increasing human control’ axis, suggests that the ‘mother’, ‘servant’ and 
‘recipient of gifts’ that dominate the language of Nature’s Contribution to People (NCP), Ecosystem 
Services (ES) and ‘Mother Nature’ wording represent a middle part of the relational values gradient, 
with a group of relational values that see Nature as an entity to be feared, respected and pleased on one 
hand (associated with ‘living in’ nature) and a group of relational values that sees Nature as a weaker 
entity, requiring and deserving to be protected from human resource appropriation. This new synthesis 
of value categories may suggest a realignment of empirical studies that can test, reject and reframe 
current hypotheses (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Consequences for empirical studies that separate ‘instrumental effect pathways’ from 
‘relational value’ concepts 

MEA 2005 category Instrumental effect pathways Relational value concepts 
Provisioning 
services 
 
 
 

Differentiate by SDG domains: e.g. 
Income (marketable products), Food, 
Human health, Water (Potable water 
provisioning, protection from floods, 
landslides as regulating service); ‘green 
jobs’; ‘fair trade’ and consumption, 
sustainable cities and transport infra-
structure; within each clarify ‘Nature 
based solutions’ and their dependence on 
‘scale’ (rather than value per unit area) 

Clarify the way living ‘in’, ‘through’ or 
‘with’ perspectives shape the way 
‘instrumental’ effect pathways are 
interpreted as ‘entitlement’, in need 
of protection and investment, and/or 
innovation; Clarify how perceived and 
prospected scarcity shapes tradeoffs 
among SDGs 

Regulating 
services 

Cultural services Explore human sense of identity in relation 
to ‘place’ and constraints on the intensity 
and speed of change in biota and spatial 
features 

Clarify how ‘cosmovision’. ‘religion’ 
and cultural identity transfer across 
generations and weigh in on 
preferences and decisions to modify 
purely instrumental concepts of 
rational choice 

Supporting 
services 

Biodiversity as basis of future options, soil 
formation and recovery 

Identity (here and now) and 
intergenerational concerns 
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Working Paper 2: Policy Brief: The potential of Kawasan Ekosistem Esensial 
(KEE) for integrated landscape governance 

Comments welcome at rebecca.riggs@ubc.ca  

Introduction 

In 2016 the Government of Indonesia, through the Ministry of Environment and Forestry, began the 
process of revising Law No. 5/1990 on Conservation of Natural Resources, Biodiversity and Ecosystems. 
The purpose of the revision is to redefine the concept of conservation in Indonesia, ensuring that it 
encompasses geographic areas both inside and outside of conservation zones mandated by law. As a 
result, the “Essential Ecosystem” (Kawasan Ekosistem Esensial, KEE) program emerged.  

Administered by the Ministry of Environment and Forestry, KEE allows for the conservation of 
ecosystems outside of formal protected areas. The draft definition of KEE is; 

 “a mosaic that may consist of a matrix of natural, semi-natural, artificial ecosystem and/or habitat that 
in its entirety has functions for maintaining the life supporting system and ensuring the continuity of 
important ecological processes in order to ensure optimum supporting capacity and carrying capacity of 
a landscape system” (Putro, 2016) 

An area designated as a KEE can therefore be considered as a landscape or seascape, with multiple 
functions, stakeholders, and objectives. While the landscape may contain desirable conservation values, 
it must also meet a broad range of social, economic, and ecological objectives held by local 
communities, government, private companies, and civil society groups. Still in its early phases, the KEE 
program provides an opportunity to learn from and enhance multi-stakeholder landscape governance in 
Indonesia, in both policy and practice. In this brief, we highlight critical aspects of KEE that may inhibit or 
enhance its effectiveness, and recommendations for moving forward.  

Long-term adaptive management 

KEE is unique in its design. The management structure consists of a multi-scale cross-sectoral 
stakeholder platform, known as the Collaboration Forum for Ecosystem Essential Area Management 
(Forum Kolaborasi Pengelolaan Kawasan Ekosistem Esensial). Forum members may consist of 
government working groups, private companies, NGOs, Universities, community groups and individuals 
involved in the management of the KEE. The Forum is intended to work closely with the regional and 
local government to ensure the KEE objectives align with administrative objectives. Consequently, as a 
legal designation, the KEE offers a durable platform for multi-stakeholder negotiations for spatial 
planning. Members have the opportunity to influence land use decisions, including strategic 
environmental assessments and the preparation of various planning policies, including RPJP, RPJM and 
RTRW. Continual learning and adaptive collaborative management are core principles of integrated 
landscape governance (Sayer et al., 2013, Folke et al., 2005). They ensure that strategies are revised 
accordingly to new information, and forums provide a learning environment for improving social and 
environmental outcomes. Maintaining links between the KEE and local government will be crucial to 
meeting these objectives.  

mailto:rebecca.riggs@ubc.ca
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Leadership 

Strong leadership is integral to effective landscape governance. In a multi-stakeholder platform such as 
KEE, leaders should be accepted and trusted by all Forum members (Kusters et al., 2017). Leaders are 
responsible for facilitating collaboration, coordinating the responsibilities of the KEE management plan 
and ensuring the KEE process is meeting its desired objectives. As the designation and management of 
the KEE requires contributions from multiple members, there is no single leadership body. Instead, 
various members perform different roles in the implementation of KEE in accordance with existing 
institutional arrangements. This model has multiple advantages; power is decentralised throughout the 
network to ensure responsibilities are fulfilled by the most appropriate member. However, there is a risk 
that without strong leadership, the forum will not sufficiently mobilize members to implement actions, 
and discussions may not lead to tangible outcomes. To overcome these challenges, each KEE needs a 
committed and engaged leadership body capable of guiding the forum towards its objectives. According 
to Hermawan and Anggoro (2019), the BSKDA is well positioned to take the role as the leading sector to 
organise stakeholders and coordinate conservation activities. The capacity for BKSDA to fulfil this role 
will depend on a range of factors contextual to each landscape, including the type of actors present, 
power dynamics and relationships.   

Institutional capability 

As a government driven initiative, the KEE program seeks to legitimize and build from the strengths of 
existing institutional arrangements within landscapes. Rather than impose change led by external 
agents, it is intended to strengthen the legal basis, resources, and capacity for conservation activities, 
such as private or civil society initiatives on land designed as APL. It encourages “local champions”; 
individuals and groups that demonstrate and promote engagement, commitment and action. When 
existing initiatives are not in place, the KEE is also promoted as a forum for inspiring action and 
coordination in landscapes of high conservation value but at risk of degradation. Yet there is a risk that 
these landscapes lack the institutional capabilities needed to implement and manage a KEE. For 
example, Forum members may not have adequate land use management and planning skills, ability to 
understand and diagnose social-economic-ecological dynamics within the landscape, and capacity to 
facilitate multi-stakeholder negotiations, conflict resolution, etc. (van Oosten et al., 2019). KEE may 
provide an appropriate space to develop and harness these capabilities, but external support may be 
required during initial stages. Involvement of research institutions and international partnerships at 
early stages of the KEE process may help to identify knowledge gaps and unlock potential for 
strengthening institutional capacity.  

Opportunity costs 

In all conservation initiatives, there is an opportunity cost; the loss of potential gains from other 
alternatives. As the KEE program specifically targets land outside of designated conservation areas, the 
opportunity cost, such as the value gained from converting natural land to settlement or industry, is 
likely to be high in many landscapes. The cost of maintaining natural conditions of the landscape are 
likely to felt most by those living there. Local communities may see higher economic returns from 
converting forests to monoculture, or local governments may prefer to allocate land to productive 
concessions. Understanding and navigating opportunity costs of KEEs is crucial to ensuring a cohesive 
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strategy for landscape sustainability. Forum members need to be aware of the trade-offs between 
conservation and economic development and how their decisions may affect poor and marginalised 
communities. Similarly, Forum members must explicitly recognise the degree of influence held by the 
KEE in spatial planning. The KEE forum may not have the power to inhibit large scale development and 
therefore should consider strategies for ensuring safeguards for social and environmental sustainability. 
Potential future scenarios for KEE landscapes will depend on a number of factors, including government 
priorities, investment prospects, local economy, etc. These factors will also influence willingness to 
engage and maintain the KEE Forum, and the overall strength of the KEE program.  

Conclusion and Policy Implications 

The KEE is a welcomed contribution to conservation initiatives in Indonesia. Its key attributes, the 
collaborative forum and the recognition of conservation activities outside of formal areas, bring new 
incentives and opportunities for sustainability. As the program moves forward, it is crucial that 
implementing agencies develop KEEs in recognition of institutional capabilities and trajectories of 
change within the landscape. Identifying the unique needs of each KEE and developing appropriate 
support mechanisms can help to create an enable environment for the collaborative forum. Early and 
explicit recognition of opportunity costs, competing interests, and legislative powers of the KEE can 
contribute to realistic stakeholder expectations and KEE objectives. As a long-term collaborative process, 
the KEE must be prepared to continually adapt to changing circumstances and respond to internal and 
external shocks, such as change of Government or natural hazards. Policies must be durable, evolving 
from evidence-based decision making rather than responsive to issue-cycles. Effective collaborative 
landscape governance requires commitment, patience, trust, and leadership. The KEE program offers an 
opportunity to trial this approach in many of Indonesia’s diverse and important landscapes. We 
recommend careful judgement moving forward, facilitating the gradual emergence of the KEE as a long-
term initiative for sustainable development in landscapes.  

Glossary 

KLHS Kajian Lingkungan Hidup Strategis 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 

RPJP Rencana Pembangunan Jangka Panjang 
Long Term Development Plan 

RPJM Rencana Pembangunan Jangka Menengah 
Medium Term Development Plan 

RTRW Rencana Tata Ruang dan Wilayah 
Spatial Planning 

BKSDA Badan Konservasi Sumber Daya Alam  
The Natural Resources Conservation Agency 

APL Areal Penggunaan Lain 
Other Land Use Area 

KEE Kawasan Ekosistem Esensial 
Essential Ecosystem Area 
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For more information on Tanah Air Beta: 
www.tanahairbeta.org 

email: intu@tanahairbeta.org or tanahairbetaxxx@gmail.com 
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