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BALANCING CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT: 

A SOCIOECONOMIC STUDY OF FARMERS INTERACTION WITH 

KERINCI SEBLAT NATIONAL PARK (KSNP)

(Keseimbangan konservasi dan pembangunan: sebuah studi sosioekonomik tentang interaksi petani dengan 

Taman Nasional Kerinci Seblat)

Helmi *)
ABSTRAK

Interaksi antara masyarakat, terutama petani yang tinggal di sekitar desa dengan Taman Nasional Kerinci Seblat adalah sebuah sebuah topik yang menjadi perhatian dalam kaitan dengan kelestarian Taman Nasional. Di satu pihak masyarakat tergantung terhadap sumberdaya lahan dan hutan sebagai sumber pendapatan, tetapi di pihak lain kelestarian Taman Nasional juga perlu dijaga.  Dalam kaitan tersebut maka telah dilaksanakan program konservasi dan pembangunan terpadu (Integrated Concervation and Development Program –ICDP).  Penelitian ini secara khusus ditujukan untuk mengevaluasi dampak social ekonomi ICDP di Taman Nasional Kerinci Seblat.  Metode yang dipakai dalam penelitian ini adalah survei social ekonomi pada tingkat rumah tangga dan desa.  Data ini kemudian juga dilengkapi dengan data hasil tinjauan penelitian terdahulu yang sudah dilakukan.  Perbandingan antara desa peserta ICDP dengan desaNon-ICDP kemudian diperbandingkan dengan menggunakan uji statistic “t” dan “Chi-Square”. Dampak social ekonomi tersebut dilihat pada tiga aspek, yaitu: (1) situasi social ekonomi masyarakat petani; (2) sikap dan pemahaman masyarakat petani terhadap konservasi dan keberadaan Taman Nasional; dan (3) pemanfaatan sumberdaya lahan dan hutan oleh masyarakat dalam kaitannya dengan konservasi.  Kesimpulan dari penelitian ini adalah kurangnya integrasi dalam pada antar komponen kegiatan dan dukungan sektor pembangunan terkait menyebabkan sulitnya keterpaduan antara konservasi dan pemanfaatan sumberdaya lahan dan hutan diwujudkan.  Kegiatan ekonomi alternatif memerlukan penanganan dan perhatian dari berbagai sektor lain sehingga bila komponen ini ditinggalkan sendirii tanpa dukungan komponen dan sektor tekait maka sulit tujuan ICDP kemudian untuk diwujudkan.

Kata kunci:
keterpaduan antara konservasi dan pem-bangunan (integrated conservation and development), kondisi sosial ekonomi masyarakat petani, desentralisasi pengelolaan sumberdaya alam. 

BACKGROUND

Kerinci Seblat National Park (KSNP) is one of the forest park which, both nationally and internationally, prioritized to be managed in a sustainable manner for the purpose of conserving natural resources and bio-diversity.  The park covering a total area of 1.3 million hectare located in four provinces (West Sumatra, Jambi, Bengkulu, and South Sumatra) and nine districts (kabupaten) with 450 villages located within and/or have direct border with the park.  The total population of the villages is estimated around 2 million people (the estimation data for 1994 is 1.75 million).


The facts that 450 villages are located within and/or have direct border with the park has made that KSNP conservation efforts faced difficult challenges.  The village population to a great extent depended on the forest resources for their income and livelihood.  In order to address this issue the integrated conservation and develop-ment program (ICDP) has been introduced and implemented in 1997.  Out of these 450 villages, 126 villages have identified as priority villages for implementation of ICDP.  ICDP related activities have been implemented at various stages in 76 villages during the last four years1

ICDP is a strategy adopted in Indonesia to manage conservation areas, such as national park, including their biodiversity from the development side (World Bank, 1996)2. The basic element of the strategy is by reconciling the management of protected areas with social and economic needs of local the people living within or bordering with the areas.  The basic objective of ICDP is to systematically devolve the management responsibility of the protected areas to the people living within or bordering with it.  This implies the need to decentralize the management responsibility and funding to local agencies (including local institutions).  The ICDP strategy is being tested in the management of national parks in Indonesia including Kerinci Seblat National Parks (KSNP).



 
There were 10 villages in the first year, 18 villages in the second year, 19 villages in the third year, and 29 villages in the fourth year (Unpublished data from Component D, 2002).


 
World Bank Staff Appraisal Report on Indonesia: Kerinci Seblat Integrated Conservation and Development Project, Report No. 14989, 1996.
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The focuses of ICDP are on sustainable environmental and natural resource management, targeted poverty reduction, human resource development, and more decentralized and partici-patory approaches. These focused are translated into action at the KSNP by following integrated two pronged approach in order to: (1) help stabilize the park boundary and protect biodi-versity; and (2) enhance the livelihoods of poor households living within or bordering with the park by providing them with alternative live-lihood opportunities that are consistent with park objectives.  This involved institutional strength-ening and capacity building in various related area such as integrated planning, coordinated implementation and regular monitoring and enforcement, capacity building, and improved livelihoods and service delivery.


The ICDP (especially the village develop-ment component) attempted to develop the so-called “Village Conservation Agreement” (VCA/KKD) as part of the grant assistance for the socioeconomic development of the village (Village Conservation Grant - VCG/HKD).  Even though the VCA/KKD have been signed in 33 villages3, the general tendencies is that the effect on the conservation aspect was not as expected.  The encroachment of the park tended to continue.  This situation suggested that there is a need to understand the bottom line of the problems and issue related to interaction between village people and the forest especially those related to balancing conservation and development efforts of the park.

Objective of Study


The main objective of the study is to under-stand, monitor, and evaluate the socio economic impact of Integrated Conservation Development Project (ICDP) in Kerinci Seblat National Park (KSNP) that covers four provinces in Sumatra Island. Specific Objectives are as follow:

1). To measure change as result of the ICDP activities with regards to villagers perception (knowledge, attitude, and practice) on the existence of the park and its conservation; 

2). To measure change the pattern of economic activities in relation to conservation; and 

3). To identify problems and issues outside the village which affect effectiveness of village development and conservation initiative of KSNP-ICDP;


3)
Status per September 2001 (see unpublished data by Component D).

RESEARCH APPROACH AND DATA COLLECTION METHODS.


Data collection method adopted in this study are field survey and review of available literature on KNSP concept and its application, ICDP reports, and other sources available at various components of ICDP.  The field survey is mainly directed toward comparing the socioeconomic changes between villages where ICDP initiation and activities have been implemented with those villages without ICDP initiatives in the KNSP bordering villages.  KNSP bordering villages then were categorized into two categories.  The first is ICDP facilitated village (here after ICDP Village) and second is Non-ICDP facilitated village (here after NON-ICDP Village). Comparison also made between “before” data and “after data.  “Before” data are those prior to ICDP implementation while “after” data are those data after ICDP facilitation.  The socio-economic and conservation impacts of ICDP-KSNP were seen in three aspects: socioeconomic situation of villagers; attitude and understanding of villagers with regards to conservation, the park, local government, and ICDP; and resource utilization by the villagers in relation with conservation.  


As mentioned earlier, two kinds of data were  used for this study; primary and secondary data.  Primary data falls into two categories; village level and household level. Primary data gathering will involved village and household surveys. Village survey involved interviewing Head of Village or Head of Jorong in case of West Sumatra Province, since the former desa is now Jorong under Nagari Government. Household survey involved interviewing head of household.  Secondary data are those available at ICDP implementing institutions, such as ICDP Component B and World Wild Fund (WWF).  


Village level data include existing data and their changes in last five years.  These include demographic, land use, public facilities, transpor-tation, agricultural and forest products, conser-vation activities, forest encroachment, forest and agricultural products processing unit; conserva-tion awareness campaign, and organization and institution related to conserving the park. Resource utilization and its change, i.e., volume of timber harvesting and other forest products, land cultivation inside and outside park, number villagers cultivating the land inside the park.


Household level data covered a wide range of topics, i.e., perception on the park, social status of household, economic status of the household, economics activities inside park and outside park.   Proportion of income derived from alternative economic activities.  Change in the villagers perception on the existence of the park.  Resource utilization and its change, i.e., volume of timber harvesting and other forest products, land cultivation inside and outside park, number of household cultivating the land inside the park. 


The study was conducted in KNSP-ICDP priority villages with ICDP facilitation (ICDP Village) and priority villages without ICDP facilitation (Non ICDP Village).  The number of each category is 72 for PV ICDP and 62 for PV NON-ICDP.  Considering available resources, 15 villages were selected for each category, gave total number of 30 villages. The selection of ICDP Village was made randomly, while NON-ICDP villages were selected purposively within sub-district where samples of ICDP had been selected. Being located in the same sub-district, PV-Non-ICDP is assumed to share similar socio-economic, political and ecological characteristics.  Based on selected villages, there were six sites for this where study was conducted; Kerinci and Merangin in Province of Jambi, Solok and Pesisir Selatan (PESSEL) in West Sumatra, Musi Rawas in South Sumatra, and  Rejang Lebong in Bengkulu.


The 15 selected ICDP villages vary according to province, absolute rate of forest loss, and year of ICDP facilitation.   This variation is taken into account in analyzing household data. As such, statistical analysis comparing household socioeconomic of villages for different year of ICDP implementation was also made to determine whether different year of project implementation affects villagers socioeconomic differently.


Villagers’ perception on the existence of the KNSP and impact of ICDP on their perception as well as household economic activities were best tested at household considering household is a basic unit of economy in KSNP bordering villages.  Samples of household were selected randomly within selected ICDP and NON-ICDP villages.  Total number of household in 30 selected villages was 7641 household; 4095 household in ICDP village and 3546 households in selected NON-ICDP Village respectively.  Number of household selected per village was around 6 % of total household in each village.  This gave total number HH sample of 249 and 222 for ICDP and Non ICDP village respectively.


Two set of questioners were employed to gather data at village level and at household level. Questioner set for village survey was designed to see changes at village level in period of five years.  The five year period is chosen based on consideration that available baseline data that collected by WWF was in 1997 and this also the period when ICDP first implementation year. 

Hypothesis.

This study tested the following hypotheses:

a. ICDP implementation has brought about better villagers understanding and attitude towards conservation of KNSP.

b. ICDP implementation has caused a better villagers’ perception on the existence of the park.

c. ICDP implementation has reduced volume of timber harvesting and collection of non timber products. 

d. ICDP implementation has reduced size of cultivation in forest areas.

e. ICDP implementation has reduced number of villagers involved in harvesting the timber and non timber products

f. ICDP implementation has reduced number of household involved in cultivating the park.

g. ICDP implementation has reduced proportion of villagers’ income derived from forest resources

h. ICDP implementation has increased villagers income derived from alternative economic activities

Data Analysis.


To analyze the socioeconomic impact of ICDP implementation, data at village level and data at household level were compared between ICDP Village and NON-ICDP village.  The comparison would reveal the extent to which difference of household socioeconomic status in relation to park conservation. Statistical analysis; students test (t-Test) and Chi Square test were largely used because their usefulness for this purpose. The Comparison was also made for “before” data and “after” data for ICDP village.  

RESULTS AND AND DISCUSSIONS


The results of the study is organized into four headings; 1) Problems and issues related to the interaction between village people and KSNP, 2) Villagers’ perception towards the park and conservation (ICDP and NON ICDP compared), 3) The pattern of economic activities in relation to conservation (ICDP and NON ICDP Compared), 4) Socioeconomic impact of ICDP, implementation year compared, and 4) Issues related the park and ICDP Implementation. 

1.
Problems and issues related to the inter-action between village people and KSNP: Review of the previous researches. 


The main focus of this review is to get a clear picture on the interaction between village people and the KSNP.  Specifically the question addressed is that: How the behavior of village people affecting the ICDP and how the implementation of ICDP affecting the behavior of village people?


There are two major types of interaction between village people and the park that tended to have negative impacts on the sustainability of the park.  The first is cultivating land inside the park border and/or the expansion of plantation by clearing up the forest, and the second is harvesting forest products (e.g. timber, other products, and hunting/catching animals).  There are also two categories of people involved in the interactions with the park, namely: poor people in order to earn income to fulfill their needs; and wealthy people who did the activities to accumulate wealth.  


Researches that have been conducted reported that the interaction between village people and KSNP tended to be negative
. There are at least three major factors identified as the cause of the negative interaction, namely: (1) internal factors associated with the village people; (2) factors associated with the marketing of forest products especially timber; and (3) factors associated with the management of ICDP. 

1.1
Internal factors associated with the village people.

First, characteristics of household heads which consists of level of education, age, limited job opportunities, low level of income, and relatively large number of dependants.  It was reported that in term of educational level more than 70 percent of household heads who live in the villages within or bordering with KSNP have only elementary level of education (Jurusan Sosek FPUA, 2001).  The age of majority of them (two-third) are falling within productive age (20 to 45 years old) which presumably have the endurance to do hard job like taking timber from the forest.  With this level of education and age, job opportunities open to them mostly related with agricultural activities (including harvesting forest products), which is a land based economic activity.  In term of income, more than 50 percent have monthly income of Rp. 600,000,- or less (around US$ 60 with 2002 exchange rate).   In addition, around 60 percent of the households have 4 – 8 dependants. As the agriculture activities would only give them seasonal income, therefore, they are in a bad need for cash income between the harvest time and exploiting forest products is one way to generate cash income immediately (Jurusan Sosek FPUA, 2001: 51).  


Second, the traditional claim of land use rights by village people and unilateral establish-ment of KSNP boundaries.  It was reported that the boundary and the boundary-posts of the KSNP tended to be unilaterally decided and planted by BTNKS without consultation with the village people/leaders (see among others Hartiman et al, 2001; Suminar et al, 2001; and Bappeda Sumbar and PKAS, 2000).  Village people perceived
 that the KSNP has taken over the land they owned and have cultivated long before the park was established (Jurusan Sosek FPUA, 2001).  The boundary posts in some cases were planted in the cultivated land, in the rice field, and even in the settlement area in the village without any consultation and agreement with the village government and village people (Hartiman et.al, 2001: 5).  By this situation they tended to ignore the boundary post and continue their activities as before in the land they claimed of their own which, in fact, formally located within the park.  

1.2
Factors associated with the exploitation and marketing of forest products especially timber. 

The presence of traders in the village opens up the opportunity to market timber and other forest products.  Village people themselves tended to play the role as wage labors for cutting off the tree and carried them to the place where it could be transported by truck (Jurusan Sosek FPUA, 2001).  The nature of this activity was seasonal and mostly done in the period when there is not much activity related to their agriculture and opportunity to earn income from other activities were limited. The ability of this kind of activity to provide them with daily wage was the main factor attracted the village people to involve in.


It appeared that the activities related to the timber (and other forest products) exploitation would occur when at least three conditions are presence coincidentally.  These conditions are:

Some of the village people were in badly needed cash income while at the same time there were not much activities related to agriculture, and harvest season still some time to come;

Physically, they are able to do the hard work related to the timber (and other forest products) exploitation (those who are at the productive age (20 – 45 years) and have low educational level; and 

The traders of timber and other forest product were presence in the village and persuaded some of the village people who were willing to do the job.

1.3
The Vacuum of Authority at Village Level Related to Forest and Communal Land Use Governance.

The government tended to undermine the customary laws, and local institutions and governance structure related to claim on and use of land and forest resources (Hartiman, Dewayani, Yamani, and Yono, 2001).  This has brought about several impacts.


The declined of local authority.  Outsiders, both legally or illegally could exploit the forest resources located in the village without the consent of village people.  This situation has led some of the village people to do the same and ignore the customary laws since following it would leaved them without any benefits from the forest resources located within or bordering with the village while outsiders could do it “freely”.


The role of local institutions and local leaders were not recognized and tended not to be involved in the process of establishment of KSNP boundary and implementation of ICDP-related program.  In short, local institutions and governance structure were not seen as an asset in the management of KSNP.

All of those have created a vacuum of authority at village level related to the forest and land use governance related to KSNP.  As the results influencing the behavior of the village people to be more positive toward the park and enforcing laws and regulations became difficult.

1.4
Factors Associated with the Management of ICDP. 

There are a number of characteristics of the ICDP that presumably associated with its ineffectiveness.

First, the process of its implementation was too bureaucratic and centralized which, made implementation goes very slow
 and created distrust from the village people side.  

Second, the activities were mostly externally driven in the sense that cost for outside facilitating organizations were well provided but not for village level facilitation (for details please see Quarterly Report by WWF, various years).  This, to some extent, affected the facilitation activities at the village level.

Third, the participatory principle of program implementation seems not properly carried out in the field.  One example of this was the way the park boundary determined and the border posts were planted that in some cases did not carried out with the consent of the village leaders and people.  

Fourth, the implementation of ICDP seems like only the business of BTNKS.  It is not very clear where the position of district (kabupaten) government in the overall strategy.  It will be very difficult for BTNKS to it alone without legal-institutional and systematic organizational support from the kabupaten government.  


If we referred back to the basic objective of ICDP that is to systematically devolve the management responsibility of the protected areas to the people living within or bordering with it, there is a very strong message of the need to decentralize the management responsibility and funding to local agencies (including local institutions).  However, there was no such an effort to internalize the ICDP as the district (kabupaten) affairs.  One option that can be considered is to persuade the kabupaten to produce a regulation (Peraturan Daerah/PERDA) on protected forest and the way it should be managed that include the roles of local institutions and governance structure in imple-menting the PERDA.  This PERDA will translate the central government laws and regulation into local context.  Therefore, it will be in line with the national laws and policies.  It then followed by repositioning the roles of BTNKS as facilitator for kabupaten in imple-menting various ICDP activities.       

2
Perception towards the parks and its con-servation: ICDP and Non-ICDP Compared.


Villagers’ perception towards the park was measured in terms of their knowledge and attitude toward the park.  Knowledge measure-ment involved four variables; i.e., (a) knowledge about the presence of the park, (b) the length of time villagers had known the park, (c) knowledge about the position of their village in relation to the park, and (d) knowledge about the park border.  While their attitude measurement involved two variables, (a) attitude towards the park, and (b) attitude towards the park border. 

Table 1. Distribution of villagers knowledge about the presence of the park

2.1 Villagers’ knowledge on the presence of the park
	SITE
	KNOWLEDGE ON PRESENCE OF THE PARK
	VILLAGE CATEGORY
	Total

	
	
	ICDP
	NON ICDP
	

	KERINCI
	KNOW
	54
	39
	93

	 
	UNKNOW 
	0
	3
	3

	 
	KNOW BUT UNCARE
	2
	0
	2

	 
	Total 
	56
	42
	98

	MERANGIN
	KNOW
	36
	12
	48

	 
	UNKNOW 
	1
	2
	3

	 
	Total 
	37
	14
	51

	MUSI RAWAS
	KNOW
	35
	20
	55

	
	UNKNOW 
	0
	17
	17

	 
	KNOW BUT UNCARE
	2
	4
	6

	 
	Total 
	37
	41
	78

	PESSEL
	KNOW
	45
	0
	45

	 
	UNKNOW 
	2
	11
	13

	 
	KNOW BUT UNCARE
	0
	1
	1

	 
	Total 
	47
	12
	59

	REJANG LEBONG
	KNOW
	31
	17
	48

	
	UNKNOW 
	5
	30
	35

	 
	KNOW BUT UNCARE
	2
	3
	5

	 
	Total 
	38
	50
	88

	SOLOK
	KNOW
	32
	35
	67

	 
	UNKNOW 
	1
	24
	25

	 
	KNOW BUT UNCARE
	1
	4
	5

	 
	Total 
	34
	63
	97

	ALL SITES
	KNOW
	233
	123
	356

	 
	UNKNOW 
	9
	87
	96

	 
	KNOW BUT UNCARE
	7
	12
	19

	 
	Total 
	249
	222
	471


The question addressed to ask respondents’ knowledge about the presence of the KSNP was: “Is KSNP known to you?”  The possible answers were; known; unknown; or known but uncared.  Their response toward this question varies by site and by category of village.  In Kerinci, 54 out of 56 ICDP respondents knew about the park, while for Non ICDP 39 out of 42 samples KSNP is known to them, in Merangin 37 out of 37 ICDP samples and 12 out of 14 NON ICDP sample also know about the park. Detail on respondents’ knowledge about the presence of the park is presented in Table 1.  In general, except for PESSEL site, presence KSNP is known for both ICDP and NON ICDP village, the villagers have ever heard about the KSNP to some degree.  For all sites, 233 out of 249 samples in ICDP village know the park, while for Non ICDP village, 123 samples out of 222 samples know the KSNP.

	No
	Source of income.
	Kerinci
	Merangin
	Solok


Table 2. Proportion of income by sectors in last year (August 2001 to July 2002) KSNP Village by site (Rp/year)

	
	
	ICDP Village
	Non CDP Village
	ICDP Village
	Non CDP Village
	ICDP Village
	Non ICDP Village

	
	
	Mean (Rp)
	%
	Mean(Rp)
	%
	Mean (Rp.)
	%
	Mean(Rp)
	%
	Mean(Rp)
	%
	Mean (Rp.)
	

	1
	Wetland rice
	843750.00
	9.79
	670928.57
	16.13
	2389972.97
	19.38
	837714.29
	27.97
	1910303.03
	46.04
	4553825
	53.06

	2
	Perennial crops
	2662687.50
	27.72
	970202.38
	9.98
	2212135.14
	22.27
	807142.86
	27.30
	790370.59
	18.73
	602095.24
	7.81

	3
	Dry land farming
	3369919.64
	24.85
	2341464.29
	22.58
	5551351.35
	40.47
	1843428.57
	31.65
	386741.18
	5.56
	1914263.49
	10.85

	4
	Forest product
	0.00
	0.00
	147619.05
	2.25
	27027.03
	0.52
	238000.00
	7.67
	135294.12
	2.04
	223428.57
	1.57

	5
	Livestock
	861750.00
	10.29
	669404.76
	5.07
	677702.70
	4.32
	21428.57
	0.56
	513088.24
	5.80
	1459523.81
	9.46

	6
	Carpentry
	73571.43
	1.23
	31238.10
	0.93
	0.00
	0.00
	8571.43
	0.29
	222647.06
	6.30
	787341.27
	5.86

	7
	Trade
	678928.57
	3.51
	661904.76
	3.27
	289189.19
	1.77
	0.00
	0.00
	586235.29
	8.06
	393928.57
	3.84

	8
	Civil servant/military 
	289285.71
	1.70
	1337142.86
	8.22
	1488108.11
	7.30
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	114285.71
	1.33

	9
	Employee of private sector
	4750.00
	0.15
	585714.29
	2.70
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	171428.57
	1.16

	10
	Fishery
	0.00
	0.00
	7619.05
	0.03
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	17777.78
	0.20

	11
	Craft
	51785.71
	2.74
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	107.14
	0.00
	5882.35
	0.10
	0.00
	0.00

	12
	Home industry
	35714.29
	0.50
	70952.38
	0.87
	0.00
	0.00 
	0.00
	0.00 
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	13
	Transportation
	161250.00
	3.04
	300000.00
	2.53
	2166216.22
	1.89
	104285.71
	4.55
	0.00
	0.00
	63492.06
	0.47

	14
	Wage labor
	407142.86
	3.48
	119285.71
	1.79
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.61
	35294.12
	1.43
	67460.32
	1.43

	15
	Remittance
	771971.25
	8.46
	791619.05
	20.55
	89189.19
	2.07
	0.00
	7.38
	216929.41
	2.98
	250015.87
	2.98

	16
	Others …..
	79035.71
	2.54
	104571.43
	3.14
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.77
	7272.73
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	
	Total
	10,291,542.67
	100.00
	8,809,666.68
	100.00
	14,890,891.90
	100.00
	3,860,678.57
	100.00
	4,810,058.12
	100.00
	10,618,866.26
	100.00


Table 3:  Proportion of income by sectors  (continued)

	No
	Source of income.
	Pesisir Selatan
	Rejang Lebong
	Musi Rawas
	All Site

	
	
	ICDP Village
	Non CDP Village
	ICDP Village
	Non CDP Village
	ICDP Village
	Non CDP Village
	ICDP Village
	Non ICDP Village

	
	
	Mean (Rp)
	%
	Mean(Rp)
	%
	Mean (Rp)
	%
	Mean(Rp)
	%
	Mean (Rp)
	%
	Mean(Rp)
	%
	%
	%

	1
	Wetland rice
	1148152.17
	31.73
	1529166.67
	17.22
	807105.26
	18.65
	789285.57
	28.62
	766702.70
	12.33
	301219.51
	9.00
	21.90
	28.91

	2
	Perennial crops
	735702.13
	10.22
	1704000.00
	15.25
	1087566.67
	42.22
	1476151.02
	25.78
	3033729.73
	40.20
	2032429.73
	43.45
	26.51
	20.46

	3
	Dry land farming
	70319.15
	1.32
	0.00
	0.00
	183589.74
	9.32
	213823.08
	10.34
	565351.35
	9.50
	449024.39
	9.82
	15.42
	13.50

	4
	Forest product
	240755.32
	3.79
	750000.00
	4.64
	2564.10
	0.23
	23112.24
	1.73
	495945.95
	4.61
	0.00
	0.00
	1.89
	1.95

	5
	Livestock
	2441808.51
	4.32
	1687500.00
	3.79
	3846.15
	0.15
	6020.41
	0.28
	1814864.86
	8.77
	133902.44
	1.39
	9.02
	4.83

	6
	Carpentry
	273478.26
	21.08
	250000.00
	14.94
	0.00
	0.00
	113877.55
	1.86
	351351.35
	3.33
	14634.15
	1.63
	1.98
	2.71

	7
	Trade
	1221276.60
	1.92
	780000.00
	2.38
	217948.72
	2.99
	366734.69
	7.52
	1589189.19
	7.49
	1044878.05
	12.29
	5.13
	6.12

	8
	Civil servant/military 
	746276.60
	7.51
	0.00
	8.47
	338461.54
	2.43
	0.00
	0.00
	673297.30
	4.67
	235121.95
	2.44
	2.91
	2.39

	9
	Employee of private 
	306382.98
	1.99
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.33
	0.84

	10
	Fishery
	2170.21
	1.60
	0.00
	0.00
	81025.64
	3.58
	8163.27
	0.91
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.62
	0.26

	11
	Craft
	0.00
	0.31
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	4054.05
	0.05
	0.00
	0.00
	0.63
	0.00

	12
	Home industry
	63829.79
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.24
	0.17

	13
	Transportation
	1060869.57
	0.70
	750000.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	805405.41
	5.44
	600000.00
	7.42
	2.17
	2.67

	14
	Wage labor
	130425.53
	2.14
	0.00
	7.14
	0.00
	0.00
	29591.84
	1.44
	129729.73
	0.71
	21951.22
	3.25
	1.16
	1.67

	15
	Remittance
	271319.15
	1.02
	7118333.33
	0.00
	553974.36
	20.92
	553918.37
	21.52
	29189.19
	0.43
	302556.10
	9.31
	7.22
	12.93

	16
	Others …..
	1939361.70
	3.65
	0.00
	30.80
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	196216.22
	2.47
	0.00
	0.00
	3.18
	0.60

	
	Total
	10,652,127.67
	100.02 
	14,569,000.00
	100.00
	3,276,082.18
	100.00
	3,580,678.04
	100.00
	10,455,027.03
	100.00
	5,135,717.54
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00


The category of respondent response toward the existence of the park then tested with Chi-Square to determine whether the difference of knowledge between ICDP and NON ICDP village statistically significant.  The statistical analysis shows that for Kerinci and Merangin the number of sample who KSNP known to them is not statistically different. Asymptotic Significance for these two sites are 0.063 and 0.117 respectively
. Meaning both sample know about the KSNP.  But for other sites, number of sample in ICDP village and those in Non ICDP village who know about the KSNP is statistically significant. Asymptotic significance is less then 0.000xx, Meaning, the number of sample who know about the presence of the park is greater in ICDP Village as compare to Non ICDP villages.  For all sites, the difference on villagers’ knowledge about the park between villagers in ICDP facilitated village (ICDP Village) with those of Non ICDP Village is a statistically significant. However, exception is found for Kerinci and Merangin.

Using other indicator such as Pearson Chi-Square value, it is greater than then X2 table.  It means that  knowledge of KSNP villagers towards existence of the park at ICDP village is better then those of Non ICDP Village.  The conclusion is that ICDP facilitation has increased villagers knowledge about the presence of the park.  In Kerinci, both ICDP and Non ICDP facilitated villages, the villagers know about the existence of the park.  Possible reason could be that Sungai Penuh as capital of the district is where KSNP headquarter is found is relatively closed to these sites.  As such, the interaction between the park management with the villagers might have been more intensive then rest of districts prior to ICDP implementation. Villagers could explain very well the purposes of the park as to protect the natural resource, to protect flora and fauna as well as to limit access the forest. 

2.2
Length of time villagers know about the park.


Testing whether time span on the length of year villagers had known about the park has something to do with ICDP implementation, follow on question addressed to the respondents was: “When was the first time you heard about KSNP?”  Five possible options were; since last year, since two years ago, since three years ago, since four years ago, and since five years ago or more.  The tendency with regard to the length of time they heard about KSNP indicates that more respondent in Kerinci, Merangin, and Musi Rawas had known about KSNP five years ago or more either in ICDP or Non ICDP village.  For Pessel, Solok, and Rejang Lebong, KSNP only known to them in last four years, coincidence with ICDP implementation, while villagers of Non ICDP villagers had never known about the existence of KSNP.  To determine whether ICDP facilitation increased villagers knowledge about the park, the length of time since the first time villager heard about KSNP was tested using Chi-square, the category is simplified into two categories; in last four years and five years ago or more considering that ICDP facilitation started fours ago. The result is shown that in all sites, the period of 1997 to date significantly correlated with the length of time since the first time villagers of KSNP village heard about KSNP.  All  Asymptotic Significances are less then 0.05. All of Pearson Chi-Square values are also great-er. Indicate that period of ICDP implementation significantly correlates with the first time KSNP villagers heard about the existence of the park.  


However, the likelihood ratio (the ratio of probability for ICDP sample to replicate the same value of Non ICDP sample) varies by site.  The lower ratio is found in Kerinci and Merangin where probability for villagers of ICDP facilitated village to heard about KSNP is only 9 and 6 time as compare to villagers of Non ICDP facilitated village respectively.  For another sites these ratio varies from 19 to 38.  Again, PESSEL has a highest likelihood ratio. Test for all sites indicate that villagers of ICDP facilitated villages has 105 times chances to heard about the park as compare to those of Non ICDP facilitated village.

2.3
Knowledge about the position of village in relation to park.


Hypothesis 1 is further tested whether villagers were aware if their villages are in direct border with the park.  The question addressed was: “Is your village is in direct border with the park?” The possible answers then were; yes, no, or do not know. The distribution of respondent response indicated that KSNP villagers in Kerinci, Merangin, Rejang Lebong, and Solok both ICDP and NON ICDP village have a better knowledge about the village-park border. Musirawas and Pessel show different pattern where villagers of ICDP village answered “no” if their village has direct border with the park. In fact, their villages are actually in direct border with the park, while sample of non ICDP village do not know about it. In general, samples of ICDP village have better understanding on the position of their village in relation to the park.  Category of villagers’ knowledge whether their villages is in direct border with the park is also tested to determine the difference between knowledge of villagers of ICDP village with those of Non ICDP Village statistically.  Consistent with previous test result, ICDP villagers knowledge about the position of the village in relation to the park is better then those of Non ICDP villages.  This question then is followed on with question asking whether they know exactly the exact border (pal batas).  

2.4
Knowledge about park border (pal batas).


The question on the position of their village in relation to park was followed on with the question on villagers knowledge about the exact border (pal batas TNKS). Unlike villagers’ knowledge about the existence of the park in their village as well as the position of the park in relation to village, their knowledge about the exact border of the park show different pattern.  Most of them, except Kerinci and Merangin, do not know the border either in ICDP village or Non-ICDP village. Two possible explanations for this phenomenon are; villagers never seen the pal batas because they do not enter the park; second, the villagers were not involved in placing the border.  Another explanation is because the pal batas has been covered by forest or shrub, or in the worst case, the border had been removed by others. However, to determine this indifference statistically, Chi-Square analysis has been run, the result is presented in Table 8. 


Kerinci and PESSEL show different cases where villagers of ICDP and Non-ICDP village both do not know about the pal batas TNKS, Asymptotic Significance is greater then 0.05 and likelihood ratio is 5.3 and 2.5 respectively. It means that the different on knowledge about the park border between villagers of ICDP village and those non ICDP village in Kerinci and Pessel is not statistically significant.  However, for the rest of sites, knowledge about the border of villagers at ICDP village and non ICDP village are different significantly.  Meaning, knowledge of villagers of ICDP villages about the park border is better than those of Non-ICDP village.  In other words, ICDP implementation has increased villagers knowledge about the border of the park. 

2.5
Attitude toward the park.


If the respondent knew about the park, follow on question addressed to him/her was: “What is your opinion about the park?” The possible answers were; SRONGLY AGREE; AGREE, DISAGREE, STRONGLY DISAGREE, and AMBIGOUS.  The villagers’ response on their attitude to the park is vary among the research sites.  In Kerinci, both groups agree and strongly agree with the park establishment, in Rejang Lebong portion of villagers that agree and disagree with park establishment and those who ambiguous with the park is almost equal,   while in another sites more villagers of ICDP village agree with the park and villagers of Non ICDP village disagree with the park establishment.  The statistical analysis show that there is no significant difference on villagers attitude toward the park in Kerinci and in Rejang Lebong. For the whole sites, the difference is statistically significant, meaning villagers of ICDP village tend to agree with the park while Non ICDP one disagree.

2.6
Attitude towards the placement of park border.


However, when come to the placement of park border, villagers have different attitude. The number of DISAGREE response in large portion is found Musi Rawas, AMBIGOUSE response in ICDP Village of PESSEL.  There is a clear different response between ICDP dan NON ICDP villagers.  Again in Kerinci both group seem to agree  with border placement, in Pessel both group are ambiguous, while in the rest of the sites, villagers from ICDP village tend to agree with border and Non ICDP tend to disagree or ambiguous. The Statistical analysis on their attitude toward the park are as following.  In Kerinci and Pessel their attitude toward the border is not statistically different, while for the rest of sites the attitude of both groups is different statistically. ICDP villages tend to agree while Non ICDP one tend to disagree or ambiguous. 

3 
The pattern of economic activities in relation to conservation (ICDP and Non-ICDP Compared).


Pattern of household economic activities in relation to conservation is seen in five aspects;  i.e. proportion of household income derived from forest resources, income derived from alternative economic activities, size of cultivation inside the park in 1997 and in 2002, number of household member involved in harvesting timber and non timber produces, and lastly number of household cultivating the park. Details on these aspects as follow.

3.1
Proportion of income derived from forest product.


There are various forest products collecting activities practiced by villagers in KSNP villages.  Hunting animal like dear, kijang, kambing hutan, kinds of birds, and fish, is still practiced by villagers.  Collecting non timber products like rattan, bamboo, firewood, fruits, gum,  dammar, etc., is also still in practiced.  Collecting timber products from some species of wood like Meranti, Gronang, Banio also found in some villages. Harvesting coffee bean, rubber, cinnamon from plot inside the park is also considered as harvesting forest product activities. Proportion of household income from various sectors is presented in Table 2.   


In all sites, portion of forest produce contributes only 1.89% and 1.95% of total household  income for ICDP village for Non ICDP village respectively.  However, there is variation among sites.  In ICDP village of Kerinci and Non ICDP village of Musi Rawas, portion of income from forest resource is zero, while in other site varies from 7.67% Non ICDP village in Merangin (the highest) to 0.23% in ICDP village of Rejang Lebong. The mean of income portion derived from forest is greater in Non ICDP village as compared to Non ICDP one, however the difference is not statistically significant (see Table 3).

3.2
Mean of income derived from alternative economic activities.


Sixteen source of household income were identified, three of these are main source of income, i.e.,  wet land rice cultivation, perennial cash crop and dry land farming.  Mean of income from alternative economic activities is Rp 10,358,553 for ICDP village and Rp. 7,330,992 for Non-ICDP village, but the different is not statistically significant, except for Merangin, Solok, and Musi Rawas.

3.3
Size of cultivation inside the park in 1997 and 2002.


One objective of the ICDP is to reduce economic pressure on the park in which forest cultivation posses a major threat.  To analyze the change of size of cultivation inside the park since the implementation of ICDP, size of cultivation in 1997 and 2002 were compared between ICDP and NON ICDP village.  Average size of cultivation inside the park varies from 0.00 to 0.60 hectare. There is no significant difference between ICDP and NON ICDP household with regards to land cultivation inside the park in 1997, where mean of cultivation inside the park in ICDP village was 0.21 ha and 0.1027 ha for Non ICDP village (Table 4 and 5).  Quite contrary to the expectation, in 2002, the average size of land cultivation inside the park for ICDP village was 0.25 ha (increased)  and Non ICDP village was 0.10 (decreased). The different is statistically significant. However, the increase in size of cultivation inside the park mostly contribution of Musi Rawas.

Table 4:  Average cultivation size inside the park in 2002 by type of cultivation (ha)

	SITE
	VILLAGE CATEGORY
	SIZE OF CULTIVATION INSIDE THE PARK IN 2002 (HA)

	
	
	WETLAND RICE CULTIVATION
	DRY LAND FARMING
	PERRENIAL CASH CROPS
	MIX CROPS
	TOTAL

	KERINCI
	ICDP  
	.00
	.02
	.15
	.06
	.23

	
	NON ICDP  
	.00
	.12
	.03
	.11
	.26

	MERANGIN
	ICDP
	.00
	.14
	.14
	.05
	.32

	
	NON ICDP
	.00
	.14
	.14
	.21
	.50

	MUSI RAWAS
	ICDP   
	.00
	.35
	.20
	.04
	.59

	
	NON ICDP
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	PESSEL
	ICDP           
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	
	NON-ICDP
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	REJANG LEBONG
	ICDP   
	.00
	.03
	.01
	.00
	.03

	
	NON ICDP
	.00
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.01

	SOLOK
	ICDP
	.15
	.06
	.17
	.04
	.43

	
	NON ICDP
	.02
	.00
	.04
	.01
	.07


Table 5:  Average size of cultivation by category of cultivation and by category of Village (ha).

	Site/Village Category
	Wetland cultivation (Sawah)
	Dry land cultivation (Ladang)
	Perrenial Cash crops cultivation (Kebun)
	Mix crops (Kebun campuran)
	Total

	Kerinci
	ICDP
	0.25
	0.22
	0.38
	0.17
	1.02

	
	NON ICDP
	0.18
	0.60
	0.45
	0.25
	1.48

	Merangin
	ICDP
	0.47
	0.96
	0.78
	0.70
	2.91

	
	NON ICDP
	0.13
	0.89
	0.80
	0.91
	2.73

	Musi Rawas
	ICDP
	0.41
	0.38
	1.47
	0.00
	2.26

	
	NON ICDP
	0.15
	0.37
	0.91
	0.01
	1.44

	Pessel
	ICDP
	0.40
	0.16
	0.28
	0.06
	0.90

	
	NON ICDP
	0.32
	0.21
	0.19
	0.13
	0.85

	Rejang Lebong
	ICDP
	0.31
	0.14
	0.66
	0.22
	1.33

	
	NON ICDP
	0.38
	0.18
	0.58
	0.08
	1.22

	Solok
	ICDP
	0.33
	0.19
	0.62
	0.21
	1.35

	
	NON ICDP
	0.69
	0.18
	0.27
	0.23
	1.37


3.4
Number of household members involved in harvesting forest produces.


The mean in number of household member involved in harvesting timber and non timber in ICDP villages is 0.06, while for Non ICDP one is 0.12.  Overall picture of household member harvesting forest product is not different between ICDP and Non ICDP village, however, for particular sites like Musi Rawas, number of household member of ICDP village involved in harvesting forest product is greater then those of non ICDP village.  The different is statistically significant.  While in Merangin number of household member at ICDP village involve in harvesting forest product is less then Non ICDP village significantly. Conclusion for all sites is that number of household member involved in harvesting forest produces is not different between ICDP village with Non ICDP village. 

3.5
Number of household involved in cultivating forest land.


Characteristic of household in KSNP bordering village can be classified into; forest cultivator and non forest cultivator one.   In both village category and in all sites, forest cultivator household, those who clear the forest for cultivation purpose were found (Table 6). However, the number of non forest cultivator household is greater than those of forest cultivator one.  Statistical analysis for all sites result in a significant differences between ICDP village and Non ICDP village, however per site comparison give difference insignificant. In conclusion, the number of forest cultivator household in ICDP village is not different from Non ICDP village.  In other words, ICDP has not reduced number of household involved in forest cultivation. 

Table 6:  Characteristic of household in terms of forest cultivation activity by site and by category of village
	SITE
	Characteristic of household
	Village Category
	Total

	
	
	ICDP
	NON ICDP
	

	KERINCI 
	Non forest cultivator 
	51
	36
	87

	
	Forest cultivator
	5
	6
	11

	
	Total 
	56
	42
	98

	MERANGIN
	Non forest cultivator 
	11
	7
	18

	
	Forest cultivator
	26
	7
	33

	
	Total 
	37
	14
	51

	MUSI RAWAS
	Non forest cultivator 
	27
	34
	61

	
	Forest cultivator
	10
	7
	17

	
	Total 
	37
	41
	78

	PESSEL
	Non forest cultivator 
	43
	11
	54

	
	Forest cultivator
	4
	1
	5

	
	Total 
	47
	12
	59

	REJANG LEBONG
	Non forest cultivator 
	32
	44
	76

	
	Forest cultivator
	7
	5
	12

	
	Total 
	39
	49
	88

	SOLOK
	Non forest cultivator 
	28
	59
	87

	
	Forest cultivator
	6
	4
	10

	
	Total 
	34
	63
	97

	ALL SITES
	Non forest cultivator 
	192
	191
	383

	
	Forest cultivator
	58
	30
	88

	
	Grand Total 
	250
	221
	471


Table 7:  Summary of statistical analysis on socioeconomic impact of ICDP Implementation (ICDP and NON ICDP compared).

	No
	Hypotheses
	Sites
	ALL SITES

	
	
	Kerinci
	Merangin
	Solok
	Pesisir Selatan
	Musi Rawas
	Rejang Lebong
	

	1. 
	ICDP implementation has caused a better villagers’ perception on the existence of the park  towards conservation of KSNP
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	a.
Knowledge about the presence of the park
	×
	×
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	
	b.
Length of year awareness about the presence of the park
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	
	c. 
Knowledge about the position of the village in relation with park
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	
	d.
Knowledge about exact border of the park
	×
	√
	√
	×
	√
	√
	√

	
	e.
Attitude towards the establishment of the park
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	
	f.
Attitude toward the placement of the border
	×
	√
	√
	×
	√
	√
	√

	2. 
	ICDP implementation has reduced proportion of villagers’ income derived from forest resources.
	×
	×
	×
	×
	√
	×
	×

	3. 
	ICDP implementation has increased villagers income derived from alternative economic activities
	×
	√
	√
	×
	√
	×
	×

	4.
	ICDP implementation has reduced size of cultivation in forest areas
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	a. 
Difference of  the size of cultivation inside the park in 2002
	×
	×
	√
	×
	√
	×
	√

	
	b.
Difference of the size of cultivation inside the park in 1997
	×
	×
	×
	×
	√
	×
	×

	5.
	ICDP implementation has reduced number of villagers involved in harvesting the timber and non timber products
	×
	√
	×
	×
	√
	×
	×

	6.
	ICDP implementation has reduced number of household involved in cultivating the park
	×
	×
	×
	×
	×
	×
	√


Note:

×  = the difference between ICDP and Non-ICDP village is not significant at level of 0.95.

√  = the difference between ICDP and Non-ICDP village is significant at level of 0.95.
CONCLUSIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS.

1
Conclusion.

The conclusion is derived from three modes of evidences: village level and household level surveys, from issues identified during the field work, secondary data review.


From secondary data, it is concluded that there are, at least, four major factors identified as the cause of the negative interaction between villagers KSNP bordering villages with park area, namely: (1) internal factors associated with the village people; (2) factors associated with the marketing of forest products especially timber; and (3) Vacuum of authority at village level related to forest and communal land use, ( 4) factors associated with the management of ICDP.  The negative interaction between villagers and park in part is caused by internal factors associated with villagers, such as low level of education of household head with low level of income and relatively large number of dependants.  This is exacerbated by traditional claim of land use by villagers and unilateral establishment of park boundaries. Their activities within in park are supported by the presence of collector at village level. Meanwhile, authority at village level related to forest and communal land use governance is vacuum simply because the decline of authority since the park management not only undermined the customary laws to which local authority used to attach but also does not recognize the local institutions prior to park establishment.  Unfortunately, the ICDP that supposed to develop such a participatory approach in conserving the park adopt a bureaucratic and centralized implementation process to satisfy their own externally driven activities which further more hindering a proper participatory principle. The ICDP lost its nature as integrated project since involvement of others sector in project implementation and service delivery is obscure. What obvious then is BTNKS as sole agent of change. 


Meanwhile, Household and village level survey brought to the following conclusion that Integrated Conservation Development Project (ICDP) of Kerinci Seblat National Park (KSNP) that had been initiated since 1996 and supposed to be closed by the end of 2002 had, indeed, brought changes at household and village level with regards to conservation of the park to some degree.


At household level, the said project has increased a better perception of the household with regards to understanding and positive attitude towards conservation of the park.  Households member represented by household head are aware of the presence of the park next to their village, and they understand that the purposes of the park establishment are for the shake of global interest, household economy, and for the next generation of human kind.  The new perception, however, is in contradictory with their daily live as portion of their income is derived from forest resources.   The contradiction is brought by the fact that the new recourse of economic activities has not grown with the same rate as growth of villagers’ positive perception toward the park. The pattern of economic activiti-es remains intact with traditional practices. The alternative economic activities introduced by the project through a participatory approach have its own limitation to reach forest dependent household in short run. Another source of internal conflict in part of villagers with regards to perception, conservation and alternative economic activities is the fact that income derived from alternative economic activities is very much affected by external force in form of uncontrollable price fluctuation of produces of their alternative economy. Here, the notion of integrated approach is again being questioned.   Meanwhile, the population increased through two modes; naturally and artificially. The last posses a greater threat to the park as new comers encroach park area for cultivation purposes.


Time is really a manner in such endeavor of changing villagers’ perception and behavior towards conservation the park. Time span greatly affects villagers’ perception and behavior towards the conservation, new strategy must speed up the change. Such a prestigious mission should be really approached through an integration way.  From issues listed in preceding sections, it can be concluded that lack of integration among service delivery sectors is one of the lope hole of the strategy when the ideal mode of integration is far from into being.  Creation of alternative economic recourse requires more work on promoting new alternative itself and it means sector other then forest and park itself should play major role not in other way around.


When the integration within leading sector itself is in question, especially when each player work on their own, the integration of various sectors to carry out the mission became far from into being, .  The mission on other hand also need a genuine participation from target group, when the participation is only pseudo in nature, it is not surprising if the intended objectives are still far into being.   Law enforcement is a big issue in park conservation management. Much of park rules do not work. This is some thing to do with a larger context of power relation that can not be solved at park level it self and need a common commitment among various stakeholders in conserving the park.  Another weak point of the approach obviously is lack of participatory mechanism for the villagers to guard the park when confront with outsiders who intrude the forest through their village. This is also a kind of misidentification of real target group for conser-vation project that assumed the target group was only those who live in nearby villages and omitted others who live in other villages from being targeted.  Grant provision for some groups in bordering villages without proper facilitation potentially created group disintegration and make mission of park conservation getting far apart as non-granted groups would resist the conservation mission and make it difficult to promote a true participation. 

2.
Recommendations.


Mission of satisfying various interests in the form of park conservation, however, is not an impossible mission. New strategy should be explored with learned lessons from previous approaches. Site specific approach is one of them; as such some models need to be developed.  Demand driven is another one. Immediate task is to overcome latent conflict at village level as an unintended result of conservation grant disburse-ment. The current lower price of agricultural commodities is the best time to speed up process of behavior changes in the village when to introduce park free economic activities.  Another potential impetus for introducing non forest related economic activities now is the fact that the villagers are in stage of tired of collecting forest produces that tremendously decreasing and getting difficult to find. Forest product harvesters in the village are now aware that the activity could not sustained in long run and it possess high risk to their own safety.  New approach conservation program should be explored and expanded to other villages, unless the current achievement would be disappeared in short run. 


On the part of BTNKS, non resident illegal loggers should be monitored through activating current forest guard post.  Traditional mechanism of forest conservation should be identified, promoted, and developed for a greater effect, as such join park management should be envisaged.

This study specifically recommends the follow-ing activities for a better KSNP ICDP approach:

1). Repositioning the role of BTNKS from a leading agent of park management to become facilitator,

2). Internalization the management of the park into kabupaten government affairs,

3). Establishing local institution and governance structure and building their capacity for park management, and

4). Strengthening laws and local rules enforcement

The above mentioned basic recommendations would give a basis for alternative pathway to a better ICDP implementation.
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� 	See for example BTNKS, Components A,B,C, and D, and WWF, 2001; Jurusan Sosek FPUA, 2001; Soengkono, Suminar, and Warsono; 2001; Handayani, Giripuro, Hurhayati, and Widodo, 2001; Suminar, Tjahjono, and Sungkono, 2001; Husaini, Sudarto, Asep M, Endang S., Arwani, 2001; PKAS Unand, 2000;  Bappeda Tk. I Sumatera Barat and PSLH Unand, 1998; and Forestry Department and WWF, 1998). 


� 	The perception of the people toward KSNP is something that need to be taken into account because they are directly related to the behavior of the village people toward the park.  The center of this perception is that traditional (adat) claim on the land they currently cultivated which is overlap with park area.  


� 	Up to the fourth year of implementation of VCG/HKD, only about 20% of the budget allocated for this activity have been disbursed to the village (unpublished data per September 2001, Component D)


� 	Asymptotic Significance is the significance level that is based on the asymptotic distribution of a test statistic. Typically, a value of less than 0.05 is considered significant. The asymptotic significance is based on the assumption that the data set is large. If the data set is small or poorly distributed, this may not be a good indication of significance (SPSS Inc., 1998-1999).
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