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Abstract: The structural complementarity, in time and space, of private cultivated re-

sources and public or common uncultivated resources is an important characteristic of Indian 
agrarian systems. The contribution of natural resources and uncultivated lands for the food se-
curity of rural populations and for the economic viability of a vast majority of agricultural 
farms should be taken into consideration for understanding the present and future stakes in 
Indian agriculture. Recent rehabilitation, actually and figuratively, of the social, juridical and 
technical engineering capacities of local population, i.e., ethno-sciences, in resources manage-
ment appears to favour the emergence of a “post-modern” vision for resource management, by 
empowering communities, with a shift in the power balance by readjusting the global vision 
conveyed by the State. 

 
Resumen: La complementaridad estructural, tanto temporal como espacial, de los recur-

sos privados cultivados y de los recursos comunes no cultivados es una característica impor-
tante de los sistemas agrarios de la India. La contribución de los recursos naturales y las tier-
ras no cultivadas a la seguridad alimentaria de las poblaciones rurales y la viabilidad 
económica de la gran mayoría de granjas agrícolas debe ser tomada en cuenta con el fin de 
comprender los riesgos presentes y futuros en la agricultura de la India. La rehabilitación re-
ciente, tanto la real como en sentido figurado, de las capacidades sociales, jurídicas y de in-
geniería técnica de las poblaciones locales, es decir, las etnociencias, en el manejo de los recur-
sos, parece favorecer la emergencia de una visión “post-moderna” en el manejo de recursos, a 
través de la transmisión del poder a las comunidades, con un cambio en el balance de poder por 
medio del reajuste de la visión global trasmitida por el Estado. 

 
Resumo: A complementaridade estrutural, em tempo e espaço, de recursos cultivados 

privados e recursos não cultivados públicos ou comuns é uma característica importante dos sis-
temas agrários indianos. A contribuição dos recursos naturais e de terras incultas para a segu-
rança alimentar das populações rurais e para a viabilidade económica de uma vasta maioria de 
propriedades agrícolas deve ser tida em conta para a compreensão das questões actuais e futu-
ras da agricultura Indiana. A reabilitação recente, actual e figurativa, i.e., etno-científica, da 
gestão dos recursos, parece favorecer a emergência de uma visão pós-moderna para a gestão 
dos recursos, conferindo poderes às comunidades e com uma transferência do balanço de po-
deres, reajustada com a visão global transmitida pelo Estado. 
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Introduction 

The importance, role and future of land and 
renewable resources are key elements for under-
standing Indian agriculture. About half the geo-
graphic area of the Indian subcontinent is cur-
rently uncultivated. Despite their contribution to 
ecology and rural economy, colonial administrators 
and, later, politicians, bureaucrats and agricul-
tural economists have shown very little interest in 
this second half until recently. Although economic 
and social-ecological conditions for managing agri-
cultural, pastoral and forest lands separately were 
not met, an institutional dichotomy that is as ab-
stract as it is arbitrary was implemented with the 
"enclosure of the commons" during the colonial 
period and continued after independence. By pure 
convention, this dichotomy is the expression as 
well as the result of colonial administrative or-
ganization, of the subordination of long-term eco-
logical constraints to short-term economic benefits 
and of the transposition of the mental picture of 
cartographic experts purely and simply to space 
and territory. However, studies in French-
speaking Africa have shown that map should not 
be allowed to manage territories. 

Beyond spaces and resources, it is their man-
agement that comes under scrutiny. It is now a 
well-established fact that proper management is 
not possible without authority, that is, without 
some degree of effective capacity of control and 
exclusion. Therefore, the question of taking charge 
of the quality of nature comes first from a prag-
matic point of view: Who controls what? And then 
from a legal point of view: Who owns what? As 
Alain Bertrand of CIRAD-Forêt said with refer-
ence to Madagascar, “it is a paradoxical situation 
where legitimate practices by the locals are viewed 
as illegal by the administration while legal prac-
tices by the administration are viewed as illegiti-
mate by the locals”. Thus, the major risk would be 
the generalization of an open access regime to, and 
unsustainable use of, resources because of a public 
sphere without authority and a private sphere 
without control. One of the current challenges 
would be to determine the conditions for reconcil-
ing “legitimacy” and “legality”, rule of law versus 
vested interests of the state. Since the 1990s, the 
Ministry of Environment and Forest (MoEF) and 
Forest Administration have made a shift in this 
direction by setting up participatory Forest Insti-

tutions and implementing programmes in several 
states of India. 

To summarize, the current concerns are: 
• The structural dependence of Indian agri-

cultural production systems vis-à-vis ac-
cess and usage of natural resources 

• The role of the State as general guarantor 
• The necessity of a co-management of un-

cultivated land and renewable resources 
• The difficulties in getting the local people 

to participate  
• The new roles assigned to foresters and 

their administration. 

Complementarity between cultivated 
and uncultivated lands and resources 

Indian agriculture has always been based on 
a structural complementarity, in time and space, 
between private cultivated resources and public 
or common uncultivated (pastoral and forest) 
ones. Indeed, the contribution of natural re-
sources and uncultivated spaces to the food secu-
rity of rural households and to the economic vi-
ability of a great majority of agricultural farms 
should be taken into account if we wish to under-
stand the current and future stakes in Indian ag-
riculture and the natural resources sector. For 
historic and legal reasons (food security and self-
sufficiency), Indian land and agricultural policies 
have always favoured cultivated areas and agri-
cultural development at the expense of the con-
servation of uncultivated resources and spaces. 
The evolution of land use over the past fifty years 
demonstrates its importance. 

Agricultural land (net cultivated area) cur-
rently represents approximately 142 million hec-
tares, that is, about 47% of the total geographical 
area of the Indian subcontinent. Although succes-
sive so-called "agricultural revolutions" (green, 
yellow and white) and an augmentation of irri-
gated land have contributed to increased agricul-
tural production in some regions such as Punjab, 
Haryana, parts of Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, Ra-
jasthan and West Bengal for certain crops, re-
gional disparities remain important because of the 
almost exclusive and disproportionate attention 
paid by public undertakings and Indian research 
organizations to "modern" agriculture at the ex-
pense of traditional agriculture and dry crops. The 
dream of agricultural economists and policy-
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makers of a general agricultural revolution tran-
scending all regions, crop systems and all classes 
of landowners soon proved to be utopian (Rao 
1992). It soon became clear that despite the postu-
lated theoretical neutrality of new agricultural 
technologies to the size of the farmland, the appli-
cation of new technologies benefited mainly the 
large farms (Rao 1992) with good access to irriga-
tion facilities, access to market places to buy in-
puts and sell their produce. 

To a large extent, the mainstream literature 
on agricultural economics has been instrumental 
in producing a distorted picture of the agricultural 
sector. Although the net irrigated area which en-
ables farmers to get two to three crops a year is 
about 47 million hectares1 (35% of the net culti-
vated area), rainfed agriculture is still the domi-
nant mode of agricultural production with 95 mil-
lion hectares unirrigated (65% of the net cultivated 
area), subject to the natural variability of monsoon 
rains and climatic conditions, depending on the 
intrinsic quality of ecosystems and using large 
amounts of biomass harvested outside the farm 
boundaries. Thus, 78.2% of farmers operate less 
than 2 hectares (0.64 ha on the average2). 

Extension of agricultural land is also the result 
of land reforms implemented since the 1950s and 
government land grants under several poverty re-
duction programmes to help landless agricultur-
ists, insufficient holders (small landowners owning 
less than 5 acres) and other classes of farmers as 
well. These reforms sought to reserve about 50%3 
of the village common lands as "Allotable Pool 
Land". When all is said and done, village common 
lands have been the mainstay of agrarian reforms, 
enabling the poorest farmers among others to im-
prove their livelihood. 

In a more diffuse but no less significant way, 
the extension of agricultural land is also partly 
due to a land policy of "laissez-faire" and "fait ac-
compli" (Saxena 1995), exacerbated by vote-
catching gimmicks from the political milieu, to-
wards illegal encroachments by various categories 
of the population (indeed, it is difficult to quantify 
encroachments as land records, especially those 
dealing with uncultivated lands, are found to have 
been tampered with and the regularization process 

underway is very slow) (Rao 1992). Even today, the 
expansion of cultivable lands and the official regu-
larization of encroachments still retain a strong 
political and symbolic resonance in rural areas. 

Finally, the pressure of high human and ani-
mal population on uncultivated lands and the 
small size of farmlands (1.57 ha) pose a constant 
challenge to the conservation of ecosystems, as 
well as to the subsistence of rural population en-
gaged in the agricultural sector. 

The expansion of cultivation on marginal land 
due to population pressure on land, seen in the 
smaller number and shortening of agricultural fal-
low, and the reduction and impoverishment of cul-
tivable waste, forest and pastures, resulted in a 
gradual privatization of crop residues and in a de-
cline of seasonal grazing on private lands. More-
over, high-yielding crop varieties (HYV) have also 
reduced the quantity of crop residues for animal 
rearing. 

Reduction in pastures and increasing livestock 
gradually resulted in overgrazing and degradation 
of pastures. This has led to the displacement of 
animals to the forest for grazing (78% of the forest 
lands are affected by pastures) (Singhal 2001), a 
fall in natural regeneration and intensified prun-
ing of branches (in the dry season), gradual open-
ing of the canopy and propagation of adventice 
(Lantana camara and Ageratum spp). The demand 
for fuel wood has also contributed to the intensive 
pruning of branches. Scarcity of fuel wood was 
compensated by using combustibles of lower qual-
ity: dried dung, crop residues and dry leaves at the 
expense of the fertilization of cultivated land. Over 
the long run, degradation of pastures and forest 
ecosystems have resulted in soil erosion by rains, 
more degraded land (agricultural, pastoral and 
forest) and disturbed water cycles. From a sys-
temic point of view, the interplay of the various 
agropastoral, silvopastoral and agrosilvicultural 
subsystems have been disturbed over the long 
term, endangering the sustainability of farming 
systems and of the environment itself. 

Four major evolutions in land use are to be 
noted for the period 1951-1991: 

• Expansion of cultivable land (+20%) 
(probably under-estimated) 

 

1 India represents 18% of the world’s irrigated area. 
2 Geometric mean. 
3  Based on the proportion of barren land and cultivable wasteland available in each village, a fairly large part of the

village commons have been bifurcated and have come under formal state control. 
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• Reduction in fallow, uncultivable waste 
and pastures (–43%) (probably under-
estimated) 

• Expansion of forest land (and at the same 
time, a reduction in forest cover) (+67%) 

• Expansion of degraded land (N.A.). 
Indeed, as V.M. Rao (1992) wrote “Rural India 

presents the picture of a paradox of mass poverty 
coexisting with a vast resource potential that is 
under-utilised”. 

Evaluation of the importance of land 
resources appropriated as common 

property 

In the absence of appropriate statistics on the 
ownership of uncultivated land, available esti-
mates are rare, controversial and sensitive. 

Two kinds of approaches have been imple-
mented: 

(i) The legal approach (de jure) is the one 
adopted by the National Sample Survey Organisa-
tion (NSSO 1999) for estimating the area4 of “vil-
lage common lands” in the strict sense. The 
NSSO’s definition (1999) is as follows: ‘accessible 
resources that are appropriated, possessed and/or 
managed jointly by a socially identifiable group 
and over which no single individual has exclusive 
right’. Accessibility of resources is established by 
law. A major drawback of this approach is that 
only those resources lying within the administra-
tive limits of the village (revenue village) and con-
trolled by village institutions (panchayat) have 
been taken into consideration: 

(i) Village panchayat grazing and pasture lands 
(ii) Village forest and woodlots not under For-

est/Revenue Department and Van Panchayat 
forest 

(iii) Village sites and threshing floors. 
Fallows, pastures, cultivable and uncultivable 

wastelands under the control of the Revenue De-
partment, and forests classified as protected and 
non-classified forests under the control of the For-
est Department within the administrative limits of 
villages were excluded from the estimates. Hence, 
there is an important risk of under-estimation that 
should be taken into consideration. 

(ii) The de facto approach is the one currently 
used by social scientists (Chopra & Gulati 2001). 
This estimate consists in a reclassification of the 

nine-fold classification of land use as reported in 
the Agricultural Land Use Surveys (LUS). It may 
also be subject to over-estimation and/ or under-
estimation from one item to another, as assump-
tions with respect to both ownership and the di-
mension of user rights have been made. 

The legal and de facto approaches are not con-
tradictory but complementary. They help to evalu-
ate the importance of forest and non-forest land 
resources actually appropriated by rural house-
holds and agricultural farmers (de facto approach), 
and those for which rural households and agricul-
tural farmers have user rights which are legally 
sanctioned and recognised by law (legal approach). 
The difference between these two approaches thus 
helps to measure the importance of land resources 
for which rights are not well specified or which are 
disputed (except cultivated land used as seasonal 
commons). 

On the whole, besides the 142 million hectares 
of cultivated land, rural households and farmers 
currently appropriate some 70 million hectares of 
uncultivable land as common property, i.e., about 
half a hectare of uncultivated land for one hectare 
of cultivated land.  

Forest resources 

Forest land in India represents 76.52 million 
ha (23.3% of the total area). Forest land is 95.8% 
state land (23.8% of the total area). From the ju-
ridical point of view, land-based ownership pre-
vails over resource-based ownership (timber and 
non-timber resources). 

Indian forest laws present the paradox of 
guaranteeing a large number of rights and privi-
leges to the local population and equally important 
powers to Forest Departments to restrict these 
rights and privileges in a highly discretionary 
manner (Singh 2000). In practice, and at the local 
level, local populations are often dissuaded from 
exercising their rights and privileges by the forest 
administration, and more recently by private en-
trepreneurs, too (Saxena 1997). 

The tragedy of forest policies  
(1952-1988) 

From the first Five-Year Plan (1951-1956) 
onward, the Planning Commission gave the forest 

4 Estimates made by the NSSO employ data from Primary Census Abstract (1991) and Villages Directory (1991). 
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administration the objective of raising the forest 
cover to 33% of the total geographical area of the 
country, that is, 60% in the mountains and 20% 
in the plains. Although it is arbitrary, the 
achievement of this benevolent objective is an in-
tegral part of administrative rhetoric. In reality, 
territorial control, hegemony of the forest admini-
stration over resources and lands and maximiza-
tion of land revenues governed forest policies un-
til 1988. 

Four major periods are generally distinguished 
in Indian forest policy from 1947 to the present. 

In 1952, the forest administration was asked 
to gradually convert natural mixed-forests com-
posed of diverse useful but low-value species to 
high-value plantations of commercial species such 
as teak, pine or eucalyptus (Saxena 1997). The 
productive vocation of ecosystems would generate 
revenue for the state and also supply processing 
industries (especially paper and wood-pulp indus-
tries) at lower rates. The first consequence of 
maintaining the cost of primary materials at an 
artificially low rate to benefit industries was over-
investment, leading to a significant rise in produc-
tion and to the adoption of unsustainable methods 
for resource exploitation (Gadgil & Guha 1992). 
These two authors, like Saxena (1997), observed 
that subsidized primary materials (wood and for-
est by-products) and the priority given to the in-
dustries sector have greatly reduced the availabil-
ity of forest resources to the local population and 
sapped the bases of traditional systems of resource 
exploitation. 

Conforming to these objectives: “village com-
munities are not authorised to use forest resources 
that go against national interest (industrial devel-
opment)” (National Forest Policy 1952). 

The direction of the forest policy became clear 
when the National Commission on Agriculture 
(NCA) pronounced in 1976 that “the production of 
industrial wood should be the only reason for the 
existence of forests, and investment projects 
should be evaluated on the basis of their economic 
costs and profits. Future programmes should con-
centrate on clear felling of natural forests of com-
mercial value that were inaccessible until now and 
should be replaced by fast growing exotic species 
in order to maximise the yield per unit area “ (GOI 
1976). 

On reading these lines, we are perfectly justi-
fied in questioning the meaning of the expression 

“scientific and rational management” of resources 
and the sacrosanct myth of neutrality of science 
and technology. 

Evaluation of policies up to 1988 

Since the 1990s, the Indian forest policy was 
challenged mainly by its results: 
• Failure of earlier policies to check the reduc-

tion and degradation of the Indian forest 
cover 

• Gradual generalization of open access to forest 
resources, wild fauna and flora 

• The forest administration alone and “against” 
the local populations does not have the human 
and financial resources to apply or to respect 
its policy of resource control versus exclusion of 
the local population. 
The experiences in India and Africa have 

shown that where management of natural re-
sources is concerned, ‘there is no rule that the ac-
tors have not attempted (and succeeded) in contra-
vening’. Thus, ‘the limits of the regulatory ap-
proach are evident’ (Karsenty 1999). Besides the 
various and varied management tools, this state-
ment implies working with processes (negotiation 
rather than exclusion process) so as to create posi-
tive evolutions rather than forcing reality at the 
cost of a questionable efficiency, on the one hand, 
and the cost of high economic and human transac-
tions, on the other. As demonstrated by a number 
of researchers working at CIRAD during the past 
10 years, “often it is the negotiations and talks on 
the objectives (means) and procedures that give 
some direction to the tools”.  

Last but not least, the next challenge of forest 
policy is its foundation: 
• A sectorial, technical, bureaucratic and cen-

tralized approach focusing on a policy of a 
quantitative supply of commodities rather 
than a qualitative demand of management 

• A quasi-military pyramidal organization and 
martial ethics favouring a policy of repression 
of the least influential and smallest number of 
locals who are perceived as an obstruction. The 
referent of forest administrators is the “trag-
edy of the commons” and a neo-Malthusian 
pessimistic view of the relationship between 
population and resources via an obsolete con-
ception of the carrying capacity of the envi-
ronment 
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• The domination and absence of a challenge to 
the paradigm of “scientific and rational man-
agement” of forest resources, a euphemism to 
justify the hegemonic role of the forest admini-
stration in territorial control, management and 
commercialization of resources, thus excluding 
any debate on the aims and methods of for-
estry 

• The pre-eminence of monospecific forest plan-
tations making the milieu artificial, rather 
than managing the existing resources and for-
est ecosystems 

• A marked preference for selecting high-value 
commercial species, favouring the selection of 
exotic fast-growing species at the expense of 
multipurpose endemic species 

• Persistence of an urban, subsidized industrial 
and commercial bias 

• Absence of fiscal incentives and economic tools 
in a way that is attractive for the local people 
to follow the rules. In fact, the allocation of 
revenue from forests to the States alone, but 
not to people and local institutions, which 
could create a locally powerful lever5, have 
hindered local conservation efforts, economic 
development and the sustainable management 
of resources. 

Forest policy since 1988: Changes  
underway 

In his speech to the Lok Sabha in early 1988, 
the Minister for Environment and Forests made 
the following statement: The forest policy followed 
since 1952 has partly failed. For the first time the 
National Forest Policy (1988) recognized the im-
portance of environmental services linked to the 
existence of forests as an ecological entity. The 
maintenance of the stability of the ecological func-
tions of forest ecosystems, especially the conserva-
tion of soils and water regimes, was recognized as 
a top priority for forest lands. 

In June 1990, the Joint Forest Management 
(JFM) constituted the first act of administrative 
decentralization and major institutional innova-
tion in the domain of natural resources, after more 
than a century of inaction. 

Joint Forest Management (JFM): 
Unexpected gift or poisoned gift? 

Participatory forest management officially 
marked a paradigm shift. The concept of “Care and 
Share” summarizes the philosophy and spirit driv-
ing the reform. 

Participatory forest management programmes 
aim to create institutional, practical and organisa-
tional conditions for mutual apprenticeship, dia-
logue and long-term co-operation between the for-
est administration and local people through the 
mediation of a management committee constituted 
for this purpose. 

Besides involving the local people, this change 
also gives new roles to forest administrators as 
facilitators, advisers, negotiators, etc., besides 
their traditional roles of technicians and represen-
tatives of law (Rastogi 2000). 

It is for this reason that Saxena (1997) empha-
sized the necessity to train forest administrators 
who are well-prepared to assume their new func-
tions and to teach a curriculum that has changed 
in the last 100 years. 

Resolutions of 1 June 1990: Following the cir-
culation of the first Memorandum of Understand-
ing (MoU) stating the new orientations of the for-
est policy of 1988 to the States and Union Territo-
ries (UT) in January 19896, circular no. 6.21/89-PP 
of the Central Government dated 1 June 1990, en-
joined the States to set conditions for “massive 
participation of the local population through vil-
lage protection committees for the protection, re-
generation and development of degraded forest 
lands”7. 

An assessment in August 2001 showed the 
progress made in this direction in 12 years: 27 
States had adopted the resolutions, a little more 
than 14 million hectares of forest land were actu-
ally co-managed with the participation of 62,890 
village committees. Madhya Pradesh, with a ma-
jor part of the degraded land and tribal popula-
tions of the subcontinent, alone accounted for 
about 50% of the area included in this pro-
gramme. 

 

 

5 Refer to A. Karsenty (1999) Les instruments economiques de la forêt tropicale: le cas de l’Afrique centrale, Maison-
neuve et Laroose, Cirad, Paris. 

6 Letter no. 1/1/88/TMA dated 13 Jan. 1989. 
7 See Annexe no. X. 
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Indicators of advances in Joint  
Forest Management (JFM) 

Despite a quantitative success, this pro-
gramme suffers from major drawbacks that make 
observers doubt the effectiveness of the changes 
underway, as also the desire of the forest admini-
stration to reform itself. 

The first drawback consists in having re-
stricted areas under co-management only for de-
graded forests, which is potentially around 36 mil-
lion hectares. In fact, they concern only degraded 
forests classified as “protected” and “unclassified” 
by the forest administration, village forests admin-
istered by village committees and those under the 
jurisdiction of the Revenue Administration. For-
ests classified as “reserved”, including the best 
conserved forests and the network of protected ar-
eas, national parks, etc., have been excluded.  

The immediate consequence of this selection is 
that it enables the forest administration to gain a 
certain amount of control over the management of 
village forests and those under the responsibility 
of Revenue Administration, which had been ex-
cluded until now. 

At the same time, the low biomass productivity 
of degraded forests implies that the conservation 
effort of the local population, i.e., limiting their 
current exploitation, comes before they can receive 
any benefit. Ultimately, a restriction on existing 
rights was “imposed” in the name of local popula-
tion by the forest administration, without compen-
sation by provisionally opening up the most pro-
ductive forests for them. According to the latest 
resolutions8, it is envisaged to extend the scope of 
management committees to forests classified as 
“reserved” up to a maximum of 100 ha per village 
and 20% of the profits from exploitation based on 
pilot projects. 

Finally, the most sceptical observers vis-à-vis 
the reality of motives of the administration view 
the obligation of the local communities to form a 
committee as a means to control and, if necessary, 
to define the role of its committees.  

Saxena (1997) summarizes quite well the am-
biguity of participatory forestry (JFM): “I Manage, 
You Participate: The Saga of Participatory Forest 
Management in India”9. The main outcome of Joint 

Forest Management, as it is actually implemented, 
has consisted in transferring the operational costs 
of implementing the projects from the administra-
tion to the local population (Sharachchandra Lele 
2000), without involving the targeted population in 
decision-making processes for determining the ob-
jectives of the projects, choice of sites and choice of 
the means to be employed. 

Conclusions 

The structural complementarity, in time and 
space, of private cultivated resources and public or 
common uncultivated resources is an important 
characteristic of Indian agrarian systems. The con-
tribution of natural resources and uncultivated 
lands for the food security of rural population and 
for the economic viability of a vast majority of ag-
ricultural farms should be taken into consideration 
for understanding the present and future stakes in 
Indian agriculture. 

Recent rehabilitation, actually and figura-
tively, of the social, juridical and technical engi-
neering capacities of local population, i.e., ethno-
sciences, in resources management appears to fa-
vour the emergence of a “post-modern” vision for 
resource management by readjusting the global 
vision conveyed by the State. 

At the level of the Indian subcontinent, par-
ticipatory forest management is actually a process 
that is qualitatively significant but quantitatively 
limited (13% of forest land). Although the forest 
policies followed since 1952 were partly unsuccess-
ful, another forestry programme, however, ambi-
tious it may be, cannot achieve the same results as 
rewriting the forest laws can. The gap between the 
nature of the government’s report and the re-
sponse during the 1990s is, to say the least, dis-
proportionate. 

A detailed examination of the changes made in 
the resolutions in June 1990 shows that the govern-
ments have made only minor concessions: “the rights 
conceded to the local population through committees 
do not give much more, and sometimes even less de-
pending on the States, than the rights and privileges 
already given by the forest administration in more 
than a hundred years on the occasion of forest inven-
tories (Poffenberger & McGean 1996). 

8 Circular no. 22-8/2000 dated 21 Feb. 2000. 
9 The original title of the book as reviewed in Wasteland News (1997) vol. 12, no. 4. The final title of the book is an 

abridged version: “The Saga of Participatory Forest Management in India”. 
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Despite the local people’s interest in benefiting 
from the protection and rehabilitation of degraded 
forests, a huge imbalance in powers explains the 
central place of the forest administration in these 
processes as chief and administrator of projects. 

Incidentally, effective participation of the local 
population and the spirit of “sharing” of 
responsibilities are not very compatible, since the 
forest administration remains judge and party at 
the same time. 

The exclusive attention paid to the working of 
the committees, rules and procedures hinders the 
consideration of the problem of resource manage-
ment at a broader level. What are the new princi-
ples that should govern interventions by the forest 
administration? What should be the respective 
roles of protection committees and village commit-
tees? Is a reform of rights and traditional privi-
leges feasible? There are still many problems that 
have not as yet been addressed by joint forest 
management. 

More than the participation of the people 
themselves, the success of ongoing reforms will 
depend on both the capacity of the forest admini-
stration to reform itself, on the one hand, and on 
the capacity of legislators to harmonize the various 
controls, on the other. 

References 

Chopra, K. & S.C. Gulati. 2001. Migration, Common 
Property Resources and Environmental Degrada-
tion. Sage Publication, New Delhi. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gadgil, M. & R. Guha. 2000. The Use and Abuse of Na-
ture. Oxford University Press, New Delhi. 

GOI. 1976. Report of the National Commission on Agri-
culture. Part IX, Forestry, Department of Agricul-
ture and Cooperation, Government of India, New 
Delhi. 

Karsenty, A. 1999. Les instruments économiques de la 
forêt tropicale : le cas de l’Afrique centrale, Collec-
tion Economies en Développement. Editions Maison-
neuve et Larose, Cirad, Paris. 

Lele, S. 2000. Godsent, sleight of hand, or just muddying 
through: joint water and forest management in In-
dia. Wastelands News 16: 32-38. 

National Sample Survey. 1999. Common Property Re-
sources in India. NSSO 54th Round, Ministry of 
Statistics and Programme Implementation, GOI. 

Poffenberger, M. & B. McGean (eds.) 1996. Village 
Voices, Forest Choices. Oxford University Press, Ox-
ford. 

Rao, V.M. 1992. Land reform experiences: Perspectives 
for strategy and programmes. Economic & Political 
Weekly 27: A-50 – A-64. 

Rastogi, A. 2000. A Virtuous Flight with Clipped Wings: 
Joint Forest Management in India. Surya Interna-
tional Publication, Dehra Dun. 

Saxena, N.C. 1997. The Saga of Participatory Forest 
Management in India. CIFOR, Bogor, Indonesia. 

Saxena, N.C. 1995. Forests, People and Profit: New 
Equation for Sustainability. Centre for Sustainable 
Development. Natraj Publication, Dehra Dun. 

Singh, C. 2000. India’s Forest Policy and Forest Laws. 
Natraj Publication, Dehra Dun. 

Singhal, R.M., Sudhir Kumar & V. Jeeva. 2001. Forest 
and Forestry Research in India. Proceedings of the 
Indo-French Round Table held at Jawaharlal Nehru 
University, New Delhi. 
 
 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for high quality pre-press printing. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later. These settings require font embedding.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308030d730ea30d730ec30b9537052377528306e00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /FRA <>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


