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Abstract

Marine protected areas have
played an important role in
conserving and restoring marine
biodiversity that is threatened
due to the climate change.
Indonesia has expanded its
marine protected areas, covering
411 locations with more than
28 million hectares (obout 9% of
its territorial waters). Managed by
different types of government
units  (national and  locals),
Indonesian MPAs located mostly
in regions where the communities
have high poverty rate and high
inequality index. This paper
explores the dynamic of the MPAs
management  in  Indonesia,
focusing on how they have
addressed not only issues related
to the biodiversity conservation
but also the welfare of the
community who live near MPAs.
Employing mix method of the
quantitative (secondary data)
analysis and the qualitative
primary data collection and
analysis, the study was con-
ducted in three different MPAs
with  different  administrative
status. This paper argues that
despite the Indonesian govern-
ment has shown eagerness to
expand the quantity of MPA, their
focus on the quality of MPA
management is still lacking.
Especially the focus on social
aspects of the MPA management
needs significant improvement to
ensure improving the welfare of
people and reduction of ine-
quality among communities
reside across coastal areas are
integrated into its main missions.
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Résumé

Les aires marines protégées
jouent unréle important dans la
conservation et la restauration
de la biodiversité marine en
Indonésie. Les aires marines
protégées (AMP)  couvrent
41 sites dans le pays, soit plus
de 28 milions dhectares
(environ 9% des eaux territo-
riales). Plusieurs niveaux admi-
nistratifs sont impliqués dans la
gestion des AMP, qui sont par
ailleurs majoritairement situées
dans des régions présentant un
taux de pauvreté et un indice
dinégalité élevés. Cet article
explore la dynamique de la
gestion des AMP en Indonésie,
en se concentrant sur la fagon
dont elles traitent les objectifs
de  conservation de la
biodiversité et de bien-étre des
populations vivant & proximité.
L'étude utilise une méthode
mixte d'analyse quantitative de
données secondaires et
d'analyse qualitatives de
données primaires collectées
dans trois AMP avec des statuts
administratifs  différents. Cet
article soutient que, méme si le
gouvernement indonésien a
bien tenté d'en augmenter le
nombre, la qualité de la gestion
des AMP laisse toujours &
désirer. En particulier, les
aspects sociaux de la gestion
des AMP doit étre considéra-
blement amélioré pour garantir
une amélioration du bien-étre
des personnes et une réduction
des inégalités entre les
communautés résidant dans
les zones cétieres.

Mots-clés

Aires Marines Protégés,
Inégalités, Environnement,
Soutenabilité



1. Introduction

The marine sector plays a crucial role in
supporting the livelihood of individuals,
especially in Indonesia. With a coastline of
99,083 kilometers, Indonesia is the
second-longest in the world after
Canadd. Its fish capture production in
2020 stood at 6.43 million tons, ranking it
as the second largest globally aofter
China2 Approximately 90% of the
economic activities of its 12,610 coastal
villages have a link with the marine
sector®. This sector sustains a
considerable fraction of the population,
with coastal fishermen households
growing from 963,540 in 2019 t01,020,048 in
2021. The number of sea fishermen was
reported to be around 2,925,818, making
up 2.23% of the total 131.05 million working
people (KKP & BPS, 2021)* 5

However, there exists a stark paradox.
Despite the wealth of marine resources,
coastal areas still grapple with high
poverty rates. Extreme poverty in these
areas in 2021 was 4.19%, slightly higher
than the national average of 4% (Kompas,
2022). Of the 10.86 million impoverished

individuals nationally, about 125%

' https://worldpopulationreview.com/country-
rankings/countries-by-coastline, assessed July 4,2023.

2 https://www.fao.org/3/cc046len/online/sofia/2022/capt
ure-fisheries-production.html, assessed July 4, 2023

3 https://www.kompas.id/baca/riset/2023/01/25/ironi-
kemiskinan-wilayah-pesisir-yang-kaya-potensi-
ekonomi-kelautan, assessed July 4, 2023.

(1.3 million people) live in coastal regions.
This poverty statistic has been stable, if
not slightly worsening, over the past

decade.

On a provincial level, the KKP's Marine and
Fisheries Community Welfare Index
indicates that, out of 34 provinces, 12 fall
under the 'maintenance’ category, with
the remaining provinces needing
improvement. The indicators that must be
prioritized to enhance welfare quickly
encompass five social fields, including
aspects such as business institutions,
revitalization of traditional communities,
and economic indicators, including
exchange value and average income

(KKP).

Several regulatory frameworks emphasize
the importance of the marine sector for
people’'s welfare. Article 33 of Indonesia’s
Constitution entrusts the state with
controlling and utilizing natural resources
for the public's prosperity. Law No. 32 of
2014 Regarding Maritime Affairs directs
marine resource use for economic

growth, welfare distribution, and coastal

4 KKP stands for Kementerian Kelautan & Perikanan, which
translates to Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries

5 BPS stands for Badan Pusat Statistik, which translates to
Central Bureau of Statistics


https://worldpopulationreview.com/country-rankings/countries-by-coastline
https://worldpopulationreview.com/country-rankings/countries-by-coastline
https://www.fao.org/3/cc0461en/online/sofia/2022/capture-fisheries-production.html
https://www.fao.org/3/cc0461en/online/sofia/2022/capture-fisheries-production.html
https://www.kompas.id/baca/riset/2023/01/25/ironi-kemiskinan-wilayah-pesisir-yang-kaya-potensi-ekonomi-kelautan
https://www.kompas.id/baca/riset/2023/01/25/ironi-kemiskinan-wilayah-pesisir-yang-kaya-potensi-ekonomi-kelautan
https://www.kompas.id/baca/riset/2023/01/25/ironi-kemiskinan-wilayah-pesisir-yang-kaya-potensi-ekonomi-kelautan

and marine ecosystem preservation. Law
No. 27 of 2007 underscores the sustainable
management of coastal zones and small
islands for public prosperity, incorporating
community participation, and national
legal norms. Furthermore, Article 5 of
Government Regulation (PP) No. 62 of 2010
detail the establishment and utilization of
conservation areas and small outer
islands, emphasizing community partici-
and  environmental

pation, welfare,

conservation.

Specific to Marine Protected Areas (MPAs),

Indonesia’s marine protected areas
management policy focuses on two main
themes, which are, to conduct and ensure
sustainable management as well as
utilization of conservation areas for the

communities that live nearby. The latter

Figure 1. MPA designated by the Min

theme includes sustainable fisheries,
ecotourism, and other community-based
environmental services aside from its
function as a source of germplasm for the
development of marine and fisheries

research (KKP, 2020).

This paper will examine the status and
challenges of improving the welfare of the
poor coastal communities living near MPA.
The main argument of this paper is that
despite a comprehensive legal framework
designed to uplift the livelihoods of

coastal inhabitants, empirical obser-
vations suggest these regulations are not
effectively achieving their intended goals.
This is partly because of poor governance
of MPA by paying attention more on the

quantity than the quality of governance.
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2. Methods

This study employs a mixed method, combining qualitative and quantitative analysis. The
qualitative data collection was conducted in three MPA locations in Savu Sea, Nusa Penida
and North Minahasa (see Figure 2). The three MPAs were chosen purposively to represent a
well-established MPA (Savu Sea), a fast-growing MPA (Nusa Penida), and an MPA in the early-
stage of development (North Minahasa). Indonesian MPA is organized into several zones,
with the core zone as no take zone. This specific zone has the biggest potential negative
effects on coastal community’s livelihood. Hence, to assess how MPA institutions have

interacted with the community, in each MPA one village closest to the core zone was

selected.
Figure 2. Qualitative data collection locations
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The qualitative data was collected utilizing three data collection methods, comprising
focused group discussion (FGD), in-depth interviews, and desk study. Five FGDs were
conducted with participants from each village, with men and women and participant from
poor and non-p in each village within the three MPAs, with separate sessions for men and
women as well as participants from poor and non-poor households. To gain insights into the
management of MPAs in each location, one FGD session was conducted with MPA
stakeholders at the district level. In addition to FGD, in-depth interviews were also conducted

with informants from national to village levels. The informants were the policy makers,



experts and NGO at the national level; MPA managers, local governments, private sectors,
and NGO at regional levels, and poor and non-poor household, community figures, and
village government at village level. Lastly, a comprehensive review of MPA policy documents
was conducted.

In addition to qualitative data collection and analysis, this study employs quantitative data
analysis by utilizing secondary data from various surveys and census, including National
Socio-Economic Survey (Susenas), Indonesia Family Life Survey (IFLS), and Village Potentiall
Census (Podes), to examine the welfare and inequality in MPA and non-MPA areas in
Indonesia. The survey and census data provide valuable information on factors such as
expenditure, education, access to basic amenities, infrastructure, and financial support

from time to time.

It is important to note that the availability of summary data at village-level, to represent
villages near MPA areas, is not always available in all surveys or censuses. Podes data
provides data summary at the village-level, but IFLS and Susenas data offers data summary
at subdistrict-level and district-level, respectively.

This study acknowledges the multidimensional nature of poverty and adopts the World
Bank’s definition of poverty, which comprises three key components: opportunity, empower-
ment, and security (IBRD, 2000). The areas to be measured in terms of opportunity in this
study include access to education, credits, cellular phone signal, and alternative livelihoods.
Empowerment focuses on indicators such as community participation, interaction of
political and social processes, and social inclusion. Security encompasses aspects like
access to social safety nets and healthcare services.



3. Effective and Balanced Management of MPA :
Lesson Learned

Management by state institutions is still the common feature of MPA everywhere. However,
in many cases, as will be discussed shortly, the involvement of community and other parties
have been initiated. Many scholars have discussed the paramount role of community
participation in managing MPA. Community participation is not only important for
instrumental reasons, that the community can perform some roles to help governing the
MPA, but also for ethical and political reasons, namely because the MPA is located in their

environment to which their livelihood is reliant.

In the context of Indonesian policy, participatory management, namely involving people in
stages of management processes, has been institutionalized mainly in rural governance
(Antlov 2019, Syukri 2022), and has long been practiced in many development activities, such
as in education, health, developing various small-scale infrastructures etc. (Syukri et al. 2014).
Although participatory approach in governance and development has been common, the
contrasting trend emerged in the second period of Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono
administration (in office 2004-2009, 2009—2014) and became stronger in the period of Joko
Widodo (Jokowi) regimes (in office from 2014-2019, and 2019-2024). In the Jokowi
administration, the role of the state has increased to a certain level that many scholars
referred it as a New Developmental state (Warburton 2016, Syukri 2022). This concept
highlights the greater and decisive role of the government in many aspects, especially in
infrastructure and economic development. Relevant to the natural resources management
in general and protected areas in particular, the dominant role of the government is
epitomized in the entire aspects of MPA managements from designing, establishing,
planning the activities, the implementation, and monitoring and evaluation. In the whole

process the national government takes full responsibility.

In addition to be more participatory, the good MPA management has also paid as much
attention to biodiversity conservation as to socioeconomic welfare of the people living in
coastal areas near to MPA. Focus on sustainable fulfilment of the needs of the indigenous
and local community, the poor and vulnerable people, for example, had been mentioned as
one of the Aichi Targets (Target 14), and continue to be reiterated in the new Kunming-
Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (target 9-13). However, in many cases, as will be
shown shortly, there are disconnection or discrepancies between the ideal type of MPA

governance and the reality on the ground.



3.1. Learning from Indonesian cases

Existing studies highlight this disconnection, particularly in the Indonesian context.
Amkieltiella et al., (2022) laud Indonesia’s expansion of its MPA coverage but caution against
the poor quality of management within these regions. Similarly, Kusumawati and Huang's
study (2015) in Weh Island, Indonesia, found that MPAs established through bottom-up
processes and managed by local communities were more successful than top-down,
centrally managed ones. Such findings suggest the importance of incorporating local

perspectives and active participation in MPA management.

Perception of the MPA's effectiveness also differs among stakeholders. According to Rosadi
et al. (2022), influential stakeholders, directly involved in MPA management, believe in its
effectiveness in improving community welfare. In contrast, less influential stakeholders,
including the community itself, perceive no impact on their welfare. King, Adhuri, and Clifton
(2022) further emphasize this, arguing that resilience-based management must account for
local politics and power dynamics to truly understand the impacts and trade-offs for

stakeholders.

These studies collectively underscore the need for MPA management to improve both
conservation and socio-economic outcomes. However, the current regulatory framework
and implementation often prioritize the former over the latter, turning the supposed balance
into a mere showcase. Studies report that only about a third of MPAs in Indonesia are well-
managed by the government's standards (Amkieltiella et al., (2022). The government has
shown immense orientation towards increasing MPA numbers without due attention to their

management quality. In this context, quantity seems to overshadow quality.

While social aspects, including concerns for coastal community welfare and livelihoods, are
accommodated in MPA management guidelines, empirical evidence suggests this is mostly
theoretical. In practice, MPAs are more geared towards ecological-related goals, often
sidelining social targets. This disconnects between theory and practice raises important
questions about the efficacy and purpose of MPAs. It calls for a more balanced approach to
MPA management, one that does not sacrifice community welfare at the altar of

conservation.

3.2, Lessons from Global Experiences

While focusing on local contexts and challenges is crucial, gleaning insights from global
experiences can provide valuable lessons and strategies for better MPA management in

Indonesia. Globally, MPAs serve as vital conservation and management tools in the face of



increasing environmental pressures. Their successful implementation can support
biodiversity conservation, coastal management, and livelihood protection. However,
challenges, such as lack of resources, community engagement, and capacity-building, can

hinder their effectiveness, particularly in developing countries like Indonesia.

For example, Tanzania and Zanzibar have shown that poverty often forces communities to
violate MPA rules, undermining conservation efforts (Tobey & Torell, 2006). However, it was
found that MPAs with more prolonged investment and greater resources saw increased
community support and a more positive perception. This finding suggests that Indonesia
could benefit from sustained resource allocation and commitment to MPAs to attain
conservation and development goals concurrently. In Mozambique, the significance of
substantial community involvement in the selection of marine conservation tools was
highlighted (Rosendo et al., 2010). This engagement helped to alleviate poverty and ensure
sustainable resource use, a lesson that can be applied to Indonesia, where including a
broader range of marine conservation approaches and local views can strengthen MPA

management.

Experiences from Brazil, which like Indonesia, underwent significant political changes,
including the decentralization of authority and integration of coastal management into
national policies (Wever et al, 2012). However, persisting issues like institutional and legal
weaknesses, resource user conflicts, and government mistrust have continued to pose
challenges. To address these, enhancing community knowledge, capacity, and official
ecosystem protection support is crucial. This experience could be beneficial for Indonesia,
indicating the importance of actively involving local communities in MPA management and

harnessing their unique capabilities.

In developed countries like those in the Mediterranean, MPA management has shown that
these areas can have significant socio-cultural impacts, alongside their environmental
benefits (Badalamenti et al, 2000). This underscores the importance of considering the
unique characteristics of coastal areas in MPA planning and management, an approach
that could be advantageous for Indonesia. In the United Kingdom, studies emphasize the
importance of understanding coastal zone processes in depth to inform future strategy
planning (Bailey & Nowell, 1996). This multi-faceted approach could provide valuable insights
for Indonesia, highlighting the need for a comprehensive understanding of coastal
processes and community dynamics in MPA management. Finally, rigorous monitoring, as
practiced in Portugal, has been instrumental in assessing changes in fisheries activities and
evaluating the impact of MPAs on fishing communities (Batista et al,, 2015). Such monitoring,
coupled with comprehensive data collection, can inform effective MPA management in

Indonesia.

n



By considering these global insights and experiences, Indonesia can enhance its MPA
management, bolstering both environmental and socio-economic outcomes. This involves
commitment to resource allocation, community empowerment, and flexibility in
management approaches. Success will ultimately rely on Indonesia’s commitment to
continual learning, adaptation, and collaborative action, ensuring MPAs serve as effective

tools for both conservation and community welfare improvement.



4. MPA inIndonesia: An Overview

41 Policy Perspective: Maritime and Conservation Area Development in Indonesia

411 Maritime Development Policy in Indonesia

Over the past near decade since Indonesian President Joko “Jokowi” Widodo regime came
to power in 2014, the Indonesian government has begun to pay more attention to the
development of marine and coastal areas. This can be seen from several policies and
programs that encourage the improvement of the Indonesia’s economy through the
development of maritime areas. President Jokowi even issued Presidential Regulation
Number 16 of 2017 concerning Indonesian Maritime Policy. It contains an ambitious vision,

which is to make Indonesia a World Maritime Axis.

Indonesia is expected to become a maritime country that is advanced, sovereign,
independent, strong, and able to make a positive contribution to regional and world security
and peace in accordance with national interests. To actualize this, 12 targets have been
compiled which are the main missions of Indonesia’s maritime policy. One of the missions is
to achieve equitable prosperity for coastal communities and small islands. Furthermore,
Indonesia’'s maritime policy is structured based on seven main pillars, where one of the
pillars also elaborates on the importance of improving people’'s welfare in maritime affairs,
namely pillar number 4 which focuses on the marine economy and infrastructure and
increasing welfare. The government has even prepared a comprehensive strategy to
achieve the welfare of the community, especially by focusing on supporting fishermen, fish
cultivators, and salt farmers. These strategies include: (a) building facilities and
infrastructure in developing businesses; (b) capability and capacity building; (c) provision of
access to science and technology, information, land, and financing; (d) expansion of
employment and business opportunities, particularly in the fisheries, energy and marine
tourism sectors; and (e) improving management of marine resources for marine tourism for

coastal communities and small islands.

It does not stop there. In the 2021-2025 Indonesian Maritime Policy Action Plan which is
aligned with the development agenda in the 2020-2024 National Medium-Term
Development Plan (RPJMN), there are programs and activities that aim to develop areas to
reduce inequality and ensure equity. The facts mentioned above provide a clear picture of
how increasing people’s welfare and reducing inequality in coastal areas has become one
of the main focuses of marine development in Indonesia and is formalized in the form of

policies and regulations.
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412  Conservation Area Development Policy in Indonesia

In line with maritime development policies, regulations regarding marine protected areas
also indicate the importance of improving people's welfare. This is illustrated by several
regulations which form the legal basis for the management of marine protected areas. Law
no. 31 of 2004 concerning fisheries, in the consideration section states that in the context of
implementing national development, the management of fish resources needs to be
carried out as well as possible. The management should be based on justice and equity in
resource utilization by prioritizing expanding employment opportunities and increasing the
standard of living for fishermen, fish cultivators and/or other parties that related to fishery
activities and fostering the preservation of fish resources and their environment. This
statement clearly aligns the position of efforts to improve people's welfare with efforts to
create sustainable fish resources and the environment. Furthermore, in article 6 paragraph
2 of the Law, it is stated that the management of fisheries for the benefit of fishing and fish
farming must consider customary law and/or local wisdom and pay attention to community

participation.

The mandate to accommodate community participation is also stated in Law no. 27 of 2007
concerning Management of Coastal Zone and Small Islands. In article 4 it is stated that the
management of coastal areas and smallislands is carried out with 4 objectives, two of them
are to: (1) strengthen the participation of the community and government institutions and
encourage community initiatives in managing coastal resources and (2) increase social
value, economy and culture through community participation in the utilization of coastal
and small island resources. Article 63 paragraph 1 even states that the government and

regional governments are obliged to empower the community to improve their welfare.

The various legal foundations used as the basis for the management of conservation areas
clearly mandate the importance of improving community welfare and involving the
community in the management and utilization of coastal areas. However, such messages
are lost in translation when the Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries (MMF) developed the
technical guidance of the Law in the form ministerial regulations. In the Regulation of the
Minister of Marine Affairs and Fisheries of the Republic of Indonesia No. 31/PERMEN-KP/2020
concerning Management of Conservation Areas, it states that the objectives of managing
conservation areas are for (1) protection, preservation and utilization of biodiversity and/or
fish resources; and/or (2) protection, preservation and utilization of traditional cultural sites.
This is in stark contrast to the previous Ministerial Regulation, namely the Regulation of the
Minister of Maritime Affairs and Fisheries of the Republic of Indonesia No.02 of 2009
concerning Procedures for Designating Marine Protected Areas which states that two of the

four objectives of implementing conservation areas are (1) preserving local wisdom in



managing fish resources in and/or around water conservation areas; and (2) improving the
welfare of the community around the water conservation area. This reduction in meaning
on the importance of community welfare is reflected in the conditions on the ground that
people living in conservation areas have no better livelihood conditions than people living in

non-conserved or non-marine areas, the topic to which we will comeback shortly.



5. Result

5.1. Indonesian Coastal Communities Welfare Overview

As an archipelagic country with around 17,504 islands and having a marine area of 5.8 million
km?2 or 71% of the total area, makes Indonesia’s marine very rich in biodiversity and fisheries
resources. This is supported by the fact that Indonesia marine area is located in the Coral
Triangle location, where it is estimated that around 2.5 million hectares of coral reefs live in
it and are home to very diverse marine creatures. Indonesia is also known as the second
largest producer of fishery products in the world after China. This can be seen from the
fishery production figures which tend to be high, both for marine fisheries and marine
culture. It was recorded that in 2020 the volume of marine fisheries production reached
6,989,090.36 tons. As for marine culture, it reached 8,499,280.75 tons (KKP, 2022). With all of
the potentials that possessed by the Indonesia marine areq, it can actually strengthen the
welfare of coastal communities. But in reality, there are still many of them who live below the

poverty line.

In Indonesia, there are around 52,329 coastal villages with 2,359,264 marine fishermen and
280,652 marine cultivators in 2021 (KKP, 2022). Nevertheless, the Indonesian Maritime and
Fisheries Community Welfare Index in 2021 only reached 60.31, while the highest index was
100.00. Added to this is the fact that the contribution of fisheries GDP to national GDP in the
4" quarter of 2021 is only 2.80%. This percentage is still far below the GDP contribution
generated by the agriculture, livestock, hunting and agricultural services sectors which
contribute 7.95% to national GDP (KKP, 2022).

This means that comprehensive improvements are still needed so that the welfare of
marine and coastal communities increases every year. The low level of welfare of coastal
communities in Indonesia, especially those who work as fishermen, is caused by several
factors such as limited access to capital, difficulty obtaining fuel, limited fishing gear and
uncertain weather conditions that determine the course of shipping (Sugiharto et al. 2022,
chap. 72). Other influencing factors are the limited use of technology to predict the weather
and the lack of access to work safety insurance which often hinders fishing activities
considering that fishermen'’s performance is very dependent on good weather (Hanri et al,
nd.p.9)



5.2. Areas near MPAs face deteriorating socioeconomic conditions as indicated by rising
inequality and a less substantial improvement in poverty rates

Ensuring decent welfare and living conditions for communities near MPAs is of paramount
importance for several reasons. Firstly, these communities often rely heavily on the natural
resources provided by the marine environment for their livelihoods, such as fishing, tourism,
and other marine related activities. Supporting their well-being equally contributing to the
sustainability of their livelihoods and help preserve the biodiversity of marine ecosystems.
Secondly, communities hear MPAs play a crucial role in conserving and managing the
protected areas. They safeguard the environment and have local knowledge that can

contribute to effective conservation practices (Ferse et al, 2010).

However, despite the significance of ensuring the welfare of communities near MPAs, it is
concerning to observe deteriorating socioeconomic conditions among populations
residing in areas near MPAs in Indonesia. These communities face higher levels of poverty
and declining socioeconomic conditions, as shown in various indicators. One of the
indicators is the percentage of individuals in the bottom 20% of expenditure. A higher
proportion of individuals living in MPA districts falls under the bottom 20% (Quintile 1) of
expenditure bracket compared to those residing in non-MPA districts from year to year (see

Figure 3).

Figure 3. Population expenditure quintile by district proximity to MPAs
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(1) MPA district: District with at least one MPAvillage. 104 MPA districts out of 514 districts.
(2) MPA village: Village within 2 km from MPAs or adjacent to MPA village with fish

capture as main livelihood sector
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Another crucial indicator that reflects the socioeconomic disparity are the poverty rate and
Gini Index. The poverty rate measures the proportion of population living below the poverty
line, while Gini Index assesses expenditure or income inequality, which provides further

insights into the socioeconomic condition of communities near MPAs.

Figure 4 shows that, on average, poverty rate in MPA villages is higher than non-MPA villages.
Both MPA and non-MPA villages experienced a decline in poverty between 2010 to 2015,
suggesting an improvement in population economic conditions. However, MPA villages had
a less substantial decline® in poverty compared to the non-MPA villages. In contrast, the
average Gini Index increased from 2010 to 2015 in both MPA and non-MPA villages (see Figure
5). It indicates a rise in expenditure inequality within both regions. However, MPA villages
witnessed a greater increase’ in the Gini Index compared to non-MPA villages. These
findings highlight the urgent need for targeted interventions and support to improve the
socioeconomic conditions of the communities residing near MPAs to address poverty and
reduce inequality. Failure to address these challenges may result in further marginalization

and hinder the conservation effort in these areas.

Figure 4. Mean poverty rate in 2010 and 2015 by village proximity to MPAs
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8 During the examination of the mean differences in poverty rate between 2010 and 2015 in MPA and non-MPA
villages, it was observed that the reduction in poverty rate in MPA villages from 2010 to 2015 is significantly less
compared to non-MPA villages.

7 The test result suggests that MPA villages has significantly higher increase in the Gini Index compared to non-
MPA villages.



Figure 5. Mean Gini Index in 2010 and 2015 by village proximity to MPAs
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The relationship between poverty rate and Gini Index is also examined to identify patterns
or potential associations between changes in poverty rates and expenditure inequality
during specified period of time. The relationship between poverty rate and Gini Index at the
village level suggests a very weak and almost no linear relationship between poverty and
Gini Index in MPA villages in 2010 and 2015 (see Figure 6A). It indicates that the changes in
poverty rates in MPA villages are not strongly associated with changes in expenditure
inequality. However, it is worth noting that there is a change in the correlation coefficient’s

direction, shifting from negative in 2010 to positive in 2015 in MPA villages.

Meanwhile, the correlation coefficient between poverty rates and Gini Index of hon-MPA
villages in 2010 and 2015 are still considered weak but stronger compared to MPA villages, as
depicted in Figure 6B. The negative correlation coefficients in 2010 and 2015 in hon-MPA
villages imply an inverse relationship between poverty and expenditure inequality, with

higher poverty rates associated with lower expenditure inequality, and vice versa.



Figure 6. The relationship between poverty and Gini Index
in MPA villages (A) and non-MPA villages (B)
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Motes:
There are around 2 000 mpa villages out of almost 80,000 villages in total, butthe number
may vary from year to year due to the creation of new villages

5.3. Access to basic amenities, financial support, and infrastructure in areas near MPAs
exhibits disparities, and the development of alternative livelihoods poses challenges
for these regions

The challenges faced by communities residing near MPAs in Indonesia are multifaceted.
Limited access to basic amenities and infrastructure, and a lack of financial resources
contribute to their struggles. The disaggregated data from Susenas and Podes shows that
disparities in accessing basic amenities, infrastructure, and financial support are more
evident in areas near MPAs. The data shows that the locations near MPAs do not show a
tendency to catch up with national or non-MPA areas in access to infrastructure, as

demonstrated in Figure 7A, Figure 8A, and Figure 8B.

MPA districts continue to face challenges in accessing adequate sanitation, with a lower
percentage of households having access compared to national or non-MPA districts (see
Figure 7A). Furthermore, there has been limited progress in improving this condition from

2020 and beyond, as evidenced by the stagnant trend depicted in the line chart. In terms of



public infrastructure, Figure 8A shows that MPA villages consistently face a lack of reliable
phone signal. Moreover, there is no evidence of significant progress in bridging the gap
between MPA and non-MPA villages, raising concerns about communication accessibility in

MPA villages and highlighting the need for improvement.

Examining the financial landscape, the financial support available to community residing in
MPA villages is insufficient, as indicated by the limited number of community credit banks in
MPA villages (see Figure 8B). Despite the challenges of limited access to essential resources,
the population residing in MPA districts exhibits comparable or even higher levels of
participation in various stages of education, such as high school, as seen in Figure 7B, when

compared to national or non-MPA districts.

Figure 7. Households with adequate sanitation (A) and high school gross enroliment ratio (B)
by district proximity to MPAs
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Data source:
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MNotes:

(1) ADEQUATE_SAMITATION: sanitation facilities that meet the standards for both the upper and lower structures.
(2) GER HIGH: The ratio of the population attending high school to the total high school-age population.
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Figure 8. The availability of strong phone signal (A) in the villages
and the average number of Community Credit Bank (B) by village proximity to MPAs
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Data source:
(1) Podes Data 2011-2021
(2) MPA data from Ministry of Marine Affairs & Fisheries

Motes:
(1) INFRA_SIGMAL: strong handphone signal.
(2) ECON_BPR_MN: The number of Community Credit Bank.

In both MPA and hon-MPA villages, the agriculture, fisheries, and forestry sectors continue to
be the primary sources of livelihood. Figure 9 shows that from time to time, the most
common agriculture, fisheries, and forestry commodities in both village types are rice, food
crops, and plantation (such as rubber, palm oil, coffee, cocoa, coconut, cloves, tobacco, and
sugarcane), with fish captures being more prevalent in villages near MPAs.

Figure 9. Main commodity of villages with agriculture, fisheries, and forestry
as the main sectors, categorized by village proximity to MPAs
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Data source:
(1) Podes Data 2011-2021
(2) MPA data from Ministry of Marine Affairs & Fisheries

Although MPAs often impose fishing restrictions or regulations within their boundaries to
protect marine biodiversity and promote sustainable fishing practices, there does not
appear to be a noticeable reduction in fish captures activities in MPA villages, as shown in

Figure 9 above. Instead, there seems to be an increase in this activity. This can be attributed



to several factors. Firstly, the locations of MPAs may be distant from the areas where people
engage in fishing activities, resulting in minimal direct impact on their fishing practices. This
inference is supported by the findings from a qualitative assessment regarding the MPA in
Sabu Raijua district. In the case of the MPA near Sawu Island in Sabu Raijua district, the MPA
serves as a core zone located in the open seaq, where fish capturing activities are not likely.
This zone is intended for cetacean conservation, as suggested by one of the informants from

Balai Kawasan Konservasi Perairan Nasional (BKKPN)8 in Kupang City:

“If it's for the core zone, it is a no-take zone. Whatever activities the community has,
they are not allowed to go there. It is specifically for research purposes. As for the
impact on the community, in terms of economy, it has not been measured yet. But
in Sawu (sea) itself, the conservation target is primarily focused on marine
mammals. This is because Sawu is a migration route for marine mammals,
including whales and dolphins. Therefore, this large core zone aims not only to
protect fisheries resources but also to preserve marine mammal populations. The
community rarely engaged in activities within the core zone even before 2014 (re:
designation of MPA) because it is in the open sea. However, it is possible that large
vessels from outside conduct activities there.” (Informant from BKKPN of Kupang
City, [09/01/2023])

Secondly, the lack of noticeable reduction in fishery activity may suggest that the
enforcement of fishing restrictions within MPAs may be inadequate or insufficiently
implemented (Yu et al, 2022). Lastly, depending on the duration of each MPA's existence, the
implementation of MPAs may not lead to a systematic drop in total catch or an increase in

travel distance due to the spillover of fish and other harvestable species (Kerwath etal, 2013).

Nevertheless, even though there is no decrease in fishery activity within areas near MPAs, the
creation of MPAs can result in the reallocation of rights, presenting a mixture of benefits and
disadvantages for the stakeholder engaged. MPAs may benefit local fisheries through fish
spillover, resulting in increased catch (Garcio-Rubies et al, 2013; Kerwath et al, 2013). The
qualitative assessment found that the MPA near North Minahasa district had increased local
fish catches, with the widely held perception that the fish spillover effect is the contributing

factor to this increase, as suggested by informants during data collection:

8 BKKPN stands from Balai Kawasan Konservasi Perairan Nasional, which translates to National Marine
Conservation Area Agency
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“Since the establishment of MPA (a type of core zone), it has become easier to find fish. The
marine habitat has become healthy overall. There are now plenty of fish, so we no longer
need to travel far to search for them” (Informant from non marginal community member,
[02/02/2023])

“We truly feel the benefits of the restricted zones. In those prohibited zones, fish are
able to spawn and grow. Once they reach maturity, they migrate to the zones
allowed for fishing. That is where we catch them. The fish are now bigger and ready
to be caught. There are more fish now. The benefits are indeed significant”

(Informant from marginal community member, [02/02/2023])

However, the fish spillover effect is typically experienced over an extended period rather
than immediately. Therefore, MPA authorities need to consider short-term compensation or
explore alternative livelihood options to address the displacement of rights to access
resources. Diversification into alternative livelihoods can offer a potential solution to
alleviate the strain on fisheries and the resource. Some alternative livelihood strategies
include tourism, seaweed farming, agriculture, and handicraft production (Leisher et al,
2007).

Developing alternative livelihoods for those living near MPAs can be challenging in practice.
For instance, tourism does not always significantly improve the economic well-being of
communities near MPAs and often serves as a secondary income source rather than a
primary alternative livelihood (Pham, 2020; Pham-Do and Pham, 2020). However, other
studies have found that community incomes from alternative livelihoods, particularly in
tourism, have increased (Driml, 1999; Merino et al, 2009). Data from Podes shows that there
has been a growing trend of marine tourism activity in MPA villages over time, with a higher
percentage of these villages utilizing sea resources for tourism compared to non-MPA
coastal villages, as shown in Figure 10A. However, it is important to test and measure the
impact of MPAs on tourism activity to ensure that marine tourism is related to MPAs and not

merely reflecting external changes.

Qualitative data collected in Sabu Raijua, Nusa Penida, and North Minahasa indicated a lack
of formal alternative livelihoods strategies being promoted by MPA authorities, as suggested
by informants below. However, in the case of Nusa Penida, while the direct connection
between MPAs and the growth of tourism remains unclear, it is noteworthy that tourism has

emerged as a significant economic driver in the local economy.



“Surely, we predict that the establishment of MPAs will not be able to satisfy the entire
community. Yet, the hope is that it can also benefit the community. So, the community’s
livelihoods must be truly strengthened. Due to zoning restrictions, the community must be
resilient. Alternative livelihoods should be sought for them. Because it is something new for
them. We shouldn’t just impose restrictions without providing solutions for them.” (Informant

from Nongovernmental organization in North Sulawasi, [31/01/2023])

“There is actually a lot of potential in Sabu. There are resources that can be
utilized by the local community. There are still plenty of fish there. However, due
to limited utilization, the economic condition doesn't change much. So, | think it
would be better to diversify the range of economic activities there” (Informant
from BKKPN of Kupang City, [09/01/2023])

5.4. Areas near MPAs show higher participation in poverty alleviation programs and
face challenges in healthcare accessibility

Safety nets to support the communities near MPAs, including cash transfer, are crucial to
ensure the communities’ well-being and security (Fletcher and Blscher, 2020; de Lange et
al, 2023) . This support is a potentially powerful mechanism for facilitating shifts in fishing
practices or limitations on resource access. These measures are expected to maintain
social stability, alleviate poverty, and reduce inequality of communities near MPAs.
Furthermore, these forms of support have potential to reduce environmentally damaging
development models and extractive industries as livelihood alternatives. Findings from
similar cash-transfer programs implemented to address poverty in Indonesia suggests that
cash transfer support can contribute to conservation efforts, including the reduction in

deforestation rates (Ferraro and Simorangkir, 2020).

In MPA districts, the percentage of households receiving assistance from Program Keluarga
Harapan (PKH, an Indonesian version of the conditional cash transfer) or local government
program is higher compared to nhon-MPA districts, as evidenced by the data presented in
Figure NA. This finding suggests that the program effectively targets poor households in
areas where poverty is more prevalent, as depicted in Figure 3 and Figure 4. However, due to
limited data availability, it is unclear whether the assistance received by households near
MPAs, other than PKH, is specifically aimed to compensate for the conservation program or

if it plays role in conserving marine areas.

Shifting the focus to the realm of healthcare, the accessibility and coverage of health
services present a contrasting picture. Starting from 2020, the percentage of individuals who

are covered by government-funded healthcare programs in MPA districts is lower than
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those residing in non-MPA districts (see Figure 1IB). However, the gap is beginning to narrow
the following year. Furthermore, the discrepancy in access to healthcare resources is
evident in Figure 10B revealing that MPA villages have fewer midwives on average than
national or non-MPA villages, highlighting inadequate access to healthcare services in areas
near MPAs. Geographical factors can play a role in this condition as communities near MPAs

usually are situated in remote or isolated areas that may lack healthcare facilities.

Figure 10. The percentage of coastal villages utilizing sea resources for tourism (A)
and the average number of midwives by village proximity to MPAs
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(1) MARINE_TOURISM: Coastal village utilizing sea resources for tourism.
(2) HEALTH_MIDWIFE_MN: The number of midwives.

Figure 11. Households accepting social stimulus (A)
and population with government-funded healthcare program coverage (B)
by district proximity to MPAs
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or local government stimulus program.
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5,5. Community involvementin areas near MPAs demonstrates mixed levels, with the
existence of gender disparities

Community participation residing in areas near MPAs is crucial for effective and sustainable
conservation efforts. It ensures that local communities are active partners in the
management of natural resources, which can lead to improved livelihoods, social well-
being and long-term biodiversity resilience (Rahman et al, 2022; Shah et al, 2019).
Community participation creates opportunities for dialogue, knowledge sharing, and
collective decision-making, empowering individuals and communities to voice matters that

affect them.

While quantitative data on community participation in marine conservation areas is limited,
the level of participation can be inferred from IFLS data on individuals’ involvement in
general community activities at subdistrict level. This information provides valuable insights
into the extent of engagement of communities near MPAs. Findings suggest that individuals
living in subdistricts near MPAs have lower levels of participation in community activities,
including voluntary labor and voting (see Figure 12B and Figure 12C). However, their
participation rates in community meetings in various levels, that is household, RT®, RW'C,
village, subdistrict, and Village Advisory Board activities are relatively higher than those
residing in hon-MPA subdistricts, as depicted in Figure 12A. These results indicate a mixed
pattern of community involvement in subdistricts near MPAs, with lower participation in
some activities but higher participation in community meetings. To better understand this
phenomenon, further research is needed to identify the specific dynamics influencing
community participation near MPAs and to develop targeted strategies that promote

inclusive engagement.

®  RT(Rukun tetangga) refers to the smallest administrative unit within a village. It is a neighborhood unit consisting

of a group of households.

10 Rw (Rukun warga) is a higher-level administrative unit consisting of several RTs within a village.
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Figure 12. The percentage of population participated in community meetings (A),

voluntary labor (B), and voting (C) by subdistrict proximity to MPAs
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(4) Community meeting: meeting in each level, inlcuding housenold, RT, RW, village, subdistrict, and Village Advisory Board activities.

When examining community participation by gender, our analysis revealed that female
participation in community activities, such as voluntary labor, is generally lower than males,
regardless of the subdistrict status (see Figure 13). It highlights the need to ensure that

female voices are heard, and their perspectives are taken into account in community affairs,

including MPA management.

When it comes to voting, interestingly, the percentage of females casting their votes is
persistently higher than males in MPA or non-MPA subdistricts. Among females, the

percentage of females participate in voting is higher in MPA subdistricts than those in non-

MPA subdistricts, as shown in Figure 14.

(5) Voluntary labor may include cleaning up the village.
(6) Vioting: casting vote for presidentDPD/DPRIGovernorMayor/Village head in the most recent election.
(7) Question aboutvoting is not available before IFLS 2007




Figure 13. Voluntary labor participation according to gender by subdistrict proximity to MPAs
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Figure 14. Voting participation according to gender by subdistrict proximity to MPAs
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6. Discussion

The fact that communities live in near MPA areas are in the condition worse off in many
respects than those in nonMPA areas is intriguing especially because the legal basis of MPA
existence and operation as discussed above pay a considerable attention to their welfare.
This paper argue that the way the MPAs have been managed contribute to the less effective

measures they have to deal with welfare issues among communities live surounding MPA.

6.1 MPA Management in Indonesia: An Examination of Governance

MPAs in Indonesia are administered either by the central government or the provincial
government. Central government managed MPAs fall under the purview of the Ministry of
Marine and Fisheries, specifically through agencies like BKKPN (National Marine Protected
Area Office) and LKKPN. On the other hand, provincial government managed MPAs can be
implemented through UPTD (Regional Technical Implementation Unit), local fisheries/marine
agencies, or other institutions. Organizations such as BKKPN/LKKPN or UPTDs establish task
forces or assign technical staff at the district or subdistrict level, which either serve as the

main technical implementer or as a focal point.

Take the management of MPAs in the Savu Sea, for example. Based on our fieldwork, it falls
under the central government through the BKKPN, which primarily focuses on raising MPA
awareness, conducting restoration efforts, and updating data. However, BKKPN's authority is
limited; for example, they cannot litigate perpetrators—a power reserved for the PSDKP
(Marine and Fisheries Supervisory Agency), another central government unit. In contrast, the
Nusa Penida MPA is managed by the provincial government through the UPTD KKP Bali. This
unit, which falls under Bali's Head Maritime and Fisheries Agency, handles on-the-ground

technical affairs, demonstrating a different management approach.

Non-government actors also take part in managing MPAs in Indonesia. NGOs play a critical
role in managing conservation zones, conducting baseline studies, and monitoring
activities, and providing funding and capacity building. Third parties, such as multilateral
organizations or academics, support MPA management by setting agendas, generating
knowledge, and advocating policies. Foreign tourists can contribute through moral support
and small-scale funding. Local community groups and organizations also often have limited
roles in managing MPAs, though some actively contribute to MPA monitoring and coral reef

rehabilitation.



The government's commitment to increasing the extent of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) is
a laudable step towards preserving marine habitats. However, current MPA management
strategies have proven less than optimal, with issues arising from ineffective governance
structures and inequality. Current governance seems to be "paper parks,” where on paper,
MPA governance considers both ecological and social factors, but both factors have yet to
be implemented in its implementation. In general, a general lack of commitment from the
government in managing MPAs has resulted in inadequate implementation. Management
of conservation areas still falls short in fulfilling basic conservation functions, including
spreading awadreness, restoring biodiversity, and effective supervision and evaluation. One
empirical evidence of this shortcoming can be observed when we had Focus Group
Discussions (FGDs) with local communities in Raedewa Village, East Nusa Tenggara. A striking
observation from the FGD was the stark lack of awareness of their existence and the
underlying rationale of MPA, even though the village was within the MPA’s no take zone.
Awareness-raising activities are primarily carried out by NGOs, and there seems to be a lack

of continuity in these activities following the initial MPA establishment.

From what | see, the government is currently interning with NGOs. The NGOs are the ones
who give ideas to the government about the Marine Protected Areas (MPA). If the NGOs don't

work on it, the government won't either. (Community leader in North Sulawesi, [03/02/2023])

Limited financial resources are one key factor that contribute to the disparity between the
Indonesian government's commitment to expanding MPAs and the quality of their
management. Adequate funding is a fundamental requirement for successful MPA
management. However, many MPAs in Indonesia face severe financial constraints. These
constraints hinder the enforcement of protection measures, monitoring and research
activities, and the development and implementation of management plans. One example
is Nusa Penida — a conservation area that is often lauded as a wel-managed conservation
area — only allocated Rp 100 million on conservation in a year. This amount is extremely small

to cover the whole cost of managing all activities required to run the MPA adequately.

Capacity constraints are another key issue. The management of MPAs requires diverse skill
sets, from marine biology and ecology to law enforcement, project management, and
community engagement. However, there's often a shortage of such skilled personnel in the
agencies tasked with managing MPAs. When the authors went to consult with Bali's Nusa
Penida UPTD on conducting data collection, we were warned that the field staff were not
competent enough and urged us to seek local figures and experts instead. The UPTD also
recounted that there are neither onboard nor technical training that have been provided for
staff as of February this year related to MPA management. This anecdote shows that there

is a current shortage of trained personnel. In the future, this capacity issue further

31



exacerbates the management problem. For example, a newly established MPA in a remote
part of Indonesia may lack trained staff who can effectively monitor marine biodiversity,
engage with local communities, or enforce regulations, which hinders the MPA from fulfilling

its conservation objectives.

The lack of local community involvement can further hinder the effectiveness of Indonesia’s
MPA. Local communities, particularly in coastal areas, are often heavily dependent on
marine resources for their livelihoods. They possess a wealth of local ecological knowledge
and have a direct stake in the health of marine ecosystems. However, their involvement in
MPA management is limited. A lack of broad-based community involvement can result in
management decisions that fail to consider local needs and circumstances, leading to
resentment, non-compliance with regulations, and ultimately, ineffective conservation.
MPAs formulation consults with various communities, especially those working in the marine
and fisheries sector, but leaves out women, older people and people who do not depend
their livelihoods on the marine sector. Therefore, only people who are involved in marine and
fisheries generally know about MPA but with different levels of understanding. In Sabu, for
instance, this inequality results in a narrow group of individuals, such as village or regency
heads, being privileged on critical information about MPAs. It may be that these individuals
are seen as possessing the requisite authority, knowledge, or position to participate in MPA-
related discussions and decisions. This lack of information sharing leads to a troubling
dynamic where MPA-related knowledge does not trickle down to the broader community.
This seclusion of information can contribute to the perception of MPA-related information
as a scarce, precious resource. Rather than being shared for the benefit of the entire
community, it is guarded and controlled by a few, exacerbating the disparity in knowledge
and power. C This scenario echoes what is referred to in the literature as the "benevolent
elite” model of governance. Under this model, only a select few participate in decision-
making processes as they are seen to hold the necessary information to govern effectively.
While this model can sometimes work in specific contexts, it often leads to governance
issues in MPAs. Consequently, not a single group during our FGDs said they understood about
MPAs, let alone the impacts on their livelihoods. Instead, they recount descriptions of
conservations that are not directly related to MPAs, such as the ban for sea turtle fishing and

sand-digging.

In Bali, non-marginal groups have the highest level of understanding of MPA. On the other
hand, marginalized groups who are not directly involved in marine affairs, such as
housewives, have the lowest understanding on MPA. However, understanding on MPA
seemed to be low even for those who are involved during the initial consultation. Most people

initially agreed on the proposed zones despite their lack of understanding on MPAs amid a



lack of information dissemination on MPAs during public consultations. However, some
currently express their disagreements after they are aware of the potential impact of
adequate MPA implementations. The government has strived to include local communities
by supporting groups such as Community Supervision Group (Pokmaswas), Tourism
Awareness Group (Pokdarwis), and Coral Enthusiast Group (KOMPAK). However, community
involvement has dwindled over time, even though it was apparent during the MPAs' initial
establishment. While groups like Pokmaswas, Pokdarwis, and KOMPAK are involved in MPA
management, they are highly dependent on government financial support, indicating a lack

of sustainability.

One institutional barrier is the centralized governance of MPAs, with the inequality of
decision-making between different government levels contributing to the MPA’s inadequate
implementation. Law No. 23 of 2014 on Regional Government brings about a significant
change in the management of the marine sector in Indonesia by transferring the authority
from the district government to the provincial government. Such institutional arrangements
do not encourage commitments to manage MPA adequately, with UPTD having limited
funds, infrastructure (e.g., no boats for monitoring and stationaries in the office), and limited
capacity of their staff to govern MPA. Despite the expressed need and desire of local officials
to have more authority to manage MPAs, the law restricts the local government from
exercising control over these areas. Consequently, the local government finds itself lacking
the necessary authority to effectively manage MPAs within their jurisdictions. This limitation
prevents them from taking decisive actions on issues related to MPAs and their surrounding
areas, even though they possess the required resources such as financial means or
technical tools for MPA management. Another crucial challenge arises from the
interconnectedness and overlapping dareas of authority between provincial and district
governments in managing MPAs. While the task of MPA management lies with the provincial
government, the responsibility of supporting small fishers falls under the authority of the

district government.

Such a slow and unresponsive process may undermine trust and cooperation among
different community stakeholders. One fisherman in Sabu recounted that he and his peers
would rather take actions on his own rather than consulting with authorities after several
unsuccessful attempts to report incidents of illegal fishing to the authorities, which yielded
no action. He described these illegal fishing activities as fishermen from outside his area who
employ hazardous and environmentally harmful fishing techniques like using poisons or
explosives. This lack of trust also explains why he avoids attending government meetings

and declining invitations; he prefers to remain unaware of fishing in prohibited areas but
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remains committed to using environmentally friendly methods. He warned that he would

take matters into his own hands if he ever met these illegal fishermen again.

6.2. Theunderlyingissues

While those governance issues discussed above are valid, there are more fundamental
issues that worth discussion, that is the tendency among bureaucrats to prioritize quantity
over quality. This tendency is very apparent in government efforts to expand the number of
MPA in Indonesia. The effort of Indonesian government to establish MPA has started long ago,
and significantly increase since the reform era in 1999. But, as can be seen in Figure 13, the
most significant upsurge happened in the era of President Joko Widodo (Jokowi) (elected for
two terms: 2014-2019, 2019-2024). And up until 2020, Indonesia has about 300 protected areas.
Of the 300, 196 are protected through the scheme of MPA legal status, and the rest are
basically the terrestrial protected areas but to some extent incorporate marine ecosystem
(KKP 2020). The 300 protected areas cover about 23.9 bilion ha of marine areas in
34 provinces. The coverage of MPA in Indonesia has exceeded the initial target to conserve
10% of its coastal and marine areas by 2020. However, in term of quality of governance, the
government itself admit (Amkieltiela et al. 2022)11 that only a small number of the MPA that
have already performed well in a sense of implementing the management plan issued by
the MMF. The biggest number of MPA is formally exist but not really functioning to conserve

the biodiversity, let alone to empower people who live in coastal areas near MPA.

Figure 15. The progress of MPA establishment in Indonesia from 1978-2020, in million Ha
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" One of the authors of the paper, Amher Hakim, is the high rank officer at the Ministry of Marine and Fisheries
(MMF) who is directly responsible on supervising the operation of all MPA under the MMF.



According to some experts, the steep increase in the establishment of MPA in Indonesia in
that booming period to some extent is influenced by new environmental governance
system introduced in 2014 by Law Number 23 2014 on Local Government (Triyanti et al. 2023).
The Law that according to many experts (Darmastuti 2015) leaned toward a more
centralized governance has transferred authority that was districts government’s to the
national and provincial government (provincial government in Indonesian political system
is part of the national government regime) to tackle most of the environmental issues. In
such a centralistic regime, most of MPA establishment and management is by the

government (mostly national), and small number of them by non-governmental actors.

The fast growing of Indonesian MPA is also influenced by international regimes of
environmental governance. In this case, the prominence regime is Aichi Target of UN-
Convention on Biological Diversity that was established in 2010. The 11" of the Aichi Target had
set the conservation target for country members that at least 10% of country’s coastal and
marine areas had to be conserved by 2020. Although internationally the Aichi target 11 was

failed to be fulfilled, Indonesia had exceeded the target before 2020.

To formulate the replacement of the Aichi target, at the end of 2022, the UN CBD held the
Conference of the Parties (COP) 15" in 2022 and came with the new agreement and new
target for the environmental protection that is known as Kunming-Montreal Global
Biodiversity Framework (GBF). The participating countries set the target ‘to live in harmony
with nature’ by 2050. To achieve the ultimate target the COP also agreed about the
intermediate target by 2030. The specific target on the marine sector is to conserve at least
30% of coastal and marine areas by 2030. Responding to the new Global Biodiversity
Framework, the Indonesian government has set the new target for expanding Indonesian
MPA to cover 325 million ha by 2030 (KKP 2020). Judging from the way Indonesian
government had expanded its MPA in the past to achieve the Aichi Target, it seems it will also

easily achieve the target, although we highly doubt with the governance quality.

The fact that most of the MPA establishment was on its booming period in 2014 onward,
hence so quickly, is not a unique case of governance in MMF. The same case can be easily
found in other sectors/ministries in Indonesia, such as in the village governance that has
also experienced big transformation since 2014 with the introduction of the new Law Number
6, 2014 on Village. One of the policies of the Ministry of Village under this new law is to boost
the establishment of village-owned enterprises (Badan Usaha Milik Desa or BUMDeS) as the
backbone of village developments. According to Syukri (2022), only in few years the number
of BUMDes has experienced unimaginably steep increase up to more than 4000%. However,
the empirical data showed that also a very small number of the BUMDes that really function

as they should have been.
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The tendency to focus more on the quantity and pay less attention to the quality of MPA
governance is also reflected in the monitoring and evaluation system established by the
MMF. The system that is called EVIKA (stands for Evaluasi Efektivitas Kawasan Konservasi/
Evaluation of MPA Effectivity) introduced in 2020 by the Ministry and has been used ever since
as a standardized mechanisms to evaluate the performance of MPAs. The EVIKA is actually
a comprehensive system that provides framework, mechanisms, and tools to evaluate four
components of what it calls adaptive governance of MPA, consisting the inputs, process,
output and outcome. For each component there are variables and indicators that will be
marked with scoring. At the end, the score of all components will be accumulated and
ranked from gold (MPA that gain 85% of total score or higher), silver (50-85% of total score),
and bronze (less than 50%).

Despite its comprehensiveness, specifically in its social aspects EVIKA has many spaces for
improvement, especially in areas where it relies primarily on administrative data collected
by the managers instead of using more reliable data from National Statistics and hardly
involved primary data collection for its social aspects, especially to hear the voice of the
community surrounding the MPA. The current EVIKA is more about compiling and arranging
abundant administrative data on quantity of inputs, process, output, and outcome, and less
about the quality. With such an approach EVIKA is strong enough to capture the first three
components of MPA governance (inputs, process and output) which is more about quantity,
and lessreliable to get into MPA’'s outcome and even more theirimpact, which is the ultimate
goal of establishing those MPAs.

What is presented in EVIKA is actually representing a culture in bureaucracy that Michael
Power (1997) and Marilyn Strathern (2000) called “an audit culture”. In such a culture that is
dominantin a neoliberal system, the performance of a staff, a unit, a division, an organization
is constantly checked through various mechanisms of monitoring and evaluation. And in
this new culture, according to Shore and Wright (201), management and control are
exercised through simplifying a complex process to numerical indicators and ranking. What
is special with this audit culture is that people are overwhelmed with a feeling of being
checked and evaluated. In such a situation, a performance is also adjusted to fulfill the
monitoring and evaluation system. Unfortunately, in the case of EVIKA (and probably most
of monitoring and evaluation system developed by bureaucracy), the system requires more
data on quantity than quality of those aspects. With a governance approach that orient
more to pursue the quantity over quality of MPA establishment and governance, it is not
surprising to find that people who live in the areas near MPA are worse off in many respects
than non MPA as have been shown in section 4 above.



7. Conclusion

With the abundance of marine resources, Indonesia has the potential to use them for the
benefit of coastal communities as well as the support of the overall national economy. The
Indonesian government has long understood how crucial it is to protect natural resources
to promote sustainable development. Since the 1980s, the government has been attempting
to regulate the exploitation of marine resources and in the 1990s became concerned about
the conservation of natural resources and their ecosystems. Finally, regarding marine
resources, the government enacted Law Number 27 of 2007 (and partly amended by Law
Number 1 of 2014), which along with its implementing regulations, governs the establishment

of MPAs with the goal of promoting the welfare of coastal communities and increasing

equity.

All these regulations are sufficient for MPAs to accomplish their stated objectives. However,
empirical evidence and first-hand observations in sample villages indicate that these
regulations have not yet been implemented effectively. The MPA as it stands today cannot
yet achieve its objectives. There is evidence that the welfare of villages within MPAs is prone
to decline. In comparison to non-MPA villages, they experience a bigger expenditure gap
from 2010 to 2015 and higher levels of poverty and deteriorating socioeconomic situations. It
is important to keep in mind that this phenomenon is unrelated to the creation of MPA in
certain areas. For instance, data indicated that fish capturing activities in MPAs settlements
do not seem to have decreased noticeably. In this case, the lack of community welfare in
the MPA region is a result of the MPA management's inability to improve community welfare.

It is caused by several underlying issues, such as:

In general, a lack of government commitment led to inadequate MPA management
implementation. MPA management in the field still falls short of meeting basic conservation
needs including increasing awareness, restoring biodiversity, and providing effective

monitoring and assessment.

The creation of MPAs frequently focuses mainly on quantitative goals, such as the number
of MPA locations and the size of the MPA. Lack of funding is one of the main reasons for the

manager to implement the good governance of MPA appropriately.

The management of MPAs places more emphasis on safeguarding marine resources. And
increasing welfare and reducing inequality have not received much serious attention in

coastal regions.
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Prior to the establishment of MPAs, the wellbeing of coastal communities was often lower
than that of non-coastal communities. Since one of the goals of establishing MPA is to
improve the welfare of the people in its area, the operation of MPA is supposed to be a good
starting point for developing programs to improve the welfare of the community and to
reduce inequality among them. However, this article demonstrates that the MPAs objectives

have yet to be accomplished due to inadequate MPA management.
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