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Abstract

Development of protected forest is often considered to be a way to preserve biodiversity and ecosystem service.  To 
keep protected area, Indonesia government excludinged local people from protected forest by making a policy which 
prohibits grazing on protected forest. However, the success of protected forest management often depends on 
perception of local people because the policy  has affected livestock owners who have interest in forest use. Exclusion 
of local people from protected forest leads loss of people income and unemployment. This study applied a 
socioeconomic approach to examine and analyze the livestock owner perception on forest grazing prohibition in 
Timor Island of Indonesia by conducting a household survey of 36 livestock owners. The study  results showed  that 
30.6%, 50.0%, 19.4%, 0%, and 0% of livestock owners are totally disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, and totally 
agree, with grazing prohibition, respectively. In addition, people perception was significantly affected by number of 
livestock owned by people. It means that livestock owners mostly reject the policy on grazing prohibition. Indeed 
policy which prohibits grazing on the protected forest is not effective to be implemented. Government and policy 
maker should review the policy and consider the refusal of livestock owner toward exclusion policy. Interest of local 
people should be considered in developing a policy on protected forest. 
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 Introduction
Indonesian Government has classified state forest into 

three categories namely protected forest, conservation forest, 
and production forest. In the protected forest and 
conservation forest, the government has prohibited forest 
grazing. This policy happens in all provinces without 
considering local people context. In some area, the policy 
couldnt be implemented because the local people have 
rejected the policy.

Paletto et. al. (2013) stated that individual perceptions are 
becoming to increase appropriatey as a central component of 
social and environmental sustainability.  An analysis of 
people perceptions is vital to participate in forest planning 
and management because individual knowledge has the 
potential to support effectively the decision-makers in the 
management and preservation of forest resources. According 
to Dolisca (2007), a better consideration of rural people 
knowledges on forest, their awareness of deforestation and 
perceived impact on their socio-economic and 
environmental welfare, are vital to the development and 
implementation of management strategies that are both 
sustainable and sensitive to the existing local needs. 

Humans are dependent on ecosystems and their abilities 
to provide services contribute to well-being.  However, 
sometime we face the loss of ecosystem service because of 

anthropogenic activities (Mutiso et al. 2013). Local people 
are considered as a cause of loss of ecosystem service 
(Contreras-Hermosilla 2000). Livestock owners are 
considered as a cause of forest degradation in Gunung Mutis. 

Protected areas can enforce economic costs on local 
communities by limiting their ability to use forests for 
agriculture, logging, and hunting. But they can also supply 
economic benefits by spurring tourism, attracting 
infrastructure investments, and ensuring the continued 
provision of valuable forest ecosystem services (Ferraro 
2008; Ferraro & Hanauer 2011).  So that, the government 
sometimes exclude the local people from forest to sustain the 
protected forest. 

Local people are the important stakeholder to implement 
the suitable forest management (Silvano 2005). Livestock 
owners are key actors in actively using, changing, and 
managing the forest. Therefore, livestock owners must be 
included in management procedures (Gunawan et al. 2004).  
However, local people often are not supportive to the policy 
that prohibits forest grazing because of their limit access to 
forest, and they create human–wildlife conflicts (Sodhi et al. 
2008).  There is a conflict between protected area and local 
people.  Sodhi et al. (2010) stated that the local people need 
to be aware of the purported benefits of nature because the 
effective conservation hinges on garnering support.
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Although scarce and fragmented, Nusa Tenggara forests 
are important at the local, regional, and international levels. 
At a local level, communities use forest areas as grazing lands 
for livestock as well as a source of income supplements, 
building materials, and fuel-wood. Given an arid climate, 
forested areas play a critical regional role as water catchment, 
in Nusa Tenggara especially at the steep and mountainous 
locations. The unique ecology, their high levels of endemic 
species and biodiversity of forested area attract international 
interest to their conservation. The government of Indonesia 
has declared several areas attracting international interest 
such as national parks and nature reserves (Lentz et al.  
1998).

Beside the importance of the forest to local communities 
as an area for livestock grazing, the forest also plays a 
significant role as a source of income supplements, water 
supply, building materials, and fuel-wood. Income 
supplements consist of the income of collecting honey from 
wild bee nests and valuable timber forest products such as 
sandalwood in Gunung Mutis. Water is piped from springs in 
the forest to households for cooking, drinking, bathing, etc. 
Building materials and fuel wood are collected from the dried 
trunks and branches of naturally fallen Ampupu trees (Lentz 
et al. 1998). 

Local people depend on the natural resources of the 
conservation area (Eghenter 2000). There has been an 
increasing emphasis on (a) the participation of local people in 
management of conservation areas and (b) the need to 
balance conservation priorities with the development needs 
of the communities living in and around the conservation 
area. Evidence from anthropological, human ecological, and 
archaeological studies had shown that local people in certain 
cases  had played an important role in preservation of specific 
environments and that human-induced disturbances had been 
part of natural landscape (Headland 1997). There was a 
conflict between protected area and local people forest 
because of different protection priorities of natural resources 
and economic development (Wells & Brandon 1992).  Many 
villagers depend on raising dairy cattle as their main source 
of income in Timor Island.

Indonesia government has established the protected 
forest in Gunung Mutis, Timor Island since 1974.   A policy 
that prohibits grazing was made to keep the protected forest. 
Establishing the protected area limited grazing activities on 
the forest, so the forest can be maintained. However, 
protected areas enforce economic cost on local communities 
and decrease income of local people (Ferraro 2008).

Forest decline is the result of actions by a number of 
agents. Agents are individuals, groups of individuals or 
institutions that directly convert forested lands to other uses 
or that intervene in forests without necessarily causing 
deforestation but substantially reducing their productive 
capacity. Agents include shifted cultivators, private, and 
government logging companies, mining, oil, farming 
corporations, forest concessionaires, and ranchers. These 
agents clear the forest lands or selectively exploit the forests 
for agricultural expansion, survival, mining, forest products, 
and fuel-wood, etc (Contreras-Hermosilla 2000).

Local communities were highly dependent on the 
ecosystem.  They perceived ecosystem benefit of provision 

of raw materials, prevention against natural disasters, 
climate regulation, and soil retention.  Encroachment and 
illicit felling were identified as the main causes of such 
degradation. In order to stop the continuing degradation 
which is allowed by conventional forest management flaws, 
the adaptive co-management has been recommended to 
conserve this ecosystem in a more equitable way (Iftekhar & 
Takama 2008).

Rural communities exploit forests in unsustainable ways 
in searching profits and survival. These are the primary 
actors in forest decline and their immediate motivations are 
the direct causes of deforestation and degradation 
(Contreras-Hermosilla 2000).  There are some important 
stakeholders in such programs (Purnomo et al. 2012). Rural 
communities exploit grass growing in forest and they donot 
aware about forest sustainable in the some forest areas.

Indonesian government has  made a ruler that prohibits 
grazing  on forest area  to establish sustainable forest with 
alternative sources of preferable ecosystem services that 
fulfill conservation objectives and reduce poverty.  We need 
information about the perceptions of local people regarding 
forest policy. The information about local people's 
perception is useful for considering policy implementation.

Perception of local people affects forest sustainability.  
People who perceived sustainable forest benefit tend to 
support in keeping forest. In contrast, local people who do 
not perceive forest benefit tend to decline forest. Perception 
of local people is affected by socio-economic factors (Tortop 
2012).  Muhamad et. al. (2014) found that interest of local 
people affects  their perception.

Gunung Mutis forest is located in Timor Island, 
Indonesia.  It faces the pressure of local people. There are 16 
districts and 102,612 heads of livestock surrounding Gunung 
Mutis Forest (Indonesia Central Bureau of Statistics 2016).  
The number of family surrounding Gunung Mutis forest is 
36.470 families. Local people graze for their livestock on 
forest.    

Livestock owners use protected forest for feeding their 
livestock in Timor Island.  Livestock owners are affected by 
the policy that prohibits grazing on protected forest in Timor 
Island.  The implementation of a policy that prohibits grazing 
on protected forest depends on perception of livestock 
owners.  Moreover, socio-economic characteristic affects 
local people perception on forest conservation  (Qua et al. 
2012). 

There are many researchs about protected forest but there 
is limited information about people perception on forest 
policy. We investigated the policy related to people 
livelihood and examined how the policy was implemented.  
Our objectives were to (1) determine the effects of socio-
economic status on their perceptions on forest grazing 
prohibition and (2) analyze relationship between livestock 
owner perception and forest grazing policy.   

Methods
Theoretical framework  Theoretical framework used 
(Figure 1) was developed by Institute Development Studies 
(IDS) in 2006 to examine relationship between perception 
and policy implementation. To analyze policy 
implementation, IDS developed and elaborated a simple 
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framework linking three interconnected themes such as 
knowledge and discourse (what is the 'policy narrative' how is 
it framed through sciencetific research, etc); actors and 
networks (who is involved and how they are connected), and 
politics and interests (what are the underlying power 
dynamics).  The policy narrative is that the government of 
Indonesia has prohibited forest grazing on conservation 
forest and protected forest.  Actors related forest grazing are 
livestock owners, government, and other actors.  Income is 
interest of livestock owners, but ecological services are 
interest of Indonesian government.      

The policy literature states that policy implementation is 
mainly driven by actors' beliefs, values, and experience. 
Actors' core beliefs comprise distinct sets of policy goals, 
perceptions of problems and their causes, and preferences for 
problem solutions (Sotirov et. al. 2016). Because individual 
knowledge has the potential to effectively support the 
decision-makers in the management and preservation of 
forest resources, an analysis of people perceptions is 
fundamental to participatory forest planning and 
management (Paletto et al. 2013)

Study area The study (Figure 2)  was carried out in two  
villages  of Timor Island, Indonesia namely Fatumnasi and 
Tune. The main criterion for village selection was proximity 
to protected forest. Fatumnasi and Tune were all located near 
Gunung Mutis Protected Forest.  Some of households in 
Fatumnasi and Tune Village use protected forest for grazing 
their livestock.  According to Indonesian Statistics Bureau 
(2016), the number of households in the villages is altogether 
approximately 527. 

Gunung Mutis protected forest is located in Timor Island, 
Indonesia. The island of Timor, northwest of Australia, is the 
largest and the most eastern of the Lesser Sunda Islands. The 

2island of Timor covers an area of 28,000 km  and is the largest 
of the many islands located in the Eastern Indonesian 
archipelago of Nusa Tenggara. Cultural traditions are diverse 
and strong among the population of Nusa Tenggara, and the 
majority of people livelihood sources is agriculture and 

raising livestock. Infrastructure such as roads and electricity 
are available to only a small portion of the population and 
their access to health care, education, and other services are 
very limited (ITTO 2013). Timor belongs to the transitional 
border area between the Oriental and Australian Regions, 
frequently called Wallacea (Lohman et al. 2011). The 
115,380 hectares of the unique Gunung Mutis (2,427 m) is 
dominated by homogenous stands of Eucalyptus urophylla . 
The forested slopes of Gunung Mutis, the locality type of the 
new species, are a critical watershed for Timor Island and 
play a strong role in the culture and economy of several 
villages located in and around Gunung Mutis (Lentz et. al. 
1998).

Indonesia government has designated Gunung Mutis 
area as state forest in 1974. High grazing pressure and 
repeated fires occurred in Gunung Mutis forest (Dickinson et 
al. 2000).  There are 16 districts and 102,612 heads of 
livestock surrounding Gunung Mutis Forest (Indonesia 
Central Bureau of Statistics 2016).

Data collection A simple random sample of 36 livestock 
owners (5% of the livestock owners) was selected by using 
the Random Number Generator Program. The data were 
collected by conducting personal interviews of the livestock 
owners by using a structured questionnaire. Data collection 
was conducted on April−June 2016.  Moreover, the data 
were also collected through focused group discussion 
sessions which were attended by 10 persons including 
representatives from the head of village, farmers, and 
livestock owners.  The sessions were intended to solicit the 
participant opinions about the important uses of forest, 
investigate reasons for  grazing on forest, and enlist the 
suggestions for protected forest conservation.

Descriptive statistics (frequency distribution, mean, and 
standard deviation) and Kruskal–Wallis tests were used to 
analyze the data.  The Kruskall-Wallis tests were used to 
elucidate  socio-economic factors  which affect livestock 
owner perceptions on grazing prohibition.
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Figure 1  Theoretical framework for analyzing policy 
processes.

Figure 2   Location of Gunung Mutis forest.

Source: ITTO 2013
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Results and Disscusion
Characteristics of the respondents The findings of the 
study (Table 1) indicated that no respondent was less than 21 
years of age and 22.2 % of respondents were between the age 
of 21 and 40 years. The respondents who were more than 61 
year of age represented only 7.5% while 69.4% of 
respondents were between the age of 41 and 60 years. The 
study revealed that people were less than 21 years of age had 
no livestock. Generally, they are students and have no 
occupation. Therefore, they have no livestock.   

Mostly livestock owners were between 40 and 60 years 
old. The people must have experience to be a raiser.  People 
who were 40 years have more experiences in raising 
livestock. Therefore, they are interested in having livestock. 
People who were less than 40 years old age is not enough 
experience in raising livestock.

According to research, 69.4% of the respondents were 
with primary school education, and 5.6% of respondents had 
received their intermediate school education. The 
respondents who were with high school were 25%. No 
respondent was with university education. Generally, people 
with university education do not want to become a livestock 
raiser. They prefer to go to urban to be employee in 
government or private sector. The result findings were in line 
with Muhamad et. al. (2014).  They showed that rural people 
mostly received primary school educational level.

Mostly, rural people have primary school education in 
Indonesia. They work as small farmer and livestock raiser.  
Small farmer and raiser are chosen if they do get any job and 
people with university education choose other jobs. 
Approximately, 36.1% of the respondents had the families 

with less than five members and 50% of respondents 
comprised of 5−6 members.  Only 13.4% of the respondents 
were having more than 6 members in their families. Most of 
people living close to forest had the families 5−6 members so 
there was a positive growth of population. Therefore, 
population pressure on forest increases every year.  

 
Livestock owner perception  Indonesia government made a 
policy that prohibits grazing on protected forest to maintain 
protected forest.  The policy has affected livestock owners 
who have interest on protected forest.  They usually graze 
their livestock on protected forest.  They will loss the source 
of income if they are prohibited to graze livestock on forest. 

The mean and the standard deviations of the livestock 
owner perception on grazing prohibition are divided into five 
point scales (1:totally disagree; 2:disagree; 3:neutral; 4:agree 
; 5:totally agree), that are presented in Table 2.  The findings 
of the study (Table 2) indicate that 30.6% of respondents are 
totally disagree with grazing prohibition, 50% of respondent 
disagree and 19.4 % respondents neutral with grazing 
prohibition.  There is no respondent who agrees and totally 
agree on grazing prohibition.  

Factors influencing livestock owner  perception 
1	 Number of livestock

Chi-square test (Table 3) was used to determine the 
differences between the respondent livestock number and 
their perception on grazing prohibition.  The study 
revealed statistically that there were significant 
differences between the respondent livestock number and 
their perception on grazing prohibition (p= 0.032 at the 
0.05 level of significance). 

The research found that the number of livestock  had 
influence in shaping the respondent perception of grazing 
prohibition.  Livestock owners who had more than two 
heads of livestock tend to disagree with grazing 
prohibition because they need forest for grazing their 
livestock.  However, respondents who had less than tree 
heads of livestock tend to be neutral with grazing 
prohibition because they do not depend on forest to feed 
their livestock.  They use their yard to feed their 
livestock.

2	 Education
The findings of the present study showed that there 

was no significant difference between respondent 
education level and their perception on grazing 
prohibition (Table 4). Respondents were with primary 
school education, intermediate education and high 
school education had similar perception on grazing 
prohibition. They disagree with grazing prohibition. 
These findings are not in line with Tortop (2012) and 
Alsubaiee (2016) who found that education has a great 
impact on creating awareness regarding the importance 
of forest conservation.  Based our finding, effect of 
educational level on perception on grazing prohibition is 
unsignificant.   

3	 Family size
The finding of the present study showed that there 

was no significant difference between respondents who 
had the families with  members, the respondents with five 
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Socio-economic variable

 

Percentage

  

Age

  

˂20

 

0

 

20 −40

 

22 .2

 

41 −60

 

69 .4

 

≥61

 

8.4

 
  

Family size

 

˂

 

5

 

36 .1

5−6

 

50 .0

 

≥7

 

13 .9

 

 

 

Educational level

 

 

Primary school

 

69 .4

 

Intermediate school

 

  

5.6

 

High school

 

25 .0

 

University

 

0

 

 

Marital status

 

 

Married

 

100

 

Single

 

    

0

 

 

 

1−2

 

38 .9

 

3−4 

 

22 .2

 

≥5
 

38 .9

 

  

Table 1 Socio-economic differences of sampled 
respondents (n=36)
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and six members and the respondents with more than six 
members, and their perception on grazing prohibition 
(Table 5).   Family size does not affect livestock owner 
perception on grazing prohibition.  People who had 
family with less than five members and people who had 
family with more than five members have the same 
interest. They need forest for grazing their livestock.

The research findings showed that family size does 
not affect  significantly to perception of livestock owners.  
However, livestock owners who have families more than 
2 people can create more livestock owners in the next 
time.  Government faces more problems in Gunung 
Mutis Forest if the increase of livestock owner number 
occurs in surrounding forest.  More forest area must be 
provided to meet the need of livestock owners. In 
addition, livestock owners who have big number of 
families  create more unemployment in surrounding 
forest.  Therefore, they cause forest decline (Contreras-
Hermosilla 2000).

4	 Age
The findings of the present study showed that there 

was no significant difference between respondents who 
were ˂  41 year of age, 41−61 years, and ˃  61 year of age, 
regarding their perception on grazing prohibition (Table 
6).  They need protected forest for grazing their livestock.  
Therefore, they have the same perception. They disagree 
on grazing prohibition.

	
Factor affecting livestock owner perception The study 
showed that livestock number of respondent affected 
significantly to the perception of respondents. However, age, 
education, and family size of respondent has no influence on 
respondent perception.  The research does not in line with 
Hasan et. al. (2002) and Hasan (2008) who stated that the 
way of thinking, attitudes, perceptions, and behavior of the 
people toward the adoption of innovations were influenced 
by socio-economic characteristics such as age, education, 
occupation, marital status, number of livestock, and number 

20

Table 2 Perception on grazing prohibition in forest (% of respondents), N = 36    
Perception % 

 Totally 
disagree 

Disagree Doubt Agree Totally  
agree 

Mean Deviation 
standart 

On forest grazing prohibition 30.6 50.0 19.4 0 0 1.89 0.708 

  

Table 3 Kruskal-Wallis test for respondent perception differences based on their livestock number
    

 
Livestock number 

 
N 

Mean 
rank  

Chi-square Asymp sig.  

Perception 1−2 14 23.79 6.881 0.032 
 3−4    8 14.81 

  
 ≥5 14 15.32 

  
      

  

Table 4 Kruskal-Wallis test for respondent perception differences based on their education    
 

Educational level 
 

N
 Mean 

rank  
Chi-square Asymp sig. 

Perception Primary school  25 20.52 3.593 0.166 
 Intermediate school 2 13.25   
 High school 9 14.06   
 University 0   

 

 

Table 5  Kruskal-Wallis test for respondent perception differences based on their family size    

  
Family size 

 
N

 
Mean
rank  

Chi-square
 

Asymp sig.

Perception ˂5 13  19.88 0.419 0.811
 5−6 18  17.75   
 ≥7 6  17.60   
 Total  36      

 

Table 6  Kruskal-Wallis test for respondent perception differences based on their age    
 Age  N Mean 

rank 
Chi-square  Asymp sig.  

     
Perception  21−40   8 20.00 1.816 0.403 
 41−60 25 17.28   

≥61   3 24.67   
Total  36    
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of family members.   
Perceptions are likely to differ among people living in 

different landscapes because of the various cognitive aspects 
of the reception of visual stimuli and the implicit 
categorization underlying people interpretations of the 
surrounding environment based on their experiences with 
nature (Berkes 1999). The research finding showed that 
people in the same place tend to have same perception 
because they are affected by other people who live together.  
They have the same experiences which affect cognitive 
aspect.  Therefore, age, number of families and education do 
not affect livestock owner perceptions.

The research findings  showed that livestock number of 
respondent affects the perception of respondent.  The finding 
is in line with Muhamad (2014) who stated that livestock 
number affected respondent perception.  Respondent 
perception is related to interest of respondent to graze 
livestock on the forest.  Respondents who have more than 
two livestock could not raise livestock in the stall because 
they have limited workers for feeding livestock. They need 
forest for grazing livestock.

Clements et al. (2014) found that protected areas have 
some positive impacts on households that use forest and land 
resources for their livelihoods. Households living close to 
forest get benefit from forest in Gunung Mutis. There are 
grasses that grow beneath tree and pasture areas on the  
Gunung Mutis  protected forest area.  Respondent who had 
more two livestock feed their livestock by grazing their live 
stocks on protected forest area.  Feeding livestock by grazing 
needs less number of workers than feeding by cutting grass. 
Therefore, they can raise more livestock on forest. Livestock 
owners prefer to graze their livestock on the forest than 
cutting grass because financial benefit of grazing on the 
forest is bigger than financial benefit of cutting grass.

Generally, households raise livestock for source of their 
income. Some of households feed their livestock by cutting 
grass.  Livestock owners who have less than three heads of 
livestock raise their livestock on stall. They use their family 
as workers. Feeding livestock by cutting grass need workers.  
One household can only feed two livestock. Generally they 
raise male cattle in the stall because male cattle has high 
price.  However, they graze female cattle on forest because 
female cattle have low price and low productivity.

The research findings showed that age do not affect  
significantly in perception of livestock owners because they 
have the same perception.  The findings are in line with  
Muhamad (2014)  who stated that age had a little influence in 
shaping perception of local people on ecosystem service 
because  they have the same  interest in forest use.  Livestock 
owners who were ˂ 40 years old of age and people who were 
≥40 years old of age have the same interest.  Therefore the 
have the same perception to reject grazing prohibition. 

Most of livestock owners were 40 years old of age or 
more.  They tended to graze their livestock on the forest area 
because they need less workers to keep their livestock. In 
contrast, some livestock owners raise their livestock in the 
stall which need more workers for cutting grass. Livestock 
owners who were 40 years old of age like a raising system 
which needs less number of workers.

Most farmer and livestock raiser were old people and 
with low educational level.  Young people and people who 

were with high educational level do not want to be small 
livestock raiser. They go to urban to search formal employee.  
They become livestock raisers if they dot get any job.  
Therefore, most people in rural were old people and low 
educational level.

Sodhi et al. (2009) found that education level has some 
influences on people environmental awareness. However, 
the research found that education level has not influenced on 
people environment awareness because livestock owners 
who get different educational level have the same interest.  
They need forest for grazing their livestock. The research 
findings are in line with Muhamad et. al. (2014).  They found 
that educational level had little influence in shaping people 
perception of ecosystem service. Therefore, Sodhi et. al. 
(2012) suggests to give conservation education to local 
people for shaping local people awareness.

Generally, livestock owners have low level education in 
Timor Island.  Households who have received high level 
education do not want to be a small raiser.  They go to urban 
and search a formal occupation. Therefore, generally 
households who live close to forest are the households who 
have received low education.

Some previous study revealed that education level 
affected perception of local people (Tortop, 2012). They are 
suggested to increase their educational level to shape local 
perception.  They showed that increasing educational level 
of local people caused perception of local people on 
ecosystem more positive.  However, result findings showed 
that grazing on the forest was practiced by local people who 
have both low and high educational level.

Livestock owners have the same interest although they 
have received different educational level.  They need forest 
to feed their livestock. They have the same perception on 
grazing prohibition because they have the same interest.  
Most of livestock owner disagree with grazing prohibition.

Forest grazing policy and livestock owner perception The 
research showed that the theoretical framework developed 
by IDS (2006) is useful for analyzing forest policy. There are 
relationship between policy narrative, actors, and interest of 
actors. Livestock owner perception and interest of livestock 
owners affect policy narrative which states that forest 
grazing is prohibited.  Therefore, the policy cannot be 
implemented.      

The findings of the present study showed that livestock 
owners had negative perception on forest grazing 
prohibition.  This causes the policy which prohibits grazing 
on Gunung Mutis forest cannot be implemented.   The 
finding  is in line with  Paletto et. al. (2013) who states that 
local people perception has the potential to effectively 
support the decision-makers in the management and 
preservation of forest resources.

Indonesia government believes that grazing on forest 
causes protected forest decline so it makes a ruler that 
prohibits grazing on the forest area. However, most of 
livestock owners disagree with the ruler and they continue 
grazing their livestock on the forest area. Conflict between 
government and livestock owners is emerging because of the 
different perception between ecosystem priorities and 
community need priorities (Wells & Brandon 1992).  There 
are grasses which are needed by livestock owner on the forest 
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area, but government prohibits local people to graze their 
livestock on the forest area.

The research found that livestock owners perceived that 
grazing prohibition limited their livelihood so  they tended to 
be more negative. The research was consistent  with Dolisca 
(2007) who  stated that respondents who believed that their 
farming activities would be disadvantage  from forestry 
programs through forest  protection tended to be more 
negative.

Local people are highly dependent on natural resources of 
conservation area (Eghenter 2000). Livestock owners 
disagree with grazing prohibition because they need area for 
grazing their livestock.  Interest of livestock owners affects 
their perception on using forest.

There is a different interest between government and 
local people. Government interest is to keep forest for 
providing ecosystem service but local people interest is to use 
forest for grazing their livestock. Mostly, government and 
local people have different interest. According to IDS (2006), 
interest affects implementation of a policy.  The policy could 
be supported by local people if government and local people 
have the same interest. 

Communities are able to identify their perception and 
services that they need (Fagerholm et al. 2012).   Such 
perceptional differences among different end users of 
ecosystem services may cause conflicts over natural resource 
management. In order to harmonize the inter relation 
between humans and nature and to establish sustainable 
forest management, it is important to understand the various 
perceptions of local people in different socio-economic 
conditions (Muhamad 2014).

Livestock owner do not support grazing prohibition 
because they need income for their life. However, there is no 
occupation surrounding forest.  They will loss their 
livelihood if they are prohibited to graze on the forest. 
Therefore, they disagree with the rule of grazing prohibition 
on the forest.  The research is consistent with Gunawan 
(2004) who states that policies which are aimed  to exclude 
the local  communities from forest management are 
inappropriate, especially in a densely populated area with a 
low level of land ownership. Silvo-pasture system which 
allows livestock owner to graze their livestock on the forest 
area is an alternative to meet ecosystem services and 
livestock owner need. 

Government of Indonesia faced unemployment problem 
around forest. Most of unemployment people in rural area are 
young people. They can be a traditional farmer and raiser.  
However, there are not enough land for farming and grazing 
so they use forest for grazing purpose.  Government must 
provide forest land to solve this problem.

Government of Indonesia must keep the forest 
sustainability and livestock owner's need. Recently, the 
government excluded livestock from the forest to keep forest 
sustainability. This way causes unemployment increased and 
income loss of local people. The alternative way to sustain 
forest and give income for local people is developing silvo-
pasture. Silvo-pasture area can address the need of local 
people and sustain the forest.

Establishing forest grazing area or silvo-pasture area 
addresses ecosystem benefit and social benefit. In this way, 
government of Indonesia lets livestock owner to graze their 

livestock on the forest area.  However, they must keep 
growing trees on the forest. Silvo-pasture area must be 
limited to keep forest sustainable.  Recently, there is 
no silvo-pasture area in Gunung Mutis forest. 
However livestock owners graze their livestock 
without limited area and they do not manage their 
livestock to meet sustainability of forest.

Government of Indonesia has faced people who 
have negative perception on forest grazing policy in 
Gunung Mutis forest.  There are two ways to solve this 
problem. The first is changing people perception by 
educating the people. The second is reviewing the 
policy and providing area for grazing.  Currently, the 
former is difficult to conduct  however the latter can be 
accepted to solve the problem. In addition, 
government must improve the management of forest 
grazing in Gunung Mutis.   

Conclusions
The research findings reveal that livestock owners  

disagree with forest grazing prohibition because they 
need forest for grazing their livestock. Therefore, a 
policy which prohibits grazing in the forest is not 
effective to be implemented. The number of livestock 
owned by households is a factor affecting perception 
on grazing prohibition.  However, age, education, and 
family size of local people are not significantly 
affecting perception of livestock owners on forest 
grazing prohibition. Based on the research, the 
government is suggested to consider the local context 
in making policy related to forest grazing in Gunung 
Mutis forest.    
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