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A B S T R A C T

Conservation areas are designated to protect biodiversity and resources by limiting anthropogenic stressors. In
Indonesia, conservation areas account for almost 23 percent of the state forest with extremely limited allowable
uses. Previous policy interventions to support community and traditional uses have never been very successful
due to the deep roots of bureaucratic politics originally defined to safeguard biodiversity. This deadlock created
by the two major laws governing forestry and conservation areas has been broken with recent permits for
geothermal projects in conservation areas. The rationale is to provide an environmental service (renewable
energy) and to address global concerns for climate mitigation. This paper examines how the deadlock is broken
at least temporarily for geothermal development and maintained for social forestry. Arguments and findings
presented in this paper are drawn from content analysis, interviews, and long-term engagement among the
authors observing operationalization of conservation policies in Indonesia, both in Java and outer islands. We
propose the operational framework of deadlock opportunism as a way to highlight the processes of breaking a
deadlock by legitimizing particular interests (geothermal development) through green and populist narratives,
while hollowing out claims of other interests (social forestry). Although anticipation of breaking the deadlock
through geothermal development has encouraged numerous policies and programs developed for social forestry,
we argue these developments actually camouflage the underlying legitimacy of communities and keep them
from accessing lands within conservation areas. We believe the concept of deadlock opportunism and the op-
erational framework can provide new insights for understanding progress (or lack thereof) of certain policies in
their lifecycles in other parts of the world.

1. Introduction

Conservation areas around the world have been politically con-
tested due to overlapping and often competing management objectives.
One of the most frequent conflicts is between conservation and devel-
opment objectives, especially those framed around meeting the needs of
local communities (Yusran et al., 2017; Ma et al., 2009; Setiawan et al.,
2016; Fisher et al., 2017; Kane et al., 2018; Dhiaulhaq et al., 2017;
Fisher and Sablan, 2018) While these policies are typically to maintain
nature protection and preservation of ecosystem functions, they also

minimize access or even completely prohibit human activities. Many
countries applied zoning as a strategy to manage multiple interests
within contested conservation areas, designating parts of the proected
areas to accomodate both conservation and local utilization (Fearnside,
2003). Zoning activities do not take place in a vacuum (Maryudi et al.,
2015). The creation and decisions over access and control of con-
servation areas are not always based on biophysical or scientific con-
siderations. They are often results of political processes involving var-
ious actors, interests and power (Peluso, 1993; Adams and Hutton,
2017; Anderson and Jongruck, 2017; Myers et al., 2017; Susanti and
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Maryudi, 2016)
In Indonesia, about 22.7% of all forest areas (about 27.4 million

hectares) has been designated as conservation areas (MOEF, 2014).
Rules for managing these conservation areas evolved from strict pre-
servation to conservation that allows some degree of utilization to serve
human needs. In the Indonesian context, Wiratno et al. (2001) argue
that the terms ‘preservation’ and ‘conservation’ should be differ-
entiated.1 While preservation implies static maintenance of natural
ecological structure (i.e. protection from use), conservation for safe-
guarding ecological functions (i.e. “proper” use) opens up the possibi-
lity for utilizing natural resources.

In the last few decades, the vast areas of Indonesia’s forest were
designated for conservation and became a battlefield of competing in-
terests (Nurrohmat et al., 2017). There is no clear definition for what
constitutes utilization while maintaining ecological functions. Evalu-
ating proposals and defining allowable uses often involve policy ne-
gotiations where political actors can inject their own interests. Thus,
conservation is continuously being redefined and interpreted differently
by the political actors involved. In this study, we examine this con-
servation-utilization nexus and the politics driven by various actors and
interests across several levels of government.

Conservation zoning for multiple uses has been implemented in
Indonesia since the 1990s for managing multiple stakeholder interests.
Law 5 of 1990, Government Regulation (PP) 68 of 1998, and a
Ministerial Decree (P.56/2006) on guidelines for zoning conservation
areas provided the early legal foundation for allocating utilization
zones within national parks. More recently, community forestry ad-
vocates and private mining companies have emerged as the two main
actors promoting forest utilization in conservation areas. As public in-
terests for geothermal energy grow, the Indonesian government began
allowing geothermal developments in conservation areas under Law 21
(2014) and Ministry of Environment and Forestry (MOEF) regulation 46
(2016) (Bos and Brown, 2012). Although legally possible, utilizing
natural resources in conservation areas has rarely been allowed because
of the strict interpretations on conservation in Law 5/1990. The pro-
posals for geothermal projects however, have gained a political mo-
mentum by justifing the development in conservation areas with an
environmental service (e.g. renewable energy) that they provide.

Opening access for geothermal projects in conservation areas would
allow what we call “liberal zoning”, which may expand other devel-
opment possibilities. Liberal zoning may also open up opportunities for
local communities to negotiate more liberal uses, such as community
timber management. Once the government allows geothermal projects
in conservation areas, demands for community forestry also likely in-
tensify for more access and utilization.

Although there is a wide array of political tools being used to serve
various interests, this paper focuses on two: when and why a certain
policy does not progress to the next step in the policy cycles (deadlock)
and ‘non-decisions’ as a tool of power politics. We also further the
concept of ‘hollow (insubstantial or tokenistic) policy’ by developing its
typology. Historically, creating a deadlock has been an important tool
in Indonesian politics. For example, new regulations can be formulated
to allow some types of utilization in conservation areas, while being
consequently hollowed out meaning that they become symbotic with
little or no implementation. Theorizing the mechanisms of non-deci-
sions can help us understand why some breakthroughs happen despite
of historical deadlocks. Closely examining what discursive elements in
the policy discourses camouflage particular interests can highlight how
deadlocks can be broken and re-applied to meet those interests, while
excluding others (Sammon, 2008; Bachrach and Baratz, 1962). We

propose the concept of ‘deadlock opportunism’ to understand the pro-
cess of opening and closing policy windows allowing geothermal de-
velopment in conservation areas in Indonesia. Our research questions
are:

1) What are the factors that have maintained deadlock politics in
conservation areas in Indonesia?

2) How did geothermal development proposals break through the
deadlock and become allowable uses of conservation areas?

3) To what extent has social forestry been able to succeed in making
similar claims and take an advantage of this opening of the dead-
lock?

4) Who benefits and who loses from the deadlock opportunism?

Deadlock opportunism highlights the potential openings that allow
the re-interpretation of some policies only to serve certain interests. In
the next section, we further define different concepts to theorize the
process of deadlock opportunism. Then we use the geothermal devel-
opment in conservation areas in Indonesia as a case example to examine
the process with the historical contexts of Indonesian politics and an-
swer the three questions above. We conclude with the implications of
deadlock opportunism and future research areas.

2. Theoretical positioning: bureaucratic politics, deadlocks, non-
decision, and hollow policy

2.1. Bureaucratic politics

The relationship between people and nature, in a conservation
context, is highly political. It encompasses issues of rights and access to
land and resources, the role of the state (and increasingly non-state
actors in NGOs and the private sector), and the power of scientific and
other understandings of nature (Adams and Hutton, 2017). The theory
of bureaucratic politics acknowledges that policy decisions are not al-
ways made unitarily by rational decision makers. For example, those
representing “the state” have little room for autonomous actions as
individuals. Public policy outcomes often result from a process of bar-
gaining among high-level decision makers (e.g. governmental actors)
and those in different level of governments and other sectors with
varying interests, preferences, abilities and power (Sahide and Giessen,
2015; Krott, 2005; Maryudi and Sahide, 2017; Prabowo et al., 2016).
Conservation area policies viewed through the lense of bureaucratic
politics have formal and informal mandates and objectives.2 Agencies
are formally mandated to serve the public and the existence of a par-
ticular agency itself can signify particular prioritization of an issue.
However, bureaucracies informally have their own interests of enlar-
ging staff and budgets, and strengthening their political influence
(Krott, 2005; see also Wibowo and Giessen, 2015, 2018; Negi and
Giessen, 2018).

Ideologies related to utilization in conservation in turn determine
the actions that actors undertake within the realm of administrative
functions and mandates. Viewpoints about conservation area manage-
ment are multiple and continue to evolve. For example, while con-
servationists may define conservation areas as those without human
interventions (Morelli et al., 2016), politics may allow new mechanisms
for utilizing the areas for other purposes (Stutzin, 1975). As Sahide and
Giessen (2015) have described, land use bureaucracies in Indonesia can
be divided into two groups by their orientations- production and con-
servation (also see Hirsch and Warren, 1998; Giessen et al., 2014;
Sahide and Giessen, 2015). Bureaucratic politics theory has expanded
the recognition of eclecticism for studying public policy decision-
making processes (Krott, 2005; Krott et al., 2014) and examining in-
terests, orientations (for conservation or production), and behaviors of

1 In the US, these concepts go back to Aldo Leopold (Land Ethics, 1949) and Gifford
Pinchot (The Fight for Conservation, 1910). Pinchot was the founder of USDA Forest
Service. “National Forests” allow multiple (sustainable) uses of forests vs. national parks
are for preservation. This is almost the same ‘concept’ with conservation areas in
Indonesia (e.g. differences between Hutan Lindung and Hutan Konservasi). 2 See formal and informal interest bureaucracy in Krott (2005).
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bureaucracies at multiple levels (See Sahide et al., 2016 for a critical
look at the recentralization trend in Indonesian forest bureaucracies).

2.2. Deadlock

We developed the ‘deadlock’ concept based on our reconstruction of
the policy cycle theory introduced by Krott (2005), in that a ‘deadlock’

occurs when an actor or actors intentionally obstruct a policy cycle due
to their particular interests. According to Krott (2005), a well-estab-
lished policy program consists of three phases of problem-solving:
policy formulation, implementation, and evaluation/ monitoring. We
add one more element based on Yusran et al.(2017) that indicates an
additional post-implementation step. Yusran suggested that decision
makers have the option to enforce implemented programs or relegate
them only to formal spheres of implementation without field applica-
tions and enforcement. We further describe this aspect in the discussion
of hollow policies below. Therefore, we have four key elements in the
policy cycles, which help us to identify deadlocks, non-decisions, and
hollow policy. Fig. 1 shows the cycle beginning with policy formula-
tion, which determines the issues to be resolved and standardized so-
lutions in the form of programs; second, policy implementation, which
entails the practical application of formulated programs to the issues;
third, policy enforcement, which necessitates actors’ choice to enforce,
making the policy solidly implemented; and the fourth is policy eva-
luation and monitoring, which assesses the effectiveness of the policy
program to inform the next policy cycle.

Deadlocks can occur at various stages of a policy cycle. As high-
lighted earlier by Yusran et al. (2017) and Krott (2005), a policy could
be blocked at any stage because the advancement in the policy cycle
(formulation – implementation – enforcement – evaluation) is often left
to the discretion of the related administrative actors. Deadlock may
occur due to contradicting interests among actors. Political actors in a
lower level of bureaucracy may not follow a policy recommendation
from higher level (e.g. national or other sectoral interests). They can
choose to provide effective application of a policy or render it as a
symbolic gesture, i.e. a hollow policy. Powerful actors throughout the
cycle could therefore institute non-decisions, potentially break non-
decisions, or sustain existing non-decision by creating a hollow policy
to meet their interests. We highlight the policy cycle utilizing Matland’s
typology (1995) and include the various decisive points throughout the
cycle in Fig. 1 below.

Fig. 1. How non-decision and hollow policy potentially leads to deadlock or blocking the forest policy cycle.

Table 1
Indicators of hollow policy and management leading to a non-decision.

I. The operational concept of hollow policy based on implementation and
enforcement dynamics

Policy - Rule Formulation Implementation/Enforcement
Code Explanation Code Explanation
A1 High level rules (e.g. Laws) without

medium level and detailed
implementation rules

B1 No implementation

A2 Medium level rules, or rules without
strong support from basic laws

B2 Implementation without
enforcement

A3 Detailed rules, without support from
medium or high level laws

B3 Implementation with
enforcement

II. Gradation degree of hollow policy and its explanation

No Gradation degree Codes’ Combination
1 Non-hollow policy (toward effective policy)

First level A1+B3
Second level A2+B3
Third level A3+B3

2 Medium hollow policy
First level A1+B2
Second level A2+B2
Third level A3+B2

3 Pure hollow policy
First level A1+B1
Second level A2+B1
Third level A3+B1
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2.2.1. Non-decision
‘Non-decision’ is defined by Bachrach and Baratz (1963:632) as “the

practice of limiting the scope of actual decision-making processes to
‘state’ issues by manipulating dominant community values, myths, and
political institutions and procedures.” Using this definition we can ap-
preciate that non-decisions exist as a tool of power politics when
dominant values among the most powerful actors forcefully and effec-
tively manipulate the situation in order to prevent certain grievances
from developing into full-fledged issues and forcing a decision.

Wolfinger et al. (1968) further expand ‘non-decision’ as a notion of
‘power structures.’ Non-decisions in public decision-making are often
used by those with power and influence. Power here means the ability
of an actor to shape a political agenda according to its own interests,
even when facing resistance from opponents or other actors (Krott
et al., 2014). In this paper, we focus on the coercive form of power as
well as the (dominant) information power by looking at formal re-
sponsibilities and investigating basic interests of actors shaping the
conflict over conservation area in the emerging claims between com-
munity forestry and geothermal development politics.

Seeing non-decision as a political tool is also rooted in non-regime
studies of international relations (Singer and Giessen, 2017) emerged
from hollow policy dimensions in public policy studies. One example of
a persistent non-decision state maintained through hollow policies is
negotiating long-term future of natural ecosystems with indigenous
peoples (Fearnside, 2003). Indigenous lands are often seemingly re-
lented to communities but still under bureaucratic controls of the state.
Long term decisions depend on populist priorities competing with other
bureaucratic interests and their powers of coercion and information at
play, which can be translated into non-decisions.

2.2.2. Hollow policy
Decisions over access and control over forest areas (e.g. conserva-

tion areas) are often results of political processes involving various
actors, interests and power (Peluso, 1993; Peluso and Vandergeest,
2001; Adams and Hutton, 2017; Anderson, 2017; Setiawan et al., 2017;
Susanti et al., 2018; Giessen and Sahide, 2017) The hollow policy opens
up the space for a policy initiative but foregoes the responsibility of
actually fulfilling such commitments. In this paper we further develop
the concept, dynamics, and heuristics of hollow policy, referring to the
governance actions – either formal or informal – that are insubstantial,
or tokenistic (Krott, 2005). We focus on policy implementation and
policy enforcement elements as the key factors exposing the degree of
a certain policy derived by actor interests (Yusran et al., 2017). Some
empirical evidence from policy implementation literature can be seen
as an early measurement of further and more detailed enforcement
(Kaimowitz, 2003; Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2005). We generated our own
typology of hollow policy to explain what we mean, as detailed in
Table 1. The table explains the varying degrees of rules (policy for-
mulation) with the corresponding levels of implementation (policy
implementation/enforcement). We divided policy levels into three:
high-level, e.g. Constitutional Court ruling; medium-level, e.g. minis-
terial decree; low-level detailed rules, e.g. directorate general guideline;
national park guideline and also level of implementation/enforcement
into three: No implementation, Implementation with or without en-
forcement.

In the following sections we detail our methods for examining the
emergence of deadlock opportunism in Indonesian politics with these
indicators.

2.3. Operational concept: the flow of narrative explanation

To explain our findings and highlight our operational concept, we
present our results using a conceptual framework depicting three per-
iods of conservation politics in Indonesia (Fig. 2). Period A (∼1998) is
the early stage of Indonesian conservation policy discourses, leading to
a deadlock between competing bureaucratic interests for preservation

and utilization. In Period B (1998–2014), bureaucracy governing na-
tional forests with limited political articulation beyond strict protection
evolved into one that developed clear mechanisms that allows utiliza-
tion with various zoning. In Period C (2014∼), we can examine the
potential consequences of deadlock opportunism, opening the avenues
for conservation area utilization for social forestry schemes as well as
geothermal development. We also examined where deadlocks are
maintained and who are benefiting from.

3. Research methods

Data collection methods used in this research include content ana-
lysis, interviews, and observations from our long-standing experiences
closely observing conservation policy operationalization in Indonesia,
nationally at the Ministry of Forestry (MoFor)3 and regionally both in
Java (third author) and outside of Java, in Sulawesi (first and second
author) and Sumatera (fourth and fifth author). Direct involvement
among these authors could reduce reliability. However, objectivity and
validity are ensured through triangulation by our investigators that
examine developments from outside the arena of Indonesian con-
servation (sixth and last author). Interviews and observation data are
included as footnotes. Furthermore, data triangulation is also oper-
ationalized by cross-checking various supporting documents, official
website information, news, and positional journals.

4. History of non-decision in conservation forest politics

4.1. Historical description of conservation bureaucracy politics

Growth of a bureaucracy is difficult to assess based on the quanti-
tative indicators, such as budget. In this article we assess the political
influence of a bureaucracy based on its level of organisational growth.
Evolution of bureaucratic offices and the priorities assigned to their
function indicate varying degrees of power and influence. For example
the lowest level (a task unit) within a bureaucracy will have much less
power and influence compared to programs in the highest level (di-
rectorate general). Overall, our approach to identify levels of prior-
itization in bureaucratic politics provides an entry point for observing
power inherent in conservation bureaucracies over time. Fig. 3 shows
the exponential growth of conservation bureaucracy in Indonesia.

4.1.1. The Dutch colonial era (1880–1942): the birth of a conservation
tradition as small species protection

The root for current conservation strategy in Indonesia can be
traced back the Dutch Colonial period, when conservation typically
meant protecting certain species, particularly the ones with a relatively
limited range and/or with the potential for exploitation (Setyowati
et al., 2008; Peluso and Vandergeest, 2001). Although the main interest
of the conservation bureaucracy had been on generating economic re-
turns (MoFor, 2005), influence of the biologist movement in the Dutch
East Indies expanded to establish ‘small’ natural reserves for protecting
certain species. In this era, conservation approaches were typically
shaped in the form of creating conservation zones which strictly pro-
hibited human activity, known as the ‘Yellowstone model’ (Dunggio
and Gunawan, 2009) and backed by various legal provisions such as
Staatblad 1941 No. 167 (natuurbeschermings ordonnantie) (Setyowati
et al., 2008), Agrarische Reglement for outside Java and Madura island
(Nurjaya, 2005). The legacy of the Dutch colonial conservation can still
be found in forms of Botanical Gardens (e.g. in Bogor) and Nature
Reserves in Java, Sumatra, Kalimantan, Sulawesi, and Papua (Wiratno
et al., 2001; MoEF, 2005; Goss, 2011)

3 We differentiate the forestry bureaucracy between the time prior to the Jokowi ad-
ministration (i.e. until 2014) in which we use the terminology Ministry of Forestry
(MoFor) with the period after, in which we use Ministry of Environment and Forestry
(MOEF).
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Since the beginning, ‘conservation’ in Indonesia was promoted as a
land reserve of the government and shaped by interactions with non-
state actors (in this case biologists). Framing conservation this way
served the Dutch government well for justifying their control of re-
sources while also projecting future land development potentials.
Scientific importance of landscape interpreted by biologists or geolo-
gists was used to justify the State control of particular landscapes
driving expansion of management authority over these lands.

4.1.2. Soekarno era (1945–1966)
During the transition to independence, much of the Indonesian

bureaucracy reshaped itself around its bureaucratic antecedents from
the Dutch colonial state (Anderson, 1991). President Soekarno presided
over an Agricultural Ministry that insisted that Staatblad 1941 No. 167
(natuurbeschermings ordonnantie) and Agrarische Reglement from the co-
lonial era were still valid and should be re-operationalized. The colonial
institutions managing parks and natural reserves evolved into a small
unit within the Ministry of Prosperity during the early years of In-
donesian Independence. Conservation bureaucracy continued to evolve
as part of, or under the forest research bureaucracy from a preceding
era, following political transitions and new interests emerging among
influential actors. However, at the outset there was no clear formal
mandate for forest and species conservation, except for conserving soil
based on PP No. 1/1951 (Nurjaya, 2005). Some existing units in the

Ministry of Agriculture were transferred to establish the new Ministry
of Forestry by the Dwikora Cabinet of 1964, which had particular in-
terests to ensure that forests were managed for social prosperity
(Nurjaya, 2005).

4.1.3. The New order era (1967–1998): defining zoning and camouflaging
the timber and mining booms
4.1.3.1. The birth of the zoning instrument. During the Soeharto era,
state territorialization took place by demarcating state forest areas
under the Consensus of Forest Land Use (TGHK). The main purpose is to
secure timber extraction in production forests (HP). However, TGHK
also designated protection forests (HL) for safeguarding soil and
watersheds, and forest conservation areas (HK) as strictly protected
areas. The conservation bureaucracy enforcing HK successfully raised
funds through programmatic commitments through international
collaboration incorporated the bureaucracy for forest protection. HK
were however, made to camouflage government interests of reserving
them for future extraction. By setting aside conservation areas, the New
Order was able to divert the public attention away from massive targets
on natural resource extraction and conversion for development outside
HK (i.e. production forest). Environmentalists and conservation-
oriented international actors had no space to work on production
forests at that time, further entrenching production vs. protection
dichotomy and the protection-oriented primacy of conservation forests.

Fig. 2. Theoretical and Operational Conceptual Framework.
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Law No. 5 (1990), and Conservation Law and PP 68 of 1998, for-
mally mandated national park management through a zoning system
which may consist of a core zone, a utilization zone, and other zones
depending on a particular justifiable necessity. These zoning categories
indicate that utilization in HK was possible, safeguarding potential fu-
ture interests of the state. Zoning categories provides a marker into the
tandem relationships between the central regulating law in forestry
(termed the Basic Forestry Law) and Law 6 (1967) about domestic ca-
pital, as well as Law 21 (1997) on forest concession mechanisms (Tsing,
2005; Brosius et al., 1998). In real terms, the utilization zones for social
forestry are guided by the Basic Forestry Law that was rewritten in
1999. However, the conservation bureaucracy has traditionally fol-
lowed the stipulations in Law No. 5, 1990, which has a stricter inter-
pretation of allowable uses in conservation areas. For example, the
national park system, which is one of the most prominent institutions
among the conservation bureaucracy, attempted to devise detailed
guidelines for spatial zones such as traditional zones that allow for
community uses. However, Law 5, 1999 does not allow any exception
for timber extraction, even if they are part of traditional community
practices, which hamstring what the national parks can do.

4.1.3.2. International influence on local utilization zones. Responding to
the pressures from the international forest conservation regimes (e.g.
The Convention on Biological Diversity), the New Order government
sought to formally ally with, and attract international attention by
expressing Indonesia’s interests to kick start development in parallel

with a clear conservation agenda. The Ministry of Forestry officials at
that time actively collaborated with numerous influential International
actors, such as (1) the United Nations and the World Bank (FAO,
UNESCO, UNEP) e.g. on national park programs, (2) Multilateral treaty
organizations (Colombo Plan, OAS, EEC), (3) International NGOs (IUCN
and WWF), and (4) Bilateral relationships (CIDA - Canada; DANIDA -
Denmark; USAID; DGIS – Netherlands e.g. the School of Environmental
Conservation in Bogor, Indonesia) (Dunggio and Gunawan, 2009;
Retno, 1998).

With these strong international relationships and projects on con-
servation, numerous efforts and programs were undertaken to integrate
conservation with development (Retno, 1998; Dunggio and Gunawan,
2009; Moeliono et al., 2017). During the period, community based
natural resource management was promoted (also known as social
forestry) (Gilmour, 2016; Zerner, 2000). Community engagement in
conservation also began to take place in and around national parks,
initiated by the 1993 World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA)
(Dunggio and Gunawan, 2009). WCPA recommended that protected
areas should be managed with inputs from various stakeholders, espe-
cially people living in the area. Therefore, managing protected areas in
Indonesia evolved to include participatory elements and joint man-
agement arrangement with communities.

In the 1980s and 1990s, influence of transnational NGO advocacy
grew for nature and human society (Brosius et al., 1998). This has
contributed to development of international conservation standards like
High Conservation Value (HCV) and the involvement of communities

Fig. 3. Time line of conservation bureaucracy in Indonesia.
Level of bureaucracy: as a task force (small committee unit)= 1, as the unit responsible for specific conservation task= 2, as the section under divison of direcorate
genereal= 3, as the divison/directorate under Direcorate Genereal= 4; as the directorate General focusing in conservation mix with other issue element and directly
under Ministry= 5, as the Directorate General focusing only on conservation issue element and directly under Ministry= 6.
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through mechanisms like Free and Prior Informed Consent (FPIC). The
HCV standard was established as a management system to ensure crops
are used or extracted in a sustainable manner, and to maintain the
socio-cultural and environmental aspects of outstanding resources (see
HCV standard in Forest Stewardship Council (2015).

While setting aside conservation forests for international projects,
concomitantly, logging exports began to boom in production forests,
becoming the second largest economic income generator for Indonesia
after the oil and gas sector during this era (Sahide and Giessen, 2015).
Policy agenda was revolved around facilitating the necessary infra-
structure development for the timber sector (Sahide et al., 2015). The
New Order era also institutionalized social programming across these
development landscapes by trying to homogenize ethnic groups (Li,
2001). Conservation projects in this ear proceeded with the ‘common
sense’ viewpoint is that “if there were no tigers and elephants then it
was appropriate to proceed with mining”.4 This is different from the
contemporary conservation ethos, which promotes alignments with
local indigenous values and the rhetoric of keeping local management
to conserve forests and local communities.

International pressures after the Suharto era shifted its attention
from strict preservation to acknowledgement of local community land
rights in the forest estate. In response, Indonesian government started
creating different zones in HK, such as special zones to accommodate
villages that were already within forest estate boundaries and tradi-
tional zones to support customary and traditional forest uses. The
projects to support such communities were located in buffer zone areas
(programs were called model conservation villages, MDK). While
communities in buffer areas benefited from the support, other com-
munities within conservation areas were unable to access any govern-
ment support programs. Meanwhile, these communities saw large
concessions in HP being given to large corporations for timber and
plantation expansion during this time.

4.1.4. Post-Soeharto era (1998–2014): hollowing out management
responsibility in production and protection forests, while actively securing
conservation forests
4.1.4.1. Effects of decentralization on HP, HL and HK. Although
decentralization policies were applied across the Indonesian
bureaucracy in the post-Soeharto era after 1998 (including in the
forestry sector), the conservation bureaucracy became stronger and
more centralized (Sahide and Giessen, 2015). For example, Directorate
General (DG) under the Ministry of Forestry was created as a singular
unit that controls all conservation areas and raised the profile of
conservation bureaucracy.

Sudden absence of previous suppression of local communities by
strong security forces (i.e. military, police) resulted in the emergence of
conflicts that were previously ‘latent’ (Yusran et al., 2017). In the early
reform years, numerous local actors demanded and successfully ac-
quired unlimited access to the use of forest resources (Resosudarmo,
2004). In the early stages of the reform era in Indonesia (1998–2005),
the state forest had become widely contested by new policies that ex-
panded the authority of local governments (i.e. decentralization),
which opened access for rural communities (Resosudarmo, 2003).
There were two main actors that demanded and gained widespread
access to forests at that time, which in turn led to significant defor-
estation. First, some local communities claimed access to the state forest
(Purnomo et al., 2010). While strict enforcement did continue in con-
servation and protection forests (Sahide and Giessen, 2015), liberal
zoning policies were negotiated, such as special or traditional zones in
national parks under the discursive shift to social forestry. In this way,
community members in those zones were able to gain access to various
forest products, including timber, and also allowed to build in areas
that were previously restricted (Purnomo et al., 2010).

Second, private actors also gained wider opportunities under de-
centralized mechanisms, particularly through the district government’s
authority to legally grant small-scale concession licenses in forest areas
(e.g. timber concessions and mining). This authority was curbed in
2002 however, due to widespread forest and land clearance (Tacconi
et al., 2004; Sahide et al., 2016). Local communities outside particular
zoning, became to have even less legal power in utilizing forest re-
sources, particularly in conservation areas (Sahide and Giessen, 2015).

Along with decentralization policy, the new Basic Forestry Law
(Law 41), enacted in 1999 contained clauses and formal mandates for
community empowerment and people's welfare. This presented the
opportunity for indigenous and local community activists to redefine
terms on community forestry. Decentralization also provided an op-
portunity for local governments to manage natural resources and forests
without direct intervention from the central government. In 1997, an
activist worked at the communication forum for community forestry
(FKKM), Prof. San Afri Awang was appointed as the head of the DG of
Planning at MoFor, and a new DG position was created for HK (Hidayat,
2008:166). The first formal DG-level conservation bureaucracy was also
a response to the indigenous peoples movement making claims along-
side community forestry activists and increasing demands by the alli-
ance promoting social forestry (Bettinger et al., 2014).

Conflicts in HK were more acute because the conservation bureau-
cracy in MoFor was the only institution that enforced the law (e.g. re-
stricted public access) (see Yusran et al., 2017; Dunggio and Gunawan,
2009). HP and HL were under the jurisdiction of district governments.
Massive ‘illegal’ access to HP and HL could not be hindered by the
district government who had neither management capacity nor inter-
ests. HP was transformed by many ‘small-scale’ concessions for logging
and mining concessions, while both HL and HP were flooded by un-
restricted public access. We call the TGHK designation at this time a
hollow policy. Although forests were designated as a particular type of
forest to be managed with an associated set of procedures, in practice
these procedures were largely ignored (Sahide et al., 2016). Changes in
forest management responsibility through decentralization had become
one of the most contested issues in Indonesia (Wulan et al., 2004;
Purnomo et al., 2010; Maryudi, 2014) The central government have
maintained their authority in HK. As a result, the conservation bu-
reaucracy governing HK was the only forest institution that still
maintained a high degree of functionality and management/protection
responsibilities.

4.1.4.2. Hollow promises of community based forest management. The
central government has maintained its control of conservation forests
even through the rapid shift to decentralization since 1999.5 However,
we argue here that the current shifts in bureaucratic politics are
challenging the norm of conservation forest zones to allow full access
for some, while remain hollow for others. We show how the narrative of
environmental services was used as justification for geothermal
projects, which in turn also opened up opportunities for community
forestry to contest these zones.

Table 2 highlights the ways that conservation politics are being
contested in the post-Soeharto era and its implications. We provide a
detailed list of policy instruments that challenge utilization of con-
servation areas. Up to this point however, each policy instrument
continues to be hollow with little or no implementation/enforcement.
Although efforts for liberal zoning to allow utilization in conservation
areas have been made, in reality, they have been undermined by actors’
interests to maintain a non-decision state through hollow policies.

Notations for A (formulation) and B (implementation/enforcement)
in the gradation column connects to our operational concept listed in
Table 1. For example, in Constitutional Court decision 95, we provide a

4 Interview with one NGO working for conservation in Sumatera in 24 October 2016.

5 Except for a small authority for forest park (Tahura) managing by district govern-
ment.
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notation of A1 (high rules) because this is one of the strongest legal
decision bodies in Indonesia. However, this can be coupled with the
notation B3 (no implementation) to produce a hollow policy, if no
ministerial body has developed to interpret and implement the deci-
sion. Therefore, at this juncture, we call this a pure hollow policy. If the
enacting body was designated for implementation, but the policy is not
enforcement, we define this as a medium hollow policy. For example,
traditional zones were created to allow customary and traditional
practices in conservation areas. In reality, although they have medium
level of legal standing as a ministerial decree (A2, rules without strong
support from basic laws), the regulation can only be implemented on
paper through mapping exercises. Enforcement is not possible because
enforcement would collide with stronger policies that prohibit common
traditional practices such as introducing new species, traditional
burning, and any timber harvesting actions. Therefore we assign (B2,
implementation without enforcement) and identify the policy of tradi-
tional zones as a medium hollow policy. We have identified one in-
stance of non-hollow policy. However, MDK policies (see Table 2,
policy instrument 4) are only implemented and enforced in buffer zones
outside of conservation areas. Overall, the conservation bureaucracy
has continued to maintain hollow policies for utilization in conserva-
tion areas

4.2. Justifying geothermal development in conservation zones: breaking the
deadlock

As of 2016, there were 265 potential geothermal sites identified in
Indonesia, with the expected capacity to produce more than 28,000
megawatts (MW), which is equivalent to about 40% of total estimated
geothermal potential in Indonesia. So far, however, Indonesia has only
developed 5.12% of its geothermal potential (approximately 1514MW)
(MOEF, 2017). Potential locations for geothermal development high-
light large potential of electric power production from 17H K
(Ekowisata.org, 2014), which is 70% of all areas in HK in Indonesia
(Hakim et al., 2014). In 2017, MOEF approved the first geothermal
development in HK by issuing environmental service licenses to PT.
PGE-CGS, Ltd in Gunung Halimun national park to produce 377MW
(MOEF, 2017). The project was approved on justifications of providing
an environmental service (e.g. renewable energy) and stipulated for the
compnay to produce detailed environmental impact statements and
ecosystem management plans to protect surrounding areas.

After this initial success, MOEF established a specific bureaucracy,
the ‘Directorate of Environmental Services of Conservation Forests’,
which oversee the ‘Sub-directorate of Geothermal Utilization and
Carbon’. In other words, the bureaucratic politics and prioritization by
MOEF has conflated the importance of expanding geothermal projects
with the impetus for carbon mitigation, placing geothermal develop-
ment firmly within the approaches to mitigate climate change. MOEF
staff overseeing geothermal development have now developed a de-
tailed map of potential locations for geothermal development in
Indonesia. According to preliminary surveys by the Ministry of Energy
and Mineral Resources (MOEMR), there are several conservation areas
that have geothermal potential (in 6 national parks and 33 nature re-
serves), such as Gunung Leuser National Park (NP), Kerinci Seblat NP,
Bukit Barisan Selatan NP, Gunung Halimun Salak NP, Gunung Ciremai
NP, and Gunung Rinjani NP. The potential areas are either located in
the core or utilization zones. In one national park (Gunung Leuser NP),
for example, the potential site is located in the core zone, while in other
NPs, uncharted potential geothermal locations are expected to be in
utilization zones.6 Justifing utilization permits for geothermal devel-
opment on the premise of providing an environmental service was ar-
ticulated in PP No. 108 of 2015. Permits can only be issued for
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development in utilization zones. Many of the geothermal sites in
Nature Reserves, however, are located within the core zones, initiating
further efforts to push the envelope of possible utilization or to redraw
the zoning boundaries (Mongabay, 2016).

In 2017, MOEMR released new data on 145 potential sites in con-
servation areas for geothermal development (total 12,176MW possible)
(see Fig. 4, below), which created an excitement about potential de-
velopment/funding possibilities.7 A MOEMR’s report (2017) explicitly
stated that energy from the renewable sources, such as geothermal
development, provides broader environmental benefits for climate mi-
tigation, which is a foundation for attracting external supports from
environmentally/conservation-oriented institutions. These arguments
frame the rationale for development as benefits far outweighing the
site-specific impacts.

4.3. Re-establishing hollow policy in social forestry

As explained in previous sections, efforts to utilize conservation
areas in Indonesia have mostly ended up in a deadlock, as lower-level
regulations for utilization clash with the umbrella laws (Law 5, 1990, in
particular), which maintained strict preservation of HK. Until geo-
thermal politics intervened with Law 21 (2014) further supported by
MOEF regulations, no clear pathways existed for articulating and im-
plementing liberal zoning in conservation forests. Breaking a deadlock
policy state has been possible through a combination of green narra-
tives and powerful alliances creating an opportunity. This also opened
up a possibility for proponents of community based forest management
to make similar utilization claims in conservation areas. The govern-
ment now has a legal precedence that can force MOEF to liberal zoning,
which created concerns for the conservation bureaucracy. The most
prominent claimants in the post-New Order era are the advocacy groups
for social forestry who have been seeking recognitions for indigenous
communities, traditional uses, as well as those communities already
residing within conservation areas.

The most obvious concern is related to the further destruction of
forest areas. Many in the bureaucracy feel that if lands were handed
over to local communities, rapid land conversion would take place.
However, major concerns among bureaucratic actors are related to
more practice aspects. It is much simpler for them to work with a few
investors of geothermal energy development for the necessary assess-
ments and paperwork where the process is more clearly defined. The
locations are already mapped out, environmental impact assessments
are more likely to be conducted in a professional manner, and they can
reasonably expect reporting responsibilities to be fulfilled. Past ex-
periences have proved that working on social forestry with local com-
munities is difficult from the bureaucratic perspective. Local plans are
usually drawn up by third-party intermediaries like NGOs or local
universities. Once such plans are submitted and approved, the local
communities often do not have the capacity to fulfill existing paper-
work requirements. When multiplied by thousands of communities
across Indonesia, such a challenge seems bureaucratically in-
surmountable. The conservation bureaucracy does not have enough
staff and furthermore, is not familiar with the legal process for ad-
dressing land use conflicts in conservation areas.

Large corporations have built-in resources and technical capacity
for working with local communities. For example, the geothermal
power plant run by Chevron in the Gunung Halimun Salak NP were able
to mobilize Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) funds to work with
local communities (Hadiprasojo, 2015). They provided employment
opportunities and community development programs, and initiated
small environmental rehabilitation and monitoring projects. They were
also able to mobilize ad hoc funding sources to address conflicts with
local communities. Overall, working with a utilization concession is
much clearer and straightforward for the conservation bureaucracy,
while working with communities would require substantial face-to-face
interactions and directly dealing with individual conflicts. In the event
of conflicts in a geothermal concession area, the conservation bureau-
cracy can just address the corporation and their regulatory commit-
ments.

Advocacy groups for social forestry have grown increasingly pow-
erful in the past decade. Policies supporting indigenous rights, social

Fig. 4. Map of Geothermal Potential in Conservation Areas.

7 Interview with a former senior staff at MOEF in November 2016.
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forestry, and agrarian reform have expanded legal bases for the claims
to millions of hectares in the forest estate,8 including conservation
areas. The President has personally intervened in supporting local
community land claims and appointed the previous head of DG of social
forestry to oversee DG for conservation. Nevertheless, certain barriers
to acknowledging community claims to conservation areas still persist.
The politics of delay and non-decision are inherent in the rationale that
emerge from Law 5, 1990 stipulating conservation utilization, which
must first be resolved before any claims can be realized.

Maintaining the deadlock of strict preservation blocking community
access while letting private actors utilize conservation forests became
increasingly impossible. New regulations began to open up the oppor-
tunity for both, but power politics of implementation/enforcement
make them effectively hollow for some interests while serving others.

5. Who benefits? : Actors and institutions

5.1. President, economy, and social welfare commitments

President Widodo is often described as a populist president. Not
coming from a typical aristocratic background, he came into the elected
office as one of the most popular presidents in Indonesian history. The
key strategy to Widodo’s success is appealing to the popular sentiments
among activist communities, while also supporting the broader business
elites in Indonesia. He played a central role in creating the window of
opportunity that led to breaking the deadlock in conservation areas.
The state forest is now totally under the control of the President, where
he can impose his popular political agenda on social forestry, while
encouraging liberal investments on geothermal projects with new
government regulations issued at the end of 2016.9

As Widodo came into office, he selected a prominent activist from
Indonesia Corruption Watch to act as the chief of staff, especially to
ensure his commitment on following up on the key national reform
commitments. This appointment provided a platform for building trust
with broader activist communities and addressing their concerns. He
created a broad umbrella of policies to support agrarian reforms, in-
digenous rights, village empowerment, and others. His campaign pro-
mises for securing land rights and livelihood for the poor were articu-
lated through the programs on reforming land rights and developing
social forestry. As numerous Indonesian villages are located within or
around the state forest estate, social forestry became the vehicle for
securing usufruct land rights of the rural poor. At the beginning of his
tenure, the MOEF sought to delay the contested claims to the state
forest, especially around conservation areas. However, the president
Widodo’s commitments and staff interventions at the ministry made
utilization more likely than ever.

Ministries coordinating economic activities (e.g. the Ministry of
Energy and Mineral Resources) was able to create the opportunities that
broke the deadlock of utilization in conservation areas. One of the key
strategy was creating a pathway for fulfilling the renewable energy
commitment of 35,000MW. Geothermal energy was framed as pro-
viding an environmental service, while also supporting sustainable
development. The President has successfully persuaded the Parliament
on re-drafting energy policy to make it easier for geothermal expansion
and ensure strategic development of some conservation areas.

5.2. The key line ministries (MOEF and MOEMR)

As explained earlier, MOEF’s current form has evolved from its
historical development (Fig. 2) and consists of two distinctive elements:
DG of Production and DG of Conservation. DG of Conservation has a

considerable power over maintaining the political identity of MOEF and
zoning is a way to create a non-decision state to server its bureaucratic
interests. Although traditional and special zones are allowed on paper,
they are in fact a hollow policy, without the mechanism for im-
plementation (Table 2). The main job for DG of Conservation is ‘selling’
conservation to international forest regimes and to receive international
funding. Thus, DG of conservation is programed to only work with
external actors – such as NGOs and international actors – and maintain
preservation of the state forest.

However, MOEF has allowed the Parliament to take the initiative on
revising conservation forest law, which signals that conservation in the
future will be more business friendly accounting additional benefits of
engaging private sector. Geothermal energy as an environmental ser-
vice provides an ideal justification for this. A large business venture for
geothermal development can meet national development goals and also
attract the notable attention to clean energy development and carbon
emission reduction in Indonesia. This can help negate some of the ne-
gative attention Indonesia received in the recent year for deforestation
(e.g. Hansen et al. 2013). The popularity of landscape approaches also
provides a rationale for multiple uses and a basis for zoning that can
maintain conservation function while also generating financial benefits.

Therefore, DG of Conservation has responded to the demand for
geothermal development by transforming the bureaucracy to in-
corporate hybrid functions. Several strands of bureaucracies have
emerged under DG of Conservation, such as the ‘Directorate of
Environmental Services in Conservation Forest’, as well as the ‘Sub-
directorate of Geothermal Environmental Service Utilization and
Carbon’10. Creating these bureaucratic structures has expanded their
role and authority, as well as additional staff, mandates, and budget. To
distance themselves from the critique that geothermal development is
an extractive deep mining venture, MOEF representative argue that:
“geothermal development is not like the coal mine, the open pit. Those
[coal mines] destroy the forest, they extract and leave behind a large
hole. Meanwhile, accessing heat for energy from the Earth only create
tiny holes, and does not require cutting down all [forests]” (Berita Satu,
2016). MOEF has their own definitions on conservation and sustain-
ability to challenge transnational conservation standards such as HCV
and to maintain their control over conservation areas (the process was
described in Giessen et al., 2016).

Opening the policy window for potential geothermal projects has
proceeded cautiously with ongoing revisions of the Conservation Law
5/1990, as allowing geothermal projects can intensify other actors to
demand similar utilization, particularly advocates of social forestry11.
Backed by strong non-government interests and activists with direct
channels to President Widodo, these demands might lead to additional
allowable uses in conservation zones. DG of Conservation is awaiting
for a clear instruction from the law, which will decide either main-
taining the deadlock or addressing the complexities of allowing social
forestry in conservation areas.

In the meantime, MOEMR will need to meet the ambitious target of
additional 7200MW from renewable sources by 2025 (Prodaya, 2016).
MOEMR has actively engaged in facilitating good relations between
geothermal businesses and local communities, as well as with local and
civil society organizations (Hadiprasojo, 2015), which reduces the
complexity of negotiating with local communities directly for the bu-
reaucracy. MOEMR are also supported by ambitious geothermal de-
velopers who argue that if active development does not immediately get
underway in Indonesia, they risk losing potential investors to other
countries and Indonesia will not achieve targeted climate mitigation

8 Interview with NGOs in Jakarta on 15 December 2016 during a workshop for revising
the Indonesia conservation law.

9 This new government regulation replaced old GG 59/2007 on geothermal activities
and business interests.

10 See new structure (2016) of MOEF on DG conservation structure at http://
ekowisata.org/tentang-kami/ as well as http://ksdae.menlhk.go.id/struktur-organisasi.
html.

11 Based on our observations on the effort of revising Forestry Law (Law 41 of 1999) at
MOEF, as well as the process on the revisions of the Conservation Law 5 / 1990 (during
workshop series and media analysis).
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commitments.

5.3. Local leaders (national parks, sub-national governments, and civil
society)

Local leaders are defined as the actors who influence local land
management, which include those working in national parks, Tahura12,
provincial and district agencies, as well as influential civil society. Al-
though the national park system is a part of DG of Conservation, leaders
in these posts play an important role in negotiating policies at local
sites. However, leadership of national parks are notorious for having
some of the shortest tenures, generally not lasting more than two - three
years in their posts13. Through the national park offices, MOEF can
coordinate infrastructure projects, like access roads, and other small
support programs for local communities under the title of local com-
munity empowerment14. National parks and other conservation unit
administration are also requested for not only taking initiatives on
conserving natural resources but also promoting community empow-
erment and increasing income from ecosystem services15.

Conflicts surrounding uses of conservation areas among local com-
munities are often mediated by local government representatives. The
main intermediary in such conflicts between communities and DG of
Conservation (e.g. national park leadership) are the district heads
whose constituencies are local communities. Local district heads gen-
erally tend to propose the release of enclave areas from conservation
zone designation to mediate the conflicts. One exception is Tahura16

conservation areas. In these cases, the district governments seek to
maintain the conservation function of the Tahura and tend to have
adverse relationships with local communities by keeping them out.

5.4. Large-scale corporations

Investors require land for building geothermal power plants. Large
infrastructure projects had been off limits in conservation areas due to
regulatory deadlock, while they are plagued by resettlement challenges
outside of conservation areas. Thus, some conservation areas may need
to be sacrificed. Chevron has managed 200 ha of conservation areas out
of their 10,000 ha concession (since 1980) where they achieved ‘golden
category’ certificate from the Ministry of Environment in 2011. They
did not have a problem securing geothermal investment (Berita Satu,
2016). National state-owned companies like PERTAMINA also prior-
itize geothermal projects in Indonesia and have close relations with
parliament members, which create concerns. In one news statement
(TEMPO, 2017), the Indonesian Forestry Higher Institution network
requested investment agencies not to lobby or otherwise intervene the
revision of the Indonesian Conservation Law.
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12 Tahura (Taman Hutan Raya) (forest park) is the only conservation unit managed
under district authority.

13 For example, during the conflict of Tallasa sub-village in Bantimurung Bulusaraung
National Park the head of the national park has been replaced three times since 2005.
Villagers of Cinagara located within Gunung Gede Pangrango NP complained that these
replacements affected their ability to coordinate a sustained community empowerment
program with NP staff (Soemarno, 2012).

14 One commonly observed example are roads built in the Babul National Park, which
was generally promoted under the rhetoric of community empowerment. Our observation
was made in the event of socialisation in 28 November 2016. Pemberdayaan Masyarakat.
Dalam Rangka Pemanfatan dan Pengembangan Transportasi Terbatas di Kawasan Taman
Nasional Bantimurung Bulusaraung, Kabupaten Maros, kerjasama antara Balai Taman
Nasional Babul dan Balai Besar Pelakasana Jalan Nasional XIII, Makassar.

15 An interview with the head of NP Takabonerate 19 March 2018.
16 The seemingly unmanaged Tahura are common particularly in South Sulawesi

province. These conservation areas were not centralized as part of Law 23/2014, but
established for recreation, tourism and watershed protection by district governments,
especially in outer islands outside of Java. MOEF tends to not approve new Tahura
proposals in the state forest area. The Minister stated that proposal to convert non-state
forest area to become Tahura is more preferable.
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6. Discussion and conclusion

This paper discussed how bureaucratic politics, namely the me-
chanism of creating deadlocks - through non-decisions and hollow po-
licies - take shape in the context of the forestry policy cycle in
Indonesia. We have described how the forest bureaucracy has evolved
over time to maintain conservation zones. Deadlock opportunism
showcases the friction that takes place to allow for longstanding po-
licies in a deadlock situation, to be reinterpreted to serve particular
powerful interests while being closied off to others with similar claims
over the same deadlock. Table 3 highlights the conditions of deadlock
opportunism in conservation zones, and discusses the implications of
breaking the deadlock in different ways.

The first example in Table 3 is the liberal zoning case for both
community forests and geothermal utilization. In this scenario, the
policy instruments would include both revising the existing conserva-
tion law and creating new ones for supporting socail forestry commi-
tement. If this deadlock opportunism succeeds, it will weaken politics
for strick preservation, but would benefit a number of powerful and not
so powerful actors. In the second scenario, we provide the conditions in
which deadlocks can be maintained. Although the initial opening for
geothermal utilization permits are underway in conservation areas, this
does not guarantee future permits will be issued in other locations.
There are even some indications of geothermal permits in conservation
areas already being denied. We also discuss consequnces of the con-
tinued status quo of social forestry deadlocks in their preexisting con-
ditions.

All over the world, the ambiguity surrounding conservation and
preservation persists often resulting in sometimes unlikely alliances,
such as social forestry and geothermal development presented in this
paper, which challenge the longstanding deadlock preventing utiliza-
tion of conservation areas in Indonesia. The historical factors that
created widespread conservation zones across Indonesia illustrates how
the bureaucracy evolved to maintain a deadlock on these zones through
Indonesia’s development. We argue that Indonesian forestry policy has
evolved with key alliances within the international forestry regime. The
operational framework of deadlock opportunism developed here help
us understand how deadlocks are created and how they can be broken
or maintained. This paper presents thorough explanations of the actors,
interests, and bureaucratic tools at work in interplays between geo-
thermal development and social forestry for utilizing conservation
areas. However, they are by no means to suggest prescriptive solutions
or predetermined outcomes. We believe the concept of deadlock op-
portunism and the operational framework can provide new insights for
understanding progress (or lack thereof) of certain policies in their
lifecycles in other parts of the world.
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