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SNAPSHOTS OF INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITY FORESTRY NETWORKS:
COUNTRY AND NETWORK STUDIES

This is one of series of reports commissioned by CIFOR as part of its study of 'Learning
from International Community Forestry Networks'. All these studies were carried out
within a tight budget and very brief time frame, which necessarily implied an anecdotal
and impressionistic method of data collection. CIFOR and the authors acknowledge that
the findings in these studies are thus partial. In our view, however, they do provide
interesting insights into the complex world of networking and advocacy and are thus
being made available to help networkers and those promoting community forestry to
reflect on and, hopefully, improve their work.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Aims and Objectives

The objective of the India report on international community forestry networks is to provide an overview of
international networking activity in the country. It examines which are the most active and visible
international networks in India, what their specific activities have been, and how valuable they have been in
the promotion of community forestry (CF) in the country. An overview of national, regional and local level
CF networks provides a context to the functioning of international networks, as well as valuable lessons
regarding the requirements of CF networking in India, the aspirations of the vast range of individuals and
institutions involved in CF activities, and the gaps in CF networking which are sought to be addressed by
individuals within the country itself.

This report does not aim to be an evaluation of the activities of any particular network in India. Such an
objective would require a different kind of study methodology and longer timeframe. The current study was
conducted within a very limited timeframe. Secondly, the methodology of the research was based purely on
the perceptions of interviewees. There was no attempt to directly trace or evaluate the effect of the
activities of specific international networks on the ground. Indeed, one of the aims of the research was not
to quiz people on individual networks, but rather on networks in general, and see to what extent they were
perceived as providing any value to ongoing national efforts to promote CF. Therefore, this report aims
only to draw broad lessons from the general experiences of international CF networking in India, as a way
of pointing towards future prospects and challenges for networks.

1.2 Methodology

Regions chosen for study: Three Indian states were chosen for study, with approximately 1 week spent in
each state between February and April 2002: Madhya Pradesh (MP), West Bengal and Andhra Pradesh
(AP). The aim was to cover states with a range of policy environments, and with a diversity of histories and
experiences of CF. In addition, the following criteria were used to select states: a presence of local, national
and /or international CF networks; availability of information on CF; local contacts for support in travel
and data collection; and ease of organising logistics, given the limited time available for field visits.
Madhya Pradesh has one of the more progressive policy environments in India in terms of community
forestry, but also has a history of a long and continuing struggle, often violent, centred on the forest rights
of tribals. West Bengal is one of the pioneering states in giving rise to official CF in India, and also has a
policy environment strongly conducive to CF. Here, however, there is a far greater acceptance of Forest
Department (FD) activity in CF, and a relatively low level of activism and NGO endeavour as compared to
Madhya Pradesh, where there are high levels of antagonism towards the FD, supported by a strong activist
network. The situation in Andhra Pradesh is similar to that in West Bengal, in so far as JFM is considered a
successful and well accepted programme, the FD is well accepted as an institution, there is a strong
political will supporting JFM, and the policy environment is conducive to community participation in
managing forests and other natural resources. The crucial difference in AP being that the high level of
NGO activity and local networking adds a powerful dimension to the CF scenario, which is not the case in
West Bengal.

The diversity of contexts has meant, overall, that networking activities that are specific to a region or a
particular cross-cutting issue, are of far greater significance than activities which aim to be of a generalist
nature. The diversity of CF contexts within India challenges any attempt at a blanket approach. This makes
it very interesting to examine how international networks have attempted to function in various parts of the
country.

A preliminary one-week visit to New Delhi was conducted before beginning the state visits. The objective
was to gain an overall picture of reactions to national and international networking activity in India, before
embarking on a more detailed regional study. The visit gave us valuable insights into people’s general
perceptions on networking, helped to confirm which states of India to include in the study, provided
conceptual clarity and helped to refine our questionnaire according to what seemed to be the main concerns



Learning from International Community Forestry Networks: India Report

5

and issues raised by people with regard to networking. Delhi being the capital city, with greater access to
communications, policy makers and, presumably, to international activity, we felt it would also provide a
useful contrast to network activity in different states.

Definitions of Community Forestry: India has a vast range of socio-political environments in which CF has
taken on diverse forms and meanings. It was essential that the project as a whole adopted the widest
possible definition of ‘community forestry’. In West Bengal the term connotes the official Joint Forest
Management (JFM) programme with the FD playing a key role. In Madhya Pradesh it emerged that the
term ‘community forestry’ has strong political implications of community ownership of forests, with FD
officials often opposing the term, claiming that such a thing did not exist in the state and that JFM was the
only possible paradigm with the FD playing a key role. Activists in the state also rejected the term
‘community forestry’ to describe JFM, with an almost unanimous opinion that community participation in
JFM was a myth propagated by the FD. For both parties, the term ‘community forestry’ implied a rejection
of official involvement in forest management, with the FD feeling threatened by it and activists feeling
disillusioned that ‘true’ CF had not come to pass. Thus this report has taken a broad working definition of
CF, and refers to CF as meaning community participation in forest management, ranging from officially
sanctioned JFM to community-led initiatives in forest management. The specific connotations of CF within
a state should become clear within the individual state reports that follow.

Method of gathering information: The primary method of gathering information was interviews with
individuals from a range of sectors, mainly government officials, NGOs, activists, academics and donor
representatives. An attempt was made to contact as many individuals as possible, who are key players in
the CF context in a particular state or in Delhi. In addition to this, lists of network members in India were
obtained from the Asia Forest Network (AFN), Forest Trees and People Programme (FTPP), Rural
Development and Forestry Network (RDFN) and RECOFTC. Some of these members were contacted.
Most often, however, there was an overlap with individuals already identified by us as key players in CF. It
was felt that to get an accurate picture of the reach, visibility and value of international networks, it was
important to identify interviewees through the networks themselves, as well as to separately identify those
who are key players in CF, whether or not they are formal members of any network. Interviews were
generally conducted one-to-one, on the basis of pre-prepared questionnaires. The basic format of the
questionnaire has been included in Appendix 3, though changes were made according to the context of the
state and the background of the interviewee.

Workshops were not conducted during the country study because we felt that the time spent in co-
ordinating a gathering of people would not be justified, given the limited amount of time available for the
study. This decision was to a large extent taken on the basis of the cultural context where people often do
not give specific appointments well in advance. Despite contacting people well in advance of field visits, it
was usually not possible to fix specific appointments till we actually reached the place, and even then
people would often not commit to a time even a day in advance. Such a situation would have created
logistical difficulties in trying to have a meeting, with limited time available for organisation. Secondly, in
a group discussion or workshop it would have been difficult for the researchers to follow the discussion if it
lapsed into the local language. It was felt that a group discussion would not be much use if the researcher
had to rely on a translator. Given these drawbacks, it was felt that better use could be made of the limited
time, and information could be obtained in a more systematic and detailed manner, by conducting
individual interviews rather than workshops or group discussions. Nevertheless, a very small, informal
group discussion with three people was organised in Delhi as a ‘brainstorming’ session to get a preliminary
idea of what responses were evoked by a discussion on international networks. Where possible, the
researchers tried to attend ongoing workshops.

Prior to the field visits, literature surveys were done to acquaint ourselves with the context, and during the
field visit published or grey literature was collected. Within the states, a few brief visits to rural field sites
were undertaken. Due to time constraints, this was mainly for the researcher to establish a context to
network activity, rather than to collect information on networks. Given the limited amount of time
available, local assistants in each state proved invaluable for recommending relevant interviewees, setting
up appointments and facilitating travel.
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Limitations of the study:
Any enquiry on impacts and causes is fraught with problems. Usually there are several factors affecting an
outcome, and it is very difficult to pinpoint the extent to which international networks had an effect. The
different actors, such as donors, national networks, international networks and local activists, may all be
enhancing each other’s impacts, or even cancelling out or contradicting each other’s impacts. Secondly, the
study has relied only on perceptions of key people, supported by some literature surveys. It is a qualitative,
rather than quantitative study. Due to time constraints, it was not possible to directly examine or evaluate
direct impacts of a network (e.g. whether training received has been applied in the field). Some impacts,
such as the benefit of increased exposure to information, are intangible. Indirect impacts are even more
difficult, if not impossible, to pin down (e.g. whether networks affect policy by influencing those who
lobby for policy change or those who formulate policy). Information on indirect impacts and the sphere of
influence of networks remained at the level of speculation and conjecture, as interviewees would often say
that there had been an ‘overall’ beneficial influence of networks but would find it difficult to pin down a
specific example.

A problem linked to this, is that to a large extent this enquiry relies on people’s memories. Many
interviewees were vague about information simply because they did not remember what exactly had
happened. Process documentation is largely poor in India, so even institutions that had formal links with
international networks, often did not have specific details. In addition, some key persons were rather
reticent about their involvement with networks for apparently personal reasons.

Presentation of Findings
Since there was no attempt to carry out an assessment of individual networks, findings have been organised
thematically, and not according to individual networks. In each state report, findings from interviews have
been organised around the following sectors: NGOs, Forest Officials, Academics, and Donors. Within each
sector, information/perspectives on networks have been sub-divided under the following headings (not all
headings appear in every sector):

- Communication and Information Dissemination
- Workshops
- Training and Capacity Building
- Off-shoots of International Networking
- Identity of Networks and Identification with Networks
- Linkages with International Policy

Each state report concludes with a summary of the main findings in the state. The findings from all the
states studied have been summarised at the end in Section 5 (“India Report Conclusions: Summary of Main
Lessons Learned”).

1.3 An Overview of Community Forestry in India

About 23% (i.e. 76 million ha) of India’s land area is classified as forest land, though actual forest cover
was estimated to be 63 million ha in 1997. 90% of this is administered by the FD. 100 million people live
in India’s forests with about 275 million living near forests, who are also dependent on forest resources in
one way or another. The livestock population is among the largest in the world, with about 270 million
animals grazing on forest land.2

                                                
2 Poffenberger, M. (ed.) 2000. Communities and Forest Management in South Asia. IUCN. Gland.
p.46. It should be noted that figures such as these tend to be highly debatable, and may vary depending on
the source of the data. For example, the Forest Survey of India reports include land under shifting
cultivation as ‘forest cover’, where ‘cover’ may have no correlation with FD control. Pastures may also
have been notified as ‘forests’ despite their traditional land use for grazing.
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State control over forests, and types of CF, have differed over time. A model of natural resource
management that excluded local inhabitants became widespread with the endorsement of the colonial rulers
in the 19th century. At that point of time the focus was on the commercial benefits to be gained by the state,
by exploiting forest resources. Thus, under the Forest Act 1927, most of India’s forests were converted into
Reserved Forests and Protected Forests, both controlled by the state. Centralised bureaucracies began
administering natural forest resources, coupled with a distrust of the locals who were seen as encroachers or
destroyers of government forests, which were to be protected for state use and commercial exploitation.
These two trends – (a) the take-over of forests by the state for commercial use, and (b) an exclusionary
model of natural resource management – were reflected in the legislation of the time, and a similar mindset
was carried on after Indian independence. The first, and much quoted, national forest policy of 1952
revealed what was to be the government’s stance on the rights of forest-dependent communities over the
next three decades, stating that “The accident of a village being situated close to a forest does not prejudice
the right of a country as a whole to receive benefits of a national asset.” In 1976 the National Commission
on Agriculture stated that, “Production of industrial wood would have to be the raison d’etre for the
existence of forests.”

From the 1950s to the 1970s India’s industrial expansion relied heavily on commercial timber exploitation.
This was a period of large-scale deforestation due to government policy favouring subsidised forest access
to industry. Natural forests were replaced with commercial plantations, and forest land was also diverted to
development projects and agriculture. By the 1970s deforestation was occurring at a rate of 1.3 million ha
per annum. According to government statistics, this rate has slowed down since then. However, the quality
of natural forest ecosystems continues to deteriorate. It is estimated that 45% of India’s land is
‘wasteland’3, half of which includes degraded state forest lands. This amounts to about 61 million ha of
degraded forests. Meanwhile, plantations have expanded at a rapid pace, rising from 3 million ha in 1980 to
13 million ha in 1990.4 Wood-based industries such as packaging, paper mills, agricultural implements and
railway construction expanded rapidly, and by the 1970s and 1980s there was a perceptible shortage of raw
material.

The 1970s was the decade of ‘social forestry’, when the FD took measures to address the shortage of raw
material for wood-based industries. There was a drive to create large-scale monoculture plantations. Social
forestry was meant to promote the use of public and common lands to meet the fodder and fuel subsistence
needs of village communities and thereby lighten the load on government forests which were being used
for industry. It also encouraged tree planting on private land as a source of timber for industry. Social
forestry attracted a large amount of foreign funding in various states from donors like the World Bank,
SIDA, CIDA, USAID, DANIDA and ODA. During the 1980s there were 14 social forestry projects across
14 states, costing Rs.994 million. Social forestry was particularly successful in achieving the target number
of trees planted and meeting industrial demand. However, it did not satisfy local requirements of fuel and
fodder, since it concentrated only on quick growing timber for commercial purposes. 5 Eventually the social
forestry approach collapsed when donors withdrew support amid criticisms that it subsidised industry and
led to a fall in wood prices due to increased supply and poorly planned marketing. However, social forestry
had begun the process of a change of perspective in terms of community involvement in forest
management.

The colonial approach to managing forests, carried on by the Indian state, resulted in two things – firstly, it
severely restricted the access of locals to resources on which their livelihoods were based; and secondly, it
effectively removed all responsibility of communities to look after their natural surrounds. Thus, local
people have often become hostile to official management and protection of forests because the law has
excluded them from their own surroundings. While communities have never stopped using forests
unofficially, since their livelihoods depend on this, they have suffered much hardship, for example having

                                                
3 This is a problematic and often deceptive term, originating from the colonial regime terming non-private
lands that did not yield any revenue as the ‘wastes’.
4 ibid. p.47.
5 Sundar N, Jeffrey R & Thin N. 2001. Branching Out: Joint Forest Management in India. OUP. New
Delhi. p26-27.
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to bribe forest guards in order to collect fuel wood, and facing harassment from guards who threaten action
against them. In many cases, forests were seen as the property of an insensitive government, something to
be used and exploited, often with great hostility towards FD officials. A lack of dialogue and trust between
the two sides has exacerbated the problem. Local hostility has manifested itself in many ways, including
non-cooperation, deliberate destruction of forests and violence against officials. Such instances, along with
the alarming degradation of India’s forests, led to the government becoming increasingly aware that it was
not possible to protect millions of hectares of forest without the co-operation of local communities.

On the other hand, more and more examples have been emerging about communities who have
independently taken the initiative to protect vast tracts of forests in order to meet their livelihood needs,
with remarkable results. The federations of forest users in Orissa are probably among the most impressive
examples of large-scale community mobilisation for forest protection, with 400,000 ha of forest land being
protected and managed by village communities living in an estimated 5,000 villages. Hundreds of villages
in Alwar district, Rajasthan, have established a secure water regime, regenerated forests and helped to
control poaching. They have declared an Arvari Parliament over a water catchment of 400 sq. km., with the
aim of moving towards sustainable land, water and forest use. A couple of villages have declared a ‘public’
wildlife sanctuary over a thousand hectares of forest. The villagers of Mendha (Lekha), Gadchiroli district,
Maharashtra, have protected 1800 ha of deciduous forest by warding off a paper mill, stopping forest fires
and moving towards sustainable extraction of non-timber forest products (NTFP). In Kailadevi Sanctuary,
Rajasthan, the villagers have established ‘no axe committees’, which fine anyone caught cutting a live tree,
over a large part of the sanctuary. In Jardhargaon (Tehri Garhwal, Uttar Pradesh), villagers have
regenerated and protected a large stretch of forest, which now harbours leopards, bears, over a hundred
species of birds and an itinerant tiger.6

By 1988, there was a sea change in the government’s stance towards forestry, with a move towards greater
devolution of powers to local communities to manage forests. The 1988 Forest Policy noted that “domestic
requirements [of forest dwellers] of fuel wood, fodder, minor forest produce and construction timber should
be the first charge on forest produce… A primary task of all agencies responsible for forest management…
should be to associate the tribal people closely in the protection, regeneration and development of forests.”7

The 1988 Forest Policy formed the basis of Joint Forest Management (JFM) which is the primary
government programme designed to share benefits with local communities in exchange for helping to
protect forests near their villages. It was announced in 1990, and over the next few years almost every state
in India passed JFM resolutions. In a nutshell, JFM is the management and conservation of a forest by local
communities and FD officials, through appropriate joint committees. The programme is to be implemented
under an arrangement between an NGO, the village community and the State Forest Departments (though
not all states have solicited NGO involvement).8 Under JFM, village communities are entitled to a share in
usufructs, but the extent and conditions of the sharing arrangements is left to individual state governments
to prescribe. If forests are successfully protected, a portion of the sale proceeds goes to communities as
well.9 Though JFM started off cautiously, applying only to degraded forests and sharing of NTFP, since
February 2000 JFM can be applied to all standing forests, except forests which are inside a protected area
(i.e. national parks or sanctuaries), and the benefit-sharing arrangement with villagers includes NTFP as
well as a share from sale proceeds of timber.10 The functioning of JFM centres on the Forest Protection
Committee (FPC) which (in most states) is made up of villagers and FD officials. All adult voters in a

                                                
6 Apte, T. & Kothari, A. 2001. Joint Protected Area Management: A Simple Guide. How it will Benefit
Wildlife and People. Kalpavriksh. Pune.
7 Poffenberger, M. (ed.) 2000. Communities and Forest Management in South Asia. IUCN. Gland.
p.50.
8 Government of India resolution No. 6-21/89-F.P., dated 1st June 1990.
9 Ibid.
10 Ministry of Environment and Forests. 2000. Guidelines for Strengthening of Joint Forest Management
(JFM) Programme. Circular No. 22-8/2000-JFM (FPD), dated 21 February 2000. Government of India.
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village make up the FPC11, while decisions and management are carried out by an executive committee
made up of a few elected villagers and a forest official as the secretary. Different states have different rules
regarding the composition of FPCs and executive committees, though a forest official is usually the
secretary and joint account holder of the FPC. As JFM has progressed, many state level JFM resolutions
have undergone continuous evolution in order to fine-tune the programme. In protected areas (PAs), where
JFM is not applicable, eco-development has been the strategy used to fulfil community needs. Like JFM,
eco-development is based on the realisation that it is not possible to conserve PAs while alienating
thousands of people living nearby. It is based on a similar concept of joint management, but with far more
restrictions regarding sharing of usufructs, and greater focus on providing alternative non-forest based
livelihood options.

JFM has been successful in regenerating and conserving forest areas in several parts of India (although
available hard data is limited). As of October 2001, 14.25 million ha in 27 states were under this
programme.12 How much of this is being successfully and sustainably managed is unclear, and there are
serious concerns about the lack of true sharing of decision-making powers with the local communities.
However, there is no doubt that JFM is a step towards more participatory natural resource management.

One of the main criticisms of JFM has been that though it is a government policy, it is not legally
recognised. In the event of a dispute, FPCs have no legal standing because they are not legal entities. Thus
one of the basic criticisms of JFM is that it does not address the issue of legal community rights over
forests. Community rights within JFM remain at the mercy of the FD. There have also been criticisms that
the FD controls the processes of JFM far too much.

Policy and Legal Context

Apart from the above forest policies, there has been radical legislation in recent years with regard to
community rights over natural resources. In 1992, the 73rd Amendment to the Constitution made it
mandatory to have a more decentralised mode of governance by giving greater decision-making powers to
a three-tiered structure of Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs) (i.e. local self-governing bodies, including
urban ones). Among other things, it recommended the decentralisation of management of social forestry,
fuel wood plantations and NTFPs, to PRIs. This was extended to scheduled (i.e. tribal dominated) areas by
the Panchayat (Extension to Scheduled Areas) Act, 1996 (PESA)13. The Act states, “every Gram Sabha14

shall approve the plans, programmes and projects for social and economic development before such
plans… are taken up for implementation by the Panchayat at the village level.”15 Through Panchayats and
Gram Sabhas, communities are to be given ownership of NTFP, and are to be consulted before any
developmental projects are approved for the area.

Since scheduled areas comprise mainly of forest-dependent tribal communities, this legislation is
significant in shaping the context of CF and community management of natural resources. However, PESA
is very recent legislation, and the form that it has taken on the ground has varied across states. The political
will to implement it, is weak. Most states have gone against the spirit of the Act by excluding community
ownership over the most valuable NTFPs. Nationalised forests and legally protected areas have been
excluded from the jurisdiction of the Act by most states. It also contradicts other policies and laws. For
example in areas where both JFM and PESA apply, it is unclear what the relationship between the two

                                                
11 In some cases the FPC includes only one representative per household, and a minimum participation of
50-60% of households can suffice.
12 INFORM (RUPFOR Newsletter), October 2001.
13 Sarin, M. 2001. “De-Democratisation in the Name of Devolution? Findings from Three States in India”.
Forthcoming paper. p7.
14 Body comprising all adult voters in a village.
15 Government of India. The Provisions of the Panchayats (Extension to the Scheduled Areas) Act, 1996.
No.40 of 1996. Dated 24th December 1996.



Learning from International Community Forestry Networks: India Report

10

should be.16 While PESA allows for community based forest management by Gram Sabhas in tribal areas,
JFM establishes village FPCs under the supervision and control of the FD. To add to the confusion, the
recently revised central guidelines for JFM make no mention of the role of PRIs in JFM.17 PESA also
clashes with other legislation such as the Forest Conservation Act 1980, which makes it mandatory for
states to seek permission from the Central Government to convert any forest land to non-forest use. Thus
PESA is vulnerable to various interpretations, and this is one of the reasons why its implementation has not
progressed much on the ground.

As far as international agreements are concerned, the most important as far as CF in India is concerned, is
the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), to which India is a signatory. It specifies that indigenous
communities and their knowledge/practices related to conservation need to be safeguarded, and that the
communities themselves need to be involved in management practices. It also specifies that benefits
derived from such knowledge and practices should be shared equitably with the holders of the knowledge.
As a follow-up to the CBD, India has proposed the Biological Diversity Bill, which is soon to be tabled in
parliament. The Bill emphasises the participation of local communities in decisions regarding conservation
and use of biodiversity.18 The National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) is a requirement of
the CBD, and is being carried out with a focus on participatory planning by stakeholders.

Role of Donors

Among donors, the Ford Foundation and the World Bank have played a significant role in shaping the
context in which CF has functioned in India. The World Bank has funded JFM on a large scale in states like
West Bengal, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Uttar Pradesh, Uttaranchal, Andhra Pradesh and Kerala. Ford
has also played a central role in funding CF as well as initiating and supporting national CF networks,
though it has not funded any large CF field projects. During the social forestry phase in the 1970s and
1980s, Ford gave grants to support efforts at community participation, including efforts to increase
participation of women in decision-making and forestry development; developing an integrated approach
for land and water management; strengthening forestry research and education; and increasing community
control over common property resources. In 1982 Ford supported the establishment of the Society for
Promotion of Wastelands Development (SPWD), envisaged as an umbrella organisation to support NGO
and other efforts at afforestation and efforts to improve the production capacity of degraded lands to create
livelihood opportunities for the rural poor. SPWD has been one of the key institutions in India in promoting
CF.19 In 1990 Ford supported the formation of the JFM National Network20 (see below). As per the
findings of this study, the presence of this network was widely appreciated. It is perceived to have played a
key role in the popularising of JFM, and as a hub for the exchange of JFM related information. Ford also
supported several NGOs facilitating JFM programmes and has had an impact on the creation of JFM
guidelines issued by the government. Ford’s support of advocacy efforts led to the creation of a JFM Cell at
the Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF). The Cell’s mandate was to monitor the impact of JFM in
the country, and created a multi-stakeholder JFM national network for this purpose, also supported by Ford
(see below).21 Ford is generally credited with being very influential in changing attitudes in favour of
community forestry. There are no specific links between Ford (India) and any international network,
                                                
16 Pathak, N. 2002. “Implications of Existing and Proposed Laws and Policies on Community Forestry
Initiatives in India” in: INFORM. Vol.2, No.1, Jan-March 2002. RUPFOR, Winrock International. New
Delhi.
17 Sarin, M. 2001. “De-Democratisation in the Name of Devolution? Findings from Three States in India”.
Forthcoming paper. p7.
18 Pathak, N. 2002. “Implications of Existing and Proposed Laws and Policies on Community Forestry
Initiatives in India” in: INFORM. Vol.2, No.1, Jan-March 2002. RUPFOR, Winrock International. New
Delhi.
19 Singh, RV. Forests and Wastelands: Participation and Management. The Ford Foundation. 2002.
20 The network was initially housed at Tata Energy Research Institute (TERI), and from 1992 at SPWD.
21 Ibid.
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though the Asia Forest Network (AFN) was begun on the basis of a grant by Ford Foundation in New
Delhi.

Currently, DFID does not have a specific forestry programme in India, and has not funded any CF networks
in India. Though DFID-India has had forest sector projects previously (e.g. in Karnataka and Himachal
Pradesh), it is moving away from a sectoral approach, towards a holistic approach aimed at poverty
eradication. Forestry issues may be covered under this approach, though there is no specific focus on
forestry. For example, DFID’s Livelihoods programme in M.P. (beginning December 2002) is supposed to
cover six tribal districts, where it is likely that forestry issues will be addressed as part of the overall aim of
enhancing livelihoods. However, there is a possibility that DFID will fund the Madhya Pradesh Forestry
Project Phase 2, which focuses entirely on JFM, jointly with the World Bank. There are no specific links
between DFID-India and international networks. DFID attends as many meetings as possible, held by the
MoEF’s JFM network (described below).

1.4 An Overview of National Community Forestry Networks in India

There have been three notable attempts at creating a national level CF network: the JFM National Network
hosted by the SPWD; the Foresters’ Network hosted  by WWF-India; and another JFM National Network
hosted by the JFM Cell of the MoEF. All three have been actively supported by the Ford Foundation. The
first two have gone into a period of decline. Currently, it is the MoEF’s network that is the most active at
national level. There was no formal link found between any international or national network. Links were
based more on contacts through key individuals.

JFM National Network (SPWD-JFM)

Origins: Since 1989 an informal network of Ford Foundation grantees, made up of NGOs and forest
officers, had been exchanging ideas and experiences on JFM. As the number of states which adopted JFM
increased, a National Support Group (NSG) for JFM, comprising of some professionals and support staff,
was created at SPWD in 1992 with the backing of Ford. Its overall goal was to popularise JFM across the
country, promote interaction between JFM stakeholders and thus strengthen their capacity to implement
JFM, and to gain feedback from stakeholders for policy input and advocacy.

Functioning: Through the NSG, SPWD co-ordinated the national network and facilitated regular annual
meetings of the network up to the late 1990s. In 1993 the growing complexity of JFM-related issues led to
3 research sub-networks being formed to look in greater detail at certain issues: the Institutional Research
Network (IRN), Training Research Network (TRN) and Ecological Economics Research Network (EERN).
In 1994 a sub-group was formed within the IRN to address gender and equity issues, named the Gender and
Equity (G&E) sub-group. This group eventually became a more independent research and advocacy unit
that attempted to integrate gender and equity concerns across all three sub-networks. Each sub-network was
led by a volunteer co-ordinating institution or individual. The IRN was run by the Indian Institute of Forest
Management (IIFM), Bhopal. Its mandate was “to identify sustainable institutional arrangements involving
FPCs and the FD.”22 The TRN was run by the Institute of Bio-Social Research and Development (IBRAD),
Calcutta, with the objective of “compiling information on different organisations involved in training on
JFM, target groups to which training is given, problems faced, constraints, achievements, resource persons
and training material.”23 The EERN was co-ordinated by the Centre for Ecological Science (CES) at the
Indian Institute of Sciences (IIS), Bangalore. By 1998 it had carried out studies in collaboration with 11
institutions in 8 states. Its mandate was to study “existing institutional arrangements and their efficacy, the
impact of forest protection and management practices on vegetation, current fuel wood and NTFP
extraction and income generation…, and the extent of community participation in forest management.”24

                                                
22 Joint Forest Management Update 1998. SPWD. New Delhi.
23 ibid.
24 ibid.
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The network was successful in pushing for policy change to some extent, such as advocating for the
creation of a JFM Cell in the MoEF. The G&E sub-group successfully lobbied for ensuring that most state
JFM orders had specific provisions for women’s representation in the general body committees and
executive committees of JFM groups. Network pressure played a part in ensuring that the revised
guidelines of 2000 required that at least 50% of general body members and 33% of managing committee
members of all JFM committees were women. It played a role in pushing for the inclusion of good,
standing forests (as opposed to only degraded forests) within JFM. The network also lobbied successfully
some years ago, against a suggestion by the government to increase afforestation by leasing out forest lands
to industries so that industries could grow their own raw materials25. The general feeling among
interviewees was that the SPWD-JFM Network contributed significantly towards popularising JFM across
the country and facilitating exchange about research into, and experiences of, JFM thereby leading to an
increased understanding of the implementation, potential and drawbacks of JFM. From a small group of 30
Ford grantees, the network expanded to over a hundred members from NGOs, donor agencies, research and
academic institutions, and to a slightly lesser extent, forestry officials and policy makers. However the
network remained informal without any fixed criteria of membership, and no clear agreement between sub-
networks and the SPWD regarding the mandate of the sub-networks. Eventually, this lack of clarity about
mandates became a serious drawback, resulting in confusion over the rights and responsibilities of
members and sub-network co-ordinators, hindering efficiency and participation.

As the membership of the network grew, the NSG found it increasingly difficult to cater to the diverse
demands and expectations of members, such as funding, logistical and research support. The routing of
Ford funding created some confusion - while some funding was made available to sub-networks through
the SPWD’s NSG, at other times Ford directly funded sub-networks for their activities. There were also
complaints of inadequate follow-up on decisions taken, and poor quality control.

In 1997, the Report of the JFM Network Review Committee noted various drawbacks of the network:
“While the Network has been able to respond to changing JFM issues, its progress has been
dependent mainly on the availability and consistency of NSG support and on the voluntary, if
sporadic, efforts of a small core of committed members. Despite its expansion and seeming
success in focussing attention on conceptual and practical aspects of JFM, the Network has had
little impact on state and national forestry policy. Moreover, while the Network has been able to
bring together NGOs and researchers, it has not been able to successfully interface with
government forest departments, the largest implementer of JFM programs in the country. Neither
has it effectively established and institutionalised links with JFM communities and grassroots
organisations.” 26

However, one of the committee members interviewed, felt that the report “did not capture the essence of
the committee’s deliberations”, and that the SPWD-JFM network “did have an impact on both state and
national policies. There were always a large number of forest officers who were network participants”.

Today the SPWD-JFM network is almost inactive, though individual sub-networks carry out some
activities. In 1998 the national network was decentralised into four regional networks – Northern, Southern,
Eastern and Western, co-ordinated by four regional offices of the SPWD. All are at a rudimentary stage but
the eastern region is the most advanced. As described in the section on West Bengal, the aim now is to
create regional networks of FPCs.

                                                
25 Pers comm. S.Palit.
26 Palit S, Singh N, Sarin M, Ravindranath, Capistrano D. 1997. Report of the JFM Network Review
Committee. SPWD. New Delhi. p.2.
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JFM National Network (MoEF-JFM)

Origins: In 2000, partly due to the efforts of Ford and the SPWD-JFM network, a JFM Cell was established
at the MoEF with the mandate of monitoring the impact of JFM. For this purpose it created a JFM National
Network for feedback, discussion and recommendations on the government’s policy and implementation of
JFM.

Functioning: The network is chaired by the Director-General of Forests and is composed of representatives
from institutions, NGOs, state FDs, and donors, with a key role played by Ford Foundation. A support unit
for the network has been created by Ford, called the Resource Unit for Participatory Forestry (RUPFOR),
housed at Winrock International India in New Delhi. RUPFOR’s mandate is to provide administrative and
outreach support to the Network, and follow up on decisions taken by the Network. It has begun a ‘network
volunteer’ programme under which a volunteer in each state will help RUPFOR get information from the
field. So far only a few states, including M.P., have volunteers. A quarterly bulletin on participatory forest
management named “Inform” is sent free to over 400 persons in electronic and printed form. It includes
links to international CF networks. An electronic mailing list of about 250 people is used for more frequent
information dissemination. A documentation centre on participatory forestry has been set up at Winrock,
with about 350 publications. The centre also provides other research facilities. RUPFOR is currently
formulating a country-wide analysis of the ecological, economic and institutional impacts of JFM.

The MoEF- JFM Network is too recent to assess its effectiveness or reach. Predictably, though, the
similarity of name with the JFM National Network housed at SPWD27 has created some amount of
confusion among people, particularly since many of the people involved in networking and policy issues on
JFM have played key roles in both networks, and since Ford Foundation has supported both networks. One
of the reasons for starting the MoEF-JFM network, as expressed at Ford, was that with the popularisation of
JFM, the SPWD-JFM Network had run its course and had ceased to evolve new objectives. It was hoped by
Ford that the MoEF-JFM network would fill one of the major gaps of the previous network, by creating an
interface with the FD instead of being dominated by NGOs. Over the next five years the MoEF-JFM
network aims to reach out to grassroots representatives and local initiatives.28 Ford places a great deal of
importance on this network, claiming, “the creation of an official JFM Network… is perhaps the most
important policy breakthrough since the creation of JFM.”29

However, during interviews it emerged that to some extent opinion is divided about whether the MoEF-
JFM network has successfully managed to take the place of the SPWD-JFM network, and whether it is as
successful. An interviewee in Delhi felt strongly that the MoEF-JFM Network had reversed the gains of the
SPWD-JFM network, and felt that it has “an excessive focus on formalising the structure and bringing in
the government. Today, the MoEF is reversing many of the gains of the last decade, what with a
countrywide scheme for forming JFM committee federations controlled by the FDs and making the forest
guard the member secretary of all JFM groups in all states, even when some of the state orders do not
provide for the same (such as in Haryana, Gujarat and Himachal Pradesh). But today, there is no national
forum to challenge these reversals. Had the SPWD-JFM network still been alive, it could have been a
forum for raising a hue and cry against such a move. But now we only have the MoEF’s network, which is
clearly not going to protest against itself! And there has been not a word on the issue from donors like Ford
Foundation, which supported the shift. It has been one of the most successful re-appropriations of control
over a community/civil society driven process that I know of. The heartening thing is that new informal
networks are emerging to fill the void, which realise the hazards of networking dependent on donor
funding.”

                                                
27 The two networks have been differentiated in this report as the SPWD-JFM network and MoEF-JFM
network for the sake of clarity.
28 Pers comm. Doris Capistrano; and Singh, RV. 2002. Forests and Wastelands: Participation and
Management. The Ford Foundation. New Delhi. p20.
29 Singh, RV. 2002. Forests and Wastelands: Participation and Management. The Ford Foundation. 2002.
p24.
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Another criticism of the MoEF-JFM network centred on the lack of sufficient grassroots representation in
the network and the feeling that it had become ‘sarkari’ or bureaucratic. Networking, which ideally should
be a forum where stakeholders meet on an equal footing, may be hindered by the history of traditional
conflict between the FD and NGOs - in Delhi during a MoEF-JFM network meeting, the researchers
observed that the FD representatives were absent from the room for long periods, leaving the NGO
representatives to discuss issues, rather than engaging in a dialogue with them. The feeling of frustration at
this was made clear when a participant remarked to the chair, “If it is just a question of presenting
proposals [to the FD] we could have sent them by post. There was no need for us to come all the way to
Delhi.”  This is not to generalise from the experience of one network meeting, but it does illustrate the
deficiencies of networking in a hierarchical setting, and is illustrative of the wider problem in NGO-FD
relations. However, the MoEF-JFM Network is an important initiative to bring together the FD and NGOs
for dialogue and policy feedback, and it may still be early days to judge the success of this.

Foresters’ Network

Origins: Initiated by WWF-India in 1998, this network had a very short life. The reasons for its existence
and demise are instructive. It was felt that since the SPWD-JFM National Network was dominated by
NGOs, there was no adequate platform for forest officers to share ideas and experiences of JFM. A
platform was needed where younger forest officers could speak frankly without feeling intimidated by the
presence of senior officers. The Foresters’ Network was initiated by WWF-India to fill this gap. Once
again, the Ford Foundation was instrumental in supporting this initiative.

Functioning: All state governments were requested to nominate two forest officers for the network. The
only meeting ever organised by WWF was in 1998, comprising of 60 forest officers. Thereafter the
network quickly lost pace, and ceased to exist. To a large extent this was due to a lack of official patronage
from the MoEF. Raina notes that the MoEF “felt the process somehow subverted the formal approval of the
MoEF, thus undermining the official position of the government. It was also felt that the MoEF, and not an
external agency like WWF-India, should have started such a network.”30 This observation was corroborated
in interviews conducted for this study.

1.5 Summary of International Network Activities in India31

Asia Forest Network (AFN): The AFN is not very active in India at present, due to a lack of resources. (It
is currently active in South-East Asia.) The network was begun by Dr. Mark Poffenberger after his
departure from Ford Foundation India. He had already been closely involved in promoting CF in India
within a circle of NGO representatives, bureaucrats and academics who thereafter came to be associated
with the AFN. The AFN was most active in India between 1991 and 1997. AFN’s South Asia regional
office was based at WWF-India, co-ordinated by Arvind Khare in 1995-96. DN Pandey at IIFM, Bhopal,
took over this role from 1999-2000. Currently there is no co-ordinator in India. The aims of AFN as
described by the last co-ordinator were: (1) sharing information among stakeholders, NGOs and
policymakers; (2) bringing likeminded people together for discussion; (3) supporting JFM. A fundamental
goal was to provide good quality, reliable research. AFN held only one major meeting in India, at
Surajkund in 1996 with international participants. There was not much follow-up to the meeting, but a
report of proceedings was produced, entitled “Linking Government with Community Resource
Management: What’s Working and What’s Not.” Network membership was very loose. There was a focus
on bringing out publications based on research done by members. Several case studies were published in
association with RECOFTC and IIFM. An India-specific manual on Manual GIS (on Orissa, Rajasthan, and
West Bengal) was published as well. This was a result of a training programme held in 1993, Udaipur, with
over 50 participants mainly from the FD, and some from NGOs. The feedback on the training, which was
conducted in Hindi, was good, but it is not known whether the training was used at ground level. A study
on carbon sequestration was published in the latter part of 2001, prepared by Dr. Mark Poffenberger, DN
                                                
30 Raina, R. 2001. Study on Networks in Community Forestry in India. Unpublished report. IIFM.
31 The international networks listed in this section have been examined separately as part of CIFOR’s study.
For detailed information on the activities and objectives of these networks, please refer to the network
reports on the CIFOR website (http://www.cifor.cgiar.org/scripts/default.asp?ref=highlights/cf.htm)
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Pandey and Dr Rabindranath. A monograph on experiences of CF in Eastern India was published in
collaboration with researchers at IIFM. Some of the publications were translated into Oriya and Hindi, but
not to a great extent. In West Bengal Dr. Mark Poffenberger collaborated with Prof. SB Roy of IBRAD on
mapping and techniques of cluster analysis (e.g. how a number of villages share their resources, etc.)
Publications were shared with various organisations and individuals. Many AFN activities were centred in
Orissa in the past.

One of the problems of interviewing people about AFN activities was that not many people make the
distinction between the activities of AFN and Dr. Mark Poffenberger. In this sense, the AFN did not seem
to have a strong identity as a network. One of the reasons may also have been the informal nature of
membership.

Links with national networks: While in Ford, Dr. Mark Poffenberger was instrumental in encouraging and
supporting the formation of the SPWD-JFM national network. Thereafter the AFN kept in close touch with
individuals active within the national network. He was also instrumental in initiating the Foresters’
Network.

Regional Community Forestry Training Centre (RECOFTC) and Forest Trees and People
Programme (FTPP): There has been a great deal of overlap between the activities of RECOFTC and
FTPP in India, because the FTPP programme in India has been routed through RECOFTC, which acted as
the regional nodal point. Most people do not distinguish between the activities of the two networks, and
often use the names interchangeably. However, people did distinguish between the two networks with
regard to their newsletters, and RECOFTC’s independent training programmes in Bangkok. Three institutes
collaborated closely with RECOFTC/FTPP – IIFM, SPWD and IBRAD, from the mid-1990s up to 2000.
The origin of the collaboration was an invitation from FTPP to IBRAD and SPWD representatives to attend
the first regional FTPP network meeting in RECOFTC (Bangkok), where there were representatives from
7-8 other countries as well. The participants were told that FTPP was starting a network with the objective
of periodically sharing experiences and facilitating training activities, and that the network would also
provide some small grants for network activities in the different countries. It was decided that the network
would meet annually in different member countries. However there was never a meeting organised in India
because this would have excluded members from Pakistan (and vice-versa). IIFM joined the network at a
later stage.

The main collaboration with RECOFTC was in conducting two ‘travelling’ international training
programmes on “Participatory Forest Resource Assessment (PFRA) and Planning”, with participants from
different parts of Asia. Over 21 days, the trainees spent 6 days each in Delhi (SPWD), Bhopal (IIFM) and
Calcutta (IBRAD). It was an expensive programme, costing about US $4000 per participant. The objectives
of the course were to “develop skills in PFRA and monitoring; increase understanding on approaches and
methods in implementing PFRA; and identify ways to apply strategies and approaches learned in the course
back in the participants’ own work situation.”32 In 1999 two Indian forest officers and one SPWD
representative were sponsored for training. Judging from an evaluation done for the 1998 programme, the
responses to the training were mixed. While field work was perceived as mostly well organised and content
was overall interesting with useful material being given out, negative comments included badly presented
lectures, bad time-keeping, and dominating resource persons.33

In 1996-97 IIFM developed several case studies required for the training programme, in collaboration with
RECOFTC. A writing workshop was organised twice with RECOFTC, with AFN partially supporting the
effort. Participants from Asia, including India, visited RECOFTC in Bangkok and wrote about 10 case
studies while there, on different subjects like conflicts, NTFP or institutional aspects of CF, for the Asian
region. A format was also developed for writing case studies for trainers to use as teaching material. One of
the case studies written at IIFM was on self-initiated forest protection by communities in Kudada
                                                
32 Anon. 1999. Pamphlet on training course on “Participatory Forest Resource Assessment and Planning.”
RECOFTC. Bangkok.
33 Fuller, J. 1998. Participatory Resource Assessment and Planning, India 1998 RECOFTC / IIFM/
IBRAD /SPWD Course Review. Unpublished.
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(Jharkhand) where about 26 committees have formed their own network.34 This was one of the few
occasions when an international network was seen to address non-JFM CF in India.

In addition to the above collaboration, which has now come to an end, FTPP and RECOFTC disseminated
information through separate newsletters.

Rural Development and Forestry Network (RDFN): RDFN activity in India has been information
dissemination through its newsletter, thematic papers and the encouragement of direct networking among
members by publishing a directory of members with details of contacts and specialisations.

Global Forest Coalition (GFC): Not many people were aware of this, though some had heard of it. Its
main activity in India is information dissemination over email.

IUCN Working Group on Community Involvement in Forest Management (IUCN WG-CIFM):
Hardly any of the interviewees were aware of this network, though some people were aware of the
published regional profile on communities and forest management in South Asia, named “Communities
and Forest Management in South Asia”. One interviewee had been directly involved in this, but identified
the effort with the AFN, which collaborated with the IUCN WG-CIFM in producing this study.

World Rainforest Movement (WRM): Not many people were aware of this, though some had heard of it.
Its main activity in India is information dissemination over email. Only one interviewee was aware of its
role in highlighting indigenous peoples’ perspectives and lobbying at international forums.

1.6 Findings from Field Visits: New Delhi

In Delhi interviews were conducted with key players in CF and CF networking, including academics and
independent consultants, NGO representatives, government officials, donor representatives and network
representatives. A total of 17 people were interviewed: 6 NGO representatives, 2 government officials, 5
academics/consultants, 3 donor representatives and the South Asia representative of Global Forest
Coalition. The academics and independent consultants were Amita Baviskar, Seema Bhatt, Shekhar Singh
and Nandini Sundar. The NGO representatives were Tariq Aziz of WWF-India Tiger Conservation
Programme; VB Eswaran ex-Executive Director of SPWD; Arvind Khare, Development Alliance, ex-AFN
South Asia co-ordinator, ex-SPWD Executive Director; Kinsuk Mitra, Vice-President of Winrock
International India; Sushil Saigal, RUPFOR co-ordinator in Winrock International; and Pramod Tyagi,
SPWD Programme Director. Among government officials were VK Bahuguna, Deputy Inspector General
of Forests and Head of JFM Cell in MoEF; and Dr Sayeed Rizvi, also ex-SPWD and WWF-India. The
donor representatives were Doris Capistrano, Deputy Representative of Ford Foundation; Kevin Crockford,
DFID Rural Livelihoods Adviser; and Virinder Sharma, DFID Environment Adviser. The GFC
representative was Bansuri Taneja.

Two interviews of key people based outside Delhi (Madhu Sarin, independent consultant/activist and
Ashish Kothari, Co-ordinator of the Technical and Policy Core Group of the NBSAP and member of
Kalpavriksh Environmental Action Group) have been included in this section since these interviewees have
been closely connected to activities in the capital. While in Delhi the researchers attended a workshop
conducted by the MoEF-JFM network.

Following are some of the key points which emerged:

1) International networks have not contributed in any major way to policy change. They may have
contributed marginally by influencing individuals who are involved at policy level.

2) There was a sense that international networks may be less effective if ‘imposed’ from outside, for
two reasons: firstly, it will not reflect a ground-level need; and secondly, it will be seen as an

                                                
34 Bhattacharya, P. 1995. “Emergence of Forest Protection by Communities: Kudada, South Bihar, India.”
Community Forestry Case Study Series CM002/95. RECOFTC and AFN. Bangkok.
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‘outsider’ or ‘foreign’ entity, which has its centre somewhere else. Both these reasons are closely
tied to the larger issue of the origins and the process of formation of a network. An interviewee
who was very closely involved with international and national networks in the past, had come to
the conclusion that international networks are “totally irrelevant because the agenda is not made
by its constituents. The formulation process of a network directly affects what the network does
and how relevant it is. If someone in some part of the world decides that they will have a network,
and they pick up a local partner, it does not work. You have to see what is the lowest common
denominator in the priorities of a country. But this has never happened.” Another person
commented, “Many people are suspicious of networks, especially if they have not been involved
in the formation of that network. People feel that networks take away their information, publish
material and gain publicity… A network that emerges when the need is felt at the local level and
then expands outwards is likely to be more effective than a network that is formed at the top and is
trying to reach the grassroots.” The second reason perhaps has to do with the way many Indians
view themselves and their own identity. Several people mentioned that it was very difficult for
outsiders to tell people in India what to do, because it was resented as being ‘foreign’. Two
persons mentioned the AFN as an example of a network that is seen as being an ‘outsider’. The
suggestion was that such a network would need to have a strong base in India and better country
representation. An interesting parallel was drawn with Winrock International: “AFN would need
to have a strong part of them present here, and it needs to be perceived as such… If AFN had been
doing what Winrock International is doing now, they wouldn’t have been seen as an external
organisation. Winrock does not seem external because the individuals involved in it are based here
and very well known.” Another comment was, “if AFN is working in India they would probably
be getting Californians here to do the work, or would hire Indians here to do it. But they should
have a nodal point or agency that is active. This is not happening in many networks – they are a bit
too centralised.” A related point was raised regarding the perception of networks as ‘foreign’
where, as opposed to simply having low effectiveness, they could perhaps create problems by
highlighting an indigenous cause or demand at international level, thereby opening up the space
for detractors to label the demand as a foreign lobby working against India’s development, for
example.

3) In contrast, it was felt that national or regional networks were far more effective and relevant in
impacting on policy and leading to changes on the ground. While several people felt that they had
personally benefited from the exposure offered by international networks in terms of information
gained or workshops and seminars, the impact of international networks in the larger picture
remained intangible. Comments on this were restricted to remarks to the effect that international
networks may have had only an indirect effect at grassroots or policy level.

4) Finally, there seemed to be a clique of people who were involved in national and international
networking activities. Time and again, the same names would be referred to. This may point to the
fact that international networks have a very narrow base, and have not succeeded in (or attempted)
expanding this base over the years. One person mentioned language as an impeding factor in
expanding this base: “Unless networks translate into local languages, how will they ever be able to
expand beyond the narrow circle of academics and donors?” Another impediment in expanding
this base was noted as being the decentralised nature of forest department activities. In a situation
where there is no central FD, and where each state FD has its own strong characteristics and
culture of functioning, international networks can be effective in reaching the FD as an institution
only if it directly targets state FDs. Otherwise, they have to rely on the initiative of individual
officers at the Centre, such as Dr VK Bahuguna, who (at the time of interview) is head of the JFM
Cell at the Centre, and has distributed copies of the IUCN WG-CIFM publication, “Communities
and Forest Management in South Asia”, to his officers.

Only one person gave specific comments on how networks could enhance their potential. Some of the
suggestions were: track whether countries are following international obligations like CBD; track the
impact of international commercial forces on forestry; assist in documenting trends in CF in India which
can be used as policy input; facilitate greater exchange of people for learning, between countries in the
region; facilitate local language translations and outreach; prepare concise information as lengthy
publications are rarely read, especially by government officials.
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There was most awareness of AFN, RECOFTC and FTPP. WRM, GFC and IUCN WG-CIFM had been
heard of by only two persons. AFN’s identity depended almost entirely on Dr. Mark Poffenberger’s
presence. It was described variously as “a personal friendship network with no systematic networking”; a
“one-person driven network” and “an organisation rather than a network”. A lack of follow-up (e.g. after
the Surajkund workshop) was cited as a problem. There were differing opinions on the quality of its
publications and its overall influence. While some people felt that its publications were good and that
initiatives such as the Foresters’ Network pushed the MoEF to begin its own network, others felt that the
standard of publications was not satisfactory. Two persons spoke very highly of the training offered by
RECOFTC and felt that many people depended on this. It was also felt that RECOFTC was well informed
about the Indian context. On the other hand two persons felt that RECOFTC’s presence was irrelevant in
India. FTPP was known mainly through its newsletter, and there did not seem to be much two-way flow
between the network and the members. WRM and GFC were seen as the most active network in
campaigning at international forums such as UNFF and CBD, and effective in sensitising international
agreements to issues such as biodiversity and perspectives of indigenous peoples.

2. MADHYA PRADESH STATE REPORT

2.1 Methodology

The study for Madhya Pradesh was conducted by a 7-day visit to Bhopal, the state capital, to interview
people from a range of sectors who are involved in community forestry in the state. These included 8
government officials (mainly FD officials), 8 academics, 4 NGO representatives, 7 grassroots activists and
1 donor representative, i.e. a total of 28 interviewees. Those individuals who could not be met in person,
were interviewed over the telephone. An impromptu group discussion was held at the National Centre for
Human Settlement and Environment (NCHSE) with staff members. A one-day visit was made to a nearby
town, Betul, to conduct a key interview. No visits were made to field sites to speak to local communities,
though it was originally planned to visit Harda, an area near Betul that has been proclaimed as a model of
JFM in the past, and has recently been the subject of heated debate (details below). However, it was found
that international or national networks had little or zero visibility at the level of grassroots activists or
workers (including those active in Harda), and therefore it seemed impossible that interviews with local
communities would yield any further information on the influence of networks at the grassroots level.
Consequently, the researcher felt it would be a more productive use of limited time to avoid visiting a local
community, and instead concentrate on meeting individuals who were more likely to have been exposed to
network activities of any kind. Referencing work was done in two libraries: IIFM and Samarthan Centre for
Development Support, both of which hold publications and reports on issues of CF and decentralisation of
natural resource management.

In general, interviewees have not been quoted as many (especially FD officials) hesitated to speak on
record.

2.2 History and context of community forestry in Madhya Pradesh

Madhya Pradesh (M.P.) has a geographical area of 308,252 sq. km. Of this, 30.82% is forest area, which
makes up about 12.44% of the total forest area of India.35 The forests in the state can be broadly classified
into three major types – Sal, Teak and miscellaneous (non-Sal and non-Teak) forests. A wide range of
NTFPs are found throughout the year, making it one of the largest NTFP producing states in India. NTFPs
are a vital source of subsistence and livelihood for rural communities. The state has one of the largest tribal
populations in India. Tribals are the main collectors of NTFP, and thus NTFP policy is crucial to forest
management in the state.36

                                                
35 Madhya Pradesh Forest Department (JFM Department). 2001-2002. Joint Forest Management in
Madhya Pradesh. Unpublished information sheet.
36 Patnaik, S. 1998. Conservation Assessment and Management Planning Workshop for Non-Timber Forest
Products in Madhya Pradesh. p2.
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About 45% of M.P.’s forests are under the JFM programme.37 JFM is the primary form of community
forestry in the state today. Most of the interviewees felt that there was no other kind of community forestry
(such as community-initiated CF) in MP. Community-initiated CF does exist more obviously in the
neighbouring state of Chhatisgarh, which used to be a part of M.P. till recently. There is very limited
documentation on various forms of CF. In the literature surveyed and during interviews, the researcher
came across only a few examples of community-initiated CF, though one interviewee felt there were many
such examples scattered across the state:

• There are usually some sacred trees around the shrine that is normally attached to a village tank.
Sacred groves are also prevalent in predominantly tribal areas.38

• In Belgaon, a women’s association began protecting a forest in co-operation with two other
villages. However, this was co-opted under JFM. In this case, the new structure of management
decreased the decision-making power that the women had appropriated for themselves.39 Co-
optation of existing CF efforts has been one of the criticisms of JFM.

• In Jhabua district in the early 1990s, some self-initiated forest protection groups were organised in
a few villages including Roopakheda, Amkut and Koliyari to tackle organised timber smuggling.
The DFO supported these efforts that eventually came under JFM, which began on a large scale in
this area from 1995.40

• An activist movement, Maji Sarkar, have self-initiated forest protection groups in some villages,
e.g. in Mandla Bala Ghat on the border of M.P, in the forest area which flows into Bastar in
neighbouring Chhatisgarh. This activist movement is not considered legal by the government.
Also some areas with a radical left-wing presence do not permit any official forestry activity,
though different groups have different agendas regarding forests. Some, like Maji Sarkar, advocate
protection of forests. Others advocate cutting forests and cultivating the land if needed.41

• In Pati block, Badhwani district in Western M.P, several villages believe that the forest belongs to,
and is protected by, a god who also protects the villages. Therefore the forest cannot be touched,
but ‘prasad’ can be brought from there, in the form of dead wood, fallen leaves and fruit. The FD
tried to bring this area under JFM, but it is not clear whether this has happened since there was
community resistance to this.42

• In Jhabua there is an organisation that collected 6000 saplings from a forest, to create a plantation
to prevent soil erosion. This was after requesting the FD for saplings – the FD agreed to provide
500 free saplings, and the rest for Rs.3 each, which the villagers could not afford.43

From Social Forestry to JFM

During the 1980s, M.P. received funding from USAID for social forestry.  Since the switch to JFM in the
1990s, the World Bank has been the major donor supporting the initiative. After the Forest Policy of 1988,
M.P. distinguished itself as one of the most progressive states promoting participatory forestry, as far as
policy was concerned (though this was not necessarily reflected in implementation). For example, M.P. has
included a separate section on ‘Women and Forests’ in a State Policy for Women, aimed at improving
women’s status in the forestry sector (though this was mostly not implemented).44 The problems of
implementation of JFM are described below. M.P. was also one of the few states which included good,

                                                
37 Madhya Pradesh Forest Department (JFM Department). 2001-2002. Joint Forest Management in
Madhya Pradesh. Unpublished information sheet.
38 Pers comm. MN Buch (NCHSE).
39 Sarin, M. 2001. “De-Democratisation in the Name of Devolution? Findings from Three States in India”.
Forthcoming paper. p35.
40 Sharma, A. & Ramanathan, B. n.d. Joint Forest Management in Jhabua: A Preliminary
Documentation. WWF-India. New Delhi. p20.
41 Pers Comm, Ramanathan B.
42 Pers comm., Rakesh Diwan.
43 Pers comm., Rakesh Diwan.
44 Sarin M, Ray L, Raju MS, Chatterji M, Banerjee N and Hiremath S. 1998. “Who is Gaining? Who is
Losing? Gender and Equity Concerns in Joint Forest Management”. SPWD. New Delhi.
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standing forests in its JFM programme right from the beginning, whereas most other states initially
included only degraded forests in their JFM programmes. After the Government of India directives on JFM
in 1990, the state government issued a JFM resolution in 1991. Since then it has revised the resolution
thrice, with the latest resolution being issued in October 2001.

By September 2001, 11,621 JFM committees had been constituted, of which 7087 are VFCs, 4032 are
FPCs and 502 are EDCs (see details below).45 The World Bank supported JFM with vast sums of money in
what is called Phase One of the Madhya Pradesh Forestry Project (MPFP), which lasted till 2000. This
supported only 2100 JFM committees46, but the MPFP has come to be synonymous with JFM in the state.
The design of a proposed Phase Two is still in progress.

Features of JFM in M.P.

In M.P. forests are divided into three zones with different types of protection committees envisaged for
villages within 5km of each zone: eco-development committees (EDCs) for villages in and around national
parks and sanctuaries; Forest Protection Committees (FPCs) for good forest land; and Village Forest
Committees (VFCs) for degraded forest land.47 The model followed was developed in Harda forest division
of the state, where selected villages are given money for development work (e.g. approach roads) to
increase trust between the FD and the villagers, and to create employment that will divert people’s
dependence on forest resources.48

The FPC consists of all eligible voters in a village. The chairperson or vice-chairperson must be a woman.
An executive committee is formed comprising of 11 to 21 members, of which at least 33% must be women.
This committee must also include at least two members from landless families as well as members from
scheduled castes, scheduled tribes and backward classes. Apart from this there should be adequate
representation from each of the user groups of village resources. The forest guard is the secretary (and also
the official joint account holder) of the FPC, and the DFO has the power to cancel individual memberships
of the committees, or to dissolve the committees entirely if he feels that it is not satisfactorily carrying out
the work of forest protection and regeneration. The committees are responsible for protecting the forest
area, including checking illegal cutting and grazing, encroachments and theft of forest produce by reporting
offenders to the forest officer.

The rights of the FPC include royalty-free ‘nistaar’ (i.e. subsistence use of forest produce); a share in the
produce obtained from thinning of timber coupes and clearing of clumps in degraded bamboo forests; 10%
of the value of forest produce from final felling of timber and 20% from bamboo, after costs of harvesting
and transport have been deducted. A 30% share of income from nationalised NTFP also would be given to
the community. EDCs are to be given monetary compensation equivalent to that received by FPCs working
in the adjoining area, since felling is banned in protected areas. Out of the amount of money received by the
committees, 50% is to be distributed to the members in cash, 30% is to be spent on village resource
development and 20% is to be spent on forest development.49 It should be noted that the frequent revision

                                                
45 Anon. 2001-2002. “Joint Forest Management in Madhya Pradesh”. Information sheet. Madhya Pradesh
Forest Department (JFM Department).
46 Anon. 1999. Annex-IX “Response to the MTOs Report to the Country Director, India, World Bank” in:
Project Completion Report: Annexure. 29 September 1995 to 31 December 1999. Madhya Pradesh
Forestry Project. Madhya Pradesh Forest Department. Bhopal. p.2.
47 Anon. 2001-2002. “Joint Forest Management in Madhya Pradesh”. Information sheet. Madhya Pradesh
Forest Department
48 Anon. 2001. When People Organise: Forest Struggles and Repression in Dewas. People’s Union for
Democratic Rights. Delhi. p18.
49 Anon. 2001-2002. “Joint Forest Management in Madhya Pradesh”. Information sheet. Madhya Pradesh
Forest Department (JFM Department). Information on EDCs from Sarin, M. 2001. “De-Democratization
in the Name of Devolution? Findings from Three States in India.” Forthcoming paper., p34; Govt of MP
Resolution No.F16/4/91/10-2, dated 22nd October 2001: Amended Resolution to seek cooperation of people
in protection and development of forests.



Learning from International Community Forestry Networks: India Report

21

of JFM orders has caused some amount of confusion at field level for the FD as well as villagers, as to the
exact rules and regulations.

There has been strong opposition to JFM in M.P. by a range of Mass Tribal Organisations (MTOs), which
have emerged over the last twenty years and have put up a consistent fight against the FD and the World
Bank to stop the MPFP as well as JFM as a whole. Many of them have formed a loose federation known as
the Jan Sangharsh Morcha. These organisations have taken up issues on rights to land and forests, the
development of health services, education and infrastructure, and have fought against corruption. A report
on the status of JFM, brought out by MTOs in 1999 was a scathing critique of the programme. The main
criticisms were lack of participation by communities in preparing, implementing and evaluating the project
and lack of community ownership of the process;50 lack of women’s participation; atrocities and
harassment of tribals by FD officers including bribery and sexual molestation; bureaucratic functioning of
FPCs and too much control over JFM committees by FD officials; corruption and lack of community
awareness about their committee funds; inter-village conflicts arising by allocating to one village
committee, a forest patch which was formerly being used by other villages as well; legal tangles which
were not addressed by the MPFP, such as confusion regarding fundamental rights and tenure of forest
dwellers in and around protected areas. Millions of tribals who are cultivating land classified as
‘encroachments’ suffered threats of eviction because the process of regularising these holdings remained
incomplete.51 These concerns were also repeatedly raised in interviews with MTO representatives.

The “MTO report” was to be originally produced by a joint mission in 1999, comprising of representatives
from the World Bank, FD and MTOs. The FD and the World Bank withdrew from the mission over
differences of opinion. The MTOs claimed that they withdrew because the findings of the mission proved
to be damaging to the cause of JFM, while the FD claimed that the mission was biased and focussed only
on those villages that demonstrated poor implementation of JFM, or villages not covered by the project.
Withdrawing from the mission by the FD and the World Bank has been seen as a serious act of betrayal by
MTOs and has only served to further embitter relations between the two sides, especially since neither the
World Bank nor the FD have responded directly to the MTO report despite repeated reminders.

In the Project Completion Report for the MPFP, the FD refuted every criticism in the MTO report, claiming
that “not even one of the issues highlighted in the [MTO] report is directly or indirectly related to the
working or programmes of the project [MPFP]”.52 The following year a World Bank document supported
the MPFP, pointing to improved livelihoods and forest regeneration, and stating that “achievements in
poverty alleviation and in public sector reform are significant and irreversible.”53 While some of the
problems outlined by the MTO report are not results of the MPFP per se, such as insecurity of land tenure,
the MPFP was seen (by MTOs) as something that ignored and exacerbated these problems. Even though
the MPFP did not cover every JFM committee in the state, it was a strong endorsement of a system that was
perceived as unjust and threatening to tribal rights by MTOs.

The fight against the MPFP and JFM has often turned violent. In April 2001 four tribals were killed in
Dewas district, where they had organised with the support of the Adivasi Morcha Sangathan, to protest
against the imposition of JFM in their villages as well as other tribal development issues. A report by the
People’s Union for Democratic Rights states that several villages in Dewas were “subjected to an armed
operation by the district and forest administration to confiscate wood ‘stolen’ from the forest. This
                                                
50 For example, Sarin notes, “The situation was particularly bad in Harda Forest Division. In February
2000, the Divisional Forest Officer issued instructions that no VFC or FPC could use its own funds without
his approval. If the officer did not consider the proposed expenditure to be ‘wise’, approval was refused!”
(Sarin, M. 2001. “De-Democratization in the Name of Devolution? Findings from Three States in India.”
Forthcoming paper. p37).
51 Bandopadhyay G, Madhuri, Sunil, Modi A. 1999.  Report of the Joint Mission on Madhya Pradesh
Forestry Project. Unpublished report.
52 Madhya Pradesh Forestry Project. Project Completion Report: Annexure. 29 Sept.1995 to 31 December
1999. M.P. Forest Department. p2.
53 Anon. 2000. Supplemental Documents to the Implementation Completion Report on a Credit in the
Amount of SDR 39.4 million to India for Madhya Pradesh Forestry Project. World Bank.
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operation… involved a convoy of vehicles comprising some 100-150 people descending on a village,
demolishing houses, looting, and in some cases beating villagers. This happened on a daily basis from the
28th of March to the 3rd of April, and affected some sixteen villages. On 2 April 2001 the operation
culminated in a firing on an unarmed crowd at Mehndikhera village in which four people were killed.”54

The report argues that taking action against people who choose to organise outside of the JFM scheme,
goes against the spirit of devolution of power, which is the basis for JFM itself.

In the following month, May 2001, a public hearing was organised at Harda by the Shramik Adivasi
Sangathan to provide villagers a chance to voice their problems regarding access to forest resources and
their relationship with the FD. Prior to the meeting, FD staff moved about the area threatening action
against anyone attending the meeting. Despite this, 400 villagers from 12 villages attended, as well as
representatives of various MTOs. During the hearing the extent of atrocities committed on communities
and the insecurity they felt, became clear. There were allegations that the forest guard exploited women by
forcing them to do unpaid domestic work for him. The exploitation included sexual molestation and
attempted rape. In order to exercise their rights under JFM to gather subsistence forest produce, villagers
had to pay large bribes to the forest guard. JFM had created divisions within villages into pro-FD and anti-
FD villagers, with the better-off villagers reporting poorer villagers’ actions to the FD. While JFM
decreased villagers’ access to forests, the FD continued coupe cutting for commercial exploitation.55

Thus it is clear that in many cases JFM is not being implemented in the spirit in which it was created, and
true participatory or community forestry remains at a distance. Every MTO representative that this
researcher spoke to was certain that there was not a single positive example of JFM in the state. FD
officials interviewed did not agree with this view.

This bitter relationship between the FD and MTOs forms an important part of the context of community
forestry in M.P., since tribals make up a significant proportion of the state’s population and have the most
forest-dependent lifestyles. MTOs have been instrumental in highlighting things that have gone wrong in
JFM. Indeed, their remit is far broader than that, and questions the very basis of the state’s ownership of
forests. On the other side of the coin are NGOs like Lupin Foundation and National Centre for Human
Settlement and Environment (NCHSE), and institutions like the Indian Institute of Forest Management
(IIFM) that largely tend to accept and collaborate with institutional norms in organising research and
grassroots developmental work.

Legal and Policy Context

M.P. has a policy and legal environment conducive to CF and decentralisation, with a progressive
interpretation of PESA and the enactment of the Gram Swaraj Act 2000 (GSA). Chief Minister Digvijay
Singh’s political will is said to have been an important influence in this. The GSA is similar to PESA in
terms of devolving powers to Gram Sabhas and facilitating them to form user groups and committees for
different sectors. The GSA has reduced the power of the sarpanch 56 and given more power to committees.
This applies to all areas, including tribal (Schedule V) areas.57 However in both cases (PESA and GSA)
implementation leaves much to be desired. For example, Gram Sabhas have to implement policies framed
at the state level, while the committees formed by the GSA are accountable to different government
departments, and not to the Gram Sabha. While the GSA is too new to reach conclusions about its
effectiveness, many interviewees across sectors felt that the effects of PESA had not been felt on the
ground. There is pessimism about whether it can work in the present scenario, not least because of its legal
ambiguities. Regarding community ownership of NTFPs, Sarin writes, “The MP state government has
technically transferred the ownership of nationalised NTFPs to Gram Panchayats and Primary Co-
                                                
54 Anon. 2001. When People Organise: Forest Struggles and Repression in Dewas. People’s Union for
Democratic Rights. Delhi. p18. p1.
55 Diwan R, Sarin M and Sundar N. 2001. Summary Report: Jan Sunwai (Public Hearing) on Forest
Rights at Village Indpura, Harda District, 26 May 2001. Mimeo. (Later published in Wastelands News,
May-July 2001, Vol.XVI, No.4; and in Van Sahyog, May-July 2001, Vol.3, Issue 1.)
56 The sarpanch is the head of the Panchayat.
57 Pers comm. Dr. Yogesh Kumar, Samarthan.
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Operative Societies of NTFP collectors. The latter, however, neither had any say in the decision nor were
even aware of the new provisions. Monopoly collection and trading rights for nationalised NTFPs remain
vested in the state MFP ‘Co-operative’ Federation effectively run and managed by the FD. Formation of
Van Dhan Samitis (Forest Wealth Committees) for handling trade in non-nationalised NTFPs was also
technically being done under the powers vested in Gram Sabhas by PESA, but which were actually being
exercised by the state administration on their behalf.”58

2.3 State and National CF Networks in Madhya Pradesh

The main activities of international networks in M.P. are information dissemination through publications
and newsletters, and training / capacity building. Of the five groups of people interviewed (NGO
representatives, academics, forest officials, grassroots/MTO activists and one donor representative)
international networks seem to have made the most impact among academics. Most of the academics
interviewed were attached to the Indian Institute of Forest Management (IIFM), a premier training institute
in Bhopal and the hub of most of the international network activity in Madhya Pradesh. Many NGO
representatives and forest officials were not very involved with or aware of international networks. It must
be noted that many of the academics at IIFM are forest officials on deputation to IIFM. Thus it may be that
forest officials are exposed to international network activities, but only by virtue of being in the academic
circuit. This also became apparent during interviews where it was often mentioned that international
networks seemed to bypass the FD altogether and make no attempt to involve FD officials. For example, an
official previously at the Indira Gandhi National Forest Academy (IGNFA), which is the training institute
for Indian Forest Service officials, pointed out that despite being at the IGNFA for years he never came
across any attempt by international networks to interact with the institution. Thus, while individual FD
officials were aware of international networks, there has not been any attempt by networks to target the FD
as an institution. The most striking observation in the case of Madhya Pradesh was the near absence of
international network presence among grassroots activists or MTO representatives.

2.3.1 National Networks: Perceptions

National networks were more visible across the board, among NGOs, academics and forest officials, but
once again there was an almost total absence of national network presence among MTOs, and two activists
mentioned that neither of the two main national networks (described above) had attempted to consult
MTOs on key issues. This was corroborated by an independent consultant (not based in M.P.) who pointed
out that the MoEF-JFM network discussed the Harda situation in one of its meetings, but invited only forest
officials. Some FD officials were aware of the MoEF-JFM network, but only two found it useful for
updates on information from other states.

Only one NGO representative was directly involved in national networking. A pertinent point raised by him
was that the amount of resources put into developing national networks is disproportionate to resources put
into local networking. As described below, RUPFOR has encouraged regional feedback by appointing state
level network volunteers, but there is no encouragement of state level networking, even of a new state-level
network begun by the RUPFOR network volunteer for MP. The interviewee felt that local networks are
important to represent local institutions, whose voices get lost at the national level where just a few people
are prominent.

National networks were most visible among academics at IIFM, which used to co-ordinate the Institutional
sub-network of the SPWD-JFM network for many years. The objective of the Institutional sub-network was
to see whether different institutions and NGOs are working well at field level; to ensure that the work of
different institutions was not duplicated; and to share research findings and present recommendations to the
government. It was felt by various people, that the SPWD-JFM network was useful and rewarding;
contributed to the success of JFM in its initial years; encouraged systematic research through the sub-
networks; highlighted the shortcomings of JFM; and that “it meant business”. However, a major problem
                                                
58 Sarin, M. 2001. “De-Democratization in the Name of Devolution? Findings from Three States in India.”
Forthcoming paper. p8.
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was the lack of decentralised authority and financial autonomy. A similar point was raised in West Bengal
as well (see West Bengal Report below). Permission had to be taken from SPWD to organise any activities,
and this lack of empowerment was resented. One person described SPWD as ‘lethargic’. Uneven funding
by Ford also seems to have created a problem. It was felt that the Institutional sub-network did not get
enough funding as compared to the other sub-networks. The IIFM is now considering reviving the
Institutional sub-network independently, through its new community forestry centre. There was less
awareness of the MoEF-JFM network among academics. Only one person felt it was useful in sharing
information, but felt that it did not encourage sufficient personal contact and discussion between members.
Another felt that anything flowing from the MoEF was bound to become sluggish and bureaucratic. While
there was a high level of appreciation of international networks, there was also the perception that national
or local networking was of great importance, and perhaps more relevance.

Only one other national level network was mentioned, though it does not have an exclusive focus on CF -
one academic noted that the Conservation and Livelihoods Network (CLN) co-ordinated by Kalpavriksh
Environmental Action Group (Pune, Maharashtra), and which has a focus on participatory conservation,
had done very good work with a wide range of stakeholders; had collected valuable information; and had
good sharing of experiences.

2.3.2 State Level Networks: Perceptions

2 academics noted that state-level networking on CF was rather poor. It was felt that an NGO “culture”
arrived relatively late in M.P., and even now NGOs do not co-ordinate amongst themselves. However,
there is a strong MTO network, and two notable attempts at forming networks  - one by IIFM and another
by an individual who used to work with Lupin Foundation and now works independently. These three
networks are described below:

Jan Sangharsh Morcha (JSM):
There had been various efforts to begin a network in M.P. since the late 1970s when three progressive
organisations (Chhatisgarh Shramik Sangh, Vidushak Karkhana and Kishore Bharati) started a network and
had some meetings. A major issue that emerged was gaps in people’s history, and a research project named
“Industrialisation History of People” was begun. (This was around the same time the Subaltern Studies
movement was initiated by Ranajit Guha). This network did not progress much. A network called Brother
to All Many (BAM) was begun later with funding from a French NGO. In the late 1980s a network called
Madhya Pradesh Swayam Sevi Sanstha Sangh (MPSSSS) was begun, with a focus on information
exchange, part of which was on forest issues. Both these networks fizzled out, the latter due to funding
problems. Meanwhile, another process of interaction had begun among various indigenous people’s
organisations, which continued informally till the JSM was formally announced. The JSM then took up
collective issues common to all, such as displacement, and helped in each other’s struggles.59

The JSM is a state-wide alliance which works mainly in M.P. and Chhatisgarh. It is a coalition of 10
indigenous and adivasi organisations, and is the only such network in the state. Meetings are held every 2-3
months, sometimes more often. There is no formal structure, but 2 organisations have currently been given
the responsibility of convenors, namely the Narmada Bachao Andolan and the Shramik Adivasi Sangathan.
A key aim of the JSM is to influence policy. It works on the basis of certain common principles, whereby
the organisations will (1) not associate themselves with any mainstream political party; (2) not be identified
with any NGO; (3) retain the character of a grassroots organisation; (4) focus mainly on forests, natural
resources and tribals (but other issues are also addressed); (5) not take any foreign funds.60

Though the JSM was formally announced around 1999, these groups had been informally meeting for some
years previously. Thus the JSM has evolved over time out of a felt need. As one activist pointed out, “The
roots of a network have to be strong…JSM formed due to a long association of these organisations with
each other. It has grown organically, due to the realisation over 10-15 years that we are all talking about the
same thing. JSM is effective because it has that history. It was not just a group of people who decided to
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start a network.” Another activist felt that JSM would be longer lasting because it was not caught up in
funding issues such as previous attempts at networking, and also because it arose out of a strong need.
The JSM addresses a range of issues including natural resource management, corruption, food security,
health and education. Though it is not a CF network, it is clear that a discussion of CF and CF networking
in M.P. would be incomplete without referring to the JSM or the organisations that make up JSM because
of their deep involvement in tribal rights and forestry issues.
Links with national or international networks: The JSM has had some interaction and information
exchange with the CLN (Kalpavriksh).

M.P. Natural Resource Management Network (NRM Network):
A new, state-level, NGO-network has been initiated by Ramanathan Balakrishnan, an IIFM graduate who
used to work for Lupin Foundation. This network was formed due to a perceived gap in state-level
networking of NGOs. Network members are institutions (e.g. research NGOs / activist NGOs) working
with people in forested areas or in rural development. Criteria for membership is fairly loose. The
organisers would also like to include the FD. So far there is a membership of 13-14 NGOs. Since the
network was formed by people in Bhopal, at the moment only those NGOs who have the capacity to travel
to Bhopal, have joined. A lack of funding has meant a lack of wider information about the network.

The agenda of the network is:
• to share and document experiences related to NRM and JFM among NGOs. This is because JFM

is too much in the realm of the FD. No NGO has been formally involved in supporting JFM at a
local level. While everyone knows of JFM ‘models’ such as Harda and Jhabua, there are other
JFM successes that should be documented, such as Korba in Chhatisgarh.

• to open up JFM institutions to wider scrutiny. Currently it is difficult to speak to JFM committees
as committee members often don’t like to talk without the permission of the FD. Thus any study
of JFM is tightly controlled.

• to provide capacity building
• to provide a forum for villagers to speak up
• to make available information on JFM, such as the rights that communities have under JFM, links

with the Gram Sabha, and the institutional workings of JFM.
• to act as a pressure group.61

Links with national or international networks: The NRM Network co-ordinator is also the RUPFOR co-
ordinator for M.P. and Chhatisgarh. As RUPFOR co-ordinator he sends quarterly reports to RUPFOR about
JFM news in the area. However, there have not been any links with RUPFOR or the MoEF-JFM network
as far as this new state level NRM Network is concerned. It was suggested that state level co-ordinators of
the MoEF-JFM network should have a local network to plug into, and therefore local efforts at networking
should be supported. There are no direct links with international networks, but as described below, the
inspiration and some amount of facilitation of this network came from RECOFTC.

IIFM Madhya Pradesh NGO Network:
IIFM recently held an open meeting to get people’s opinions on the need for networking within the state.
Though there is no NGO that focuses exclusively on CF in the state, some NGOs have a greater focus on
JFM activities, and 15 such NGOs have been selected for membership. Four meetings have been held so
far. In between meetings the members keep up contact informally. The main aims of the network are (1)
information dissemination; and (2) training and capacity building of members.

Links with national or international networks: Like the NRM Network described above, this network is an
offshoot of national and international networking activities, though there is no direct link with any network.
The network is run by the IIFM International Centre for Community Forestry. As described below, the
International Centre was in many ways inspired by IIFM’s long association with RECOFTC. IIFM’s NGO
network is also an off-shoot of the SPWD-JFM national network, since it was IBRAD (in charge of the
Training sub-network of the SPWD-JFM network), which suggested the creation of an MP NGO network
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run by IIFM. As mentioned earlier, IIFM and IBRAD have had a working association through the SPWD-
JFM network, as well as through RECOFTC training programmes (described below).

IIFM Rural Herbal Medicinal Practitioners Network (RHMPN):
This network, recently begun by IIFM, brings together herbal medicinal practitioners from 20 villages in
Ghoradongri block of Betul district in M.P. It was created as part of an ongoing IIFM-IDRC project titled
“Community Based Sustainable Management of Medicinal Plants in Madhya Pradesh.” The network was
begun to provide a platform for herbal practitioners to discuss issues and exchange information on
conserving medicinal plants in forests, since they had no previous links with each other. The network has
provided members with identity cards stating their specialisation, years of practice, illnesses they can cure,
etc. The network co-ordinator at IIFM pointed out that the nature of its functioning was unique as it
involved members often walking distances of 20km to keep in touch with each other. The co-ordinator felt
that the RHMPN is functioning well, and has had a good response.

The RHMPN originated out of a grassroots level need. Over a series of meetings on “Sustainable
Harvesting Practices of Medicinal Plants” conducted by the above project, medicine men and medicinal
plant collectors expressed the need for networking because they “knew little about one another; were
unaware about the existing knowledge related to the multiple uses of medicinal plants; were unable to share
knowledge about the availability of medicinal plants over a vast area; knew little about the conservation
status of medicinal plants in the area; and knew nothing about the cultivation of medicinal plants for
commercial purposes.”62 Network meetings are organised in different villages so that a range of villages
and other members of the community can get involved in the process of learning and sharing information.
The network’s chairman, vice-chairman and joint secretary are respected medicine men in the area. Though
the network is very new, the hope is that it will lead to the empowerment of medicine men and the
conservation / cultivation of medicinal plants. There are also hopes that the network could evolve into an
alternative health system so that people in the area can reduce their dependence on quack doctors.
Links to national or international networks: There are no formal links with any national or international
networks.

International Network on Ethnoforestry (INEF):
This is an international network, not just a state-level network. However, it was begun at the IIFM in
January 1999, and is therefore included in this section. The mandate of INEF is not concerned purely with
CF, but this is an important component of the network. The INEF website states that “INEF is a group of
concerned foresters, scientists, international agencies and NGOs working to document and disseminate
indigenous knowledge on forest management and to integrate it with formal forestry. Their work concerns
cultures and indigenous peoples across the globe…[Members are] interested in sharing and applying
indigenous knowledge on forest management in order to gain recognition for that knowledge, to help
secure the livelihoods of indigenous peoples, and to achieve sustainable forest management around the
world.”63 INEF has 255 members from 77 countries. Currently there is no source of funding. Network
activities include a compilation of an annotated bibliography indicating the global status of ethnoforestry; a
research project on ethnoforestry in India; training stakeholders; and electronic discussion through the
INEF mailing list.

2.4 International Networks: Perceptions of Individuals from Different Sectors

The perceptions of interviewees have been categorised according to the sector they belong to. For the sake
of thematic clarity there are some overlaps between sections; for example if a point was strongly raised
among MTOs and endorsed by an individual in the NGO sector, then it has been included in the MTO
section. Forest officials currently in teaching posts are referred to as academics.

2.4.1 Donors and Networking

                                                
62 Bhattacharya P, Sen HB and Mittra B. “Experiences from Madhya Pradesh: Rural Practitioners’
Network” in: Wastelands News. November 2001-January 2002. SPWD. New Delhi.
63 INEF website (http://www.egroups.com/group/inef)
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One donor representative was interviewed, DFID’s state representative for M.P. There was an awareness of
the MoEF-JFM national network, but DFID-India has never sponsored any local or national networking in
MP, and has not been involved in international CF networks either. DFID presence in M.P. is relatively
recent (since 1999), and does not have a specific focus on forestry. Rather, as noted, the entire DFID
programme in India is concentrated on poverty alleviation of which forestry is only one component.
However, the representative was aware of the JSM and felt that civil society organisations in M.P. were
well networked in an ideological sense, without being institutionalised or relying on funds.

2.4.2 MTOs and Networking

Six MTO activists and one independent grassroots activist were interviewed: Rakesh Diwan (independent
activist); Madhuri (Jagrut Adivasi Dalit Sangathan); Anurag and Shamim Modi (chief organisers, Shramik
Adivasi Sangathan); Vijay Panda (chief organiser, Adivasi Mukti Sangathan); BD Sharma (chief organiser
of Bharat Jan Andolan and Ex-Commissioner of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes, Govt of India);
and Sunil (chief organiser, Kisan Adivasi Sangathan).

None of the interviewees had any interaction with the SPWD-JFM network or the MoEF-JFM network,
though there was an awareness that these existed. There was not much of an interest in interacting with
these networks, because as described above, MTOs question the concept of JFM itself, and would like to
see an end to it. Two activists felt that neither of the national networks had made any attempt to include
MTO representatives for grassroots level feedback. International networks’ influence/information may
reach MTOs indirectly, through other individuals who are exposed to international networks and who also
interact with MTOs. It is significant that MTOs have remained outside the direct reach of international
networks, with networks therefore losing out on key perspectives on CF and the needs of local
communities. This may point to a gap in international networks’ understanding of the political context of
M.P.

None of the MTO activists felt that international networks were of any significant relevance because it was
felt that (1) the primary struggle must be at grassroots or national level; (2) networks have not made any
attempt to interact with communities – only activities like bringing out case studies does not help; (3)
networks are a waste of resources; (4) exclusionary methods of communication are used like email and use
of English; (5) MTOs, especially small ones, often don’t have the time or resources to sustain interaction
with networks; (6) the West cannot understand the Indian context sufficiently. To some extent it was felt
that networks could be of some use in a supporting role, for information dissemination and supporting the
MTO cause at international level. In particular, there was opposition to associating with any network
supported by DFID, and to some extent, by Ford. These points are elaborated below.

Awareness of networks: None of the MTOs had any interaction with international networks. One activist
had only heard of WRM, while representatives of Shramik Adivasi Sangathan, the MTO that organised the
Harda hearing, were aware that the issue of Harda had been circulated on email among international
networks, and were aware of the FTPP newsletter. Similarly another activist was aware of the existence of
international networks but could not identify any in particular. Overall there did not seem to be much
interest in international networking, and where it was accepted that there could be some benefits of
international networking, it was not high on the agenda.

Lack of relevance of networks:  Across the board it was felt that international networks were irrelevant,
mainly because they had no interaction with local communities. They were perceived as somewhat remote
because it was felt that the primary struggle and solution had to come from the grassroots: “It is mainly
public opinion at the local and national level that counts. International networks are very remote…
Basically, networks should link to grassroots organisations – otherwise there is a gap in its priorities.”
Another activist felt that international networks are a waste of resources, when there is no give-and-take
with communities: “The priority must be to listen to communities. Just bringing out tons of case studies is
not much help.” Another felt that the values on which such networks are based lead to a waste of resources:
“Is there any concept among networks that the pressure on forests is because of their lifestyle of air
conditioning and air travel? In just one seminar so much paper is wasted… Nobody is interested in the root
cause of pressure on forests.” Some activists felt that having destroyed their own forests, people from the
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West had no right to teach people how to save forests in India. Another felt that relevance of networks was
not high because environmental problems as perceived by the West (e.g. a more ‘abstract’ problem like
greenhouse gases) are too different from the problems experienced in India (i.e. direct livelihood concerns).

Exclusion of MTOs due to email, language and lack of resources: Reliance on email and the use of English
are likely to be key factors leading to exclusion since typically MTO representatives will not have access to
email, and language may create difficulties of communication. (An activist pointed out, “It is as if it is our
fault that we do not have email.”) Shortage of time and resources is also a problem: “For those
organisations which are really people’s organisations, it is very difficult to devote time and resources for
this kind of international campaigning”.

Areas of potential for networks: Three activists mentioned two areas in which international networks might
be of some use – information dissemination, and lobbying support at international level. Firstly, there was a
suggestion that networks should support the documentation and publicising of traditional forms of forest
conservation. Secondly, it was felt by two activists that Phase 2 of the MPFP could be countered at the
international level with the help of international networks. The expectation from international networks
would be: (1) to prove the World Bank’s position as false; (2) to help convince the Bank to withdraw from
the project; (3) to give support in the campaign to stop displacement of tribals from forests; (4) perhaps
support tribal people to travel around to talk to different sections of society and convince them about their
stance; and (5) maybe put up a protest at the World Bank – “here we can do it. But in Washington they
must do something.” A parallel was drawn with the Narmada Bachao Andolan (NBA), which managed to
make the World Bank withdraw from the Narmada dam project by generating international support for its
cause. In short, issue-based intervention seemed to be favoured rather than regular contact with
international networks.

On the other hand, sporadic forms of support did not seem to be of much use. Though there seemed to be a
great deal of international support for the cause of MTOs after the Harda hearing, with email debates
supported by email discussion groups of IUCN, RECOFTC and Winrock International, there was no
perceived outcome of this among MTOs. Three activists were of this opinion. Anurag and Shamim said,
“After Harda there was lots of email activity. There were lots of letters of shock… but there was no
consistent pressure after that. Nothing has changed on the ground... So what was the use of all that
emailing? Most networking is on email. We are not on email, so we don’t get any information.” Ironically,
the activists who organised the Harda hearing could not participate in the international networking that
followed, because they did not have access to email (they were sent hard copies of the discussion later). An
NGO representative endorsed this view, also pointing out the exclusion of grassroots activists from the
email discussion on Harda. A slightly different perspective was offered on the effect of the email
discussions by Chandigarh-based activist and researcher, Madhu Sarin, who wrote a report on the hearing
and circulated it on network email groups. She felt that the email discussions shook the complacency about
JFM and the celebrated ‘Harda model’ of JFM, and that networks had the power to offer significant support
during a crisis – “No-one dared touch the villagers after this.” She pointed out that the village fund
accounts have still not been given to the villagers by the FD, but action was taken against a guard who tried
to rape a woman and against a guard who took a villager to town for medical treatment but stole half the
money meant for the treatment. She adds, “The impact of the email discussions was probably at a larger
level. Now the World Bank and FD cannot ignore unequal power relations between the FD and villagers.
Issues of transparency and accountability cannot be ignored as easily as before. This was due to the Harda
meeting, as well as due to circulating the MTO Report. But circulating the Harda report on email networks
gave it a kind of publicity it had not received before.”

Political clarity: The most basic issue that emerged was whether there is the political space for MTOs to
have a dialogue with international networks. The majority view was that there had to be political clarity
about the aims of the networks. This point encompasses all the previous points made earlier, about lack of
interaction with communities, exclusionary methods of communication, etc. The most immediate question
was related to the fact that this CIFOR project, and some of the networks being examined by this project,
are funded by DFID. DFID is currently in talks with the World Bank to fund part of the MPFP. Thus, while
the basis of this project is to support CF and protect community livelihoods, on the other hand it is
supported by DFID, which is now being perceived as a donor propping up a system of atrocities on tribals.
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This confusion, or lack of political clarity, made it difficult to gain interviews with two or three MTO
representatives, who were not convinced about the underlying aims of the CIFOR project. All MTO
representatives were very clear during interviews that they were not against networking, but would not
want to associate themselves with any network funded by DFID, or even Ford Foundation, which are both
perceived as part of the system that supports the MPFP. It was important to know the history of networks
before forming any link with them: “No network or initiative is value-free. Every initiative has a political
agenda. Most such [network] initiatives don’t have an understanding of the state’s initiatives, which is the
most influential. Nor do they seem to be interested….If, in a state like M.P., local organisations like ours do
not know of the networks, then it shows what they [the networks] are interested in. Perhaps they are not
suitable for us. MPFP has been widely discussed and our stance would be known… It is simple logic that if
you want to contact the largest number of people, you should contact activist groups because they are in
touch with large numbers of people. But there might be a reason that networks don’t want to get in touch
with large numbers of people. Maybe they just want to get in touch with people who are not going to
question the basic premise of their work.” Another activist pointed out that networks are “not a naïve
process – it is all part of a system of trying to control natural resources.”

Similarly, this project itself was not considered a ‘naive’ process, and DFID and Ford were not thought to
be seriously interested in protecting community livelihoods: “All this research is bunkum. The idea is to get
some information on tribals, see what they want and feed them a little bit to pacify them. It is just to show
that they are trying to understand. But they already know everything…  If donors are really interested in
saving forests, they should come to the village and talk to the tribals about rights… Donors are not so
foolish, they know perfectly well what is happening, that people are being raped and killed for taking fuel
wood while the FD takes away wood in truckloads. Donors are not sleeping, they are pretending to sleep.
So no matter how much we shout, they are not going to wake up!”

It seems important for international networks to take account of such perceptions of international network
activity, if MTO groups are to be engaged in dialogue, either directly or through appropriate nodal
agencies.

2.4.3 Academics and Networking

The following academics were interviewed: Prodyut Bhattacharya (Professor IIFM; ex-coordinator of
training collaboration with FTPP/RECOFTC; co-ordinator Herbal Practitioners Network); Prof PK Biswas
(IIFM; Ex-coordinator of SPWD-JFM Network Institutional Research Sub-Network); Suprava Patnaik
(IIFM, Faculty of Ecosystem Management and Technical Forestry); Dr Ram Prasad64 (IFS, Principal Chief
Conservator of Forests, M.P.; ex-Director of IIFM); Prof VS Rekhi (Director, National Law Institute
University); Dr RK Singh (IFS; Associate Professor IIFM); DN Pandey, (IFS; Associate Professor IIFM;
Co-ordinator, International Network on Ethnoforestry; ex-AFN South Asia co-ordinator); and Dr Rekha
Singhal (Associate Professor IIFM; member SPWD-JFM Network Gender & Equity sub-group).

There was the highest awareness and impact of national and international networking among academics,
most of whom were located at IIFM. Of eight academics interviewed, two had no awareness of national
networks, and one had no awareness of international networks. Some of the individuals were formal
members of international networks. Of the national networks, there was awareness of SPWD-JFM Network
and MoEF-JFM Network. Among international networks there was awareness of AFN, RECOFTC, FTPP,
RDFN, GFC and IUCN WG-CIFM – all to widely varying degrees. In addition there was a vague
recognition of WRM. The most recognised and influential networks were AFN, RECOFTC, FTPP, and to a
much smaller extent, RDFN. Opinions on individual networks differed widely.

Other international networks mentioned, which are relevant to CF, were: European Tropical Forest
Research Network, which was described as informative and useful with regular updates on newsletters and
the website; Common Property Resource Network, co-ordinated by Yale University; Commonwealth
                                                
64 For the purpose of this report, Mr Ram Prasad has been classified as an ‘academic’ since he has recently
completed his posting as director of IIFM.
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Forestry Association; International Network of Ethnoforestry (co-ordinated at IIFM and described above);
Forests and Communities Network. These networks were mentioned by one individual each.

2.4.3 (a) Communication and Information Dissemination (Newsletters / Publications / Email)

Quantity of information:
Three persons felt that there was a glut of information on email, perhaps due to too many networks. One
person withdrew from the FTPP email discussion group due to this. It was suggested that there should be
fewer networks that were more focussed on a particular subject and area. One opinion was that a lot of the
information on email groups was “junk”, especially when the list was not properly moderated, and that
getting good information from discussion groups was like “having to search for a diamond in a mine”. A
similar point about the quantity of information was made by a forest official. This official used to rely a
great deal on the FTPP newsletter before the advent of email. Now with email and the internet, his
dependence on the FTPP newsletter has decreased.

Reach and impact of communication:
As far as modes of communication are concerned, two persons felt that only emails and publications could
not establish a member’s relationship with a network and that there needed to be more physical interaction.

To some extent it was felt that international networks have been influential in India, especially through
information dissemination, but it emerged that overall this influence had not reached grassroots level or
policy level. Firstly, it was suggested that one reason for the lack of influence at grassroots level was the
exclusion of the FD from international networking. One academic noted that publications and newsletters
would have a ground level impact only if they were sent to the field for FD officials to use. He pointed to
the example of FTPP publications, which are sent only to the central library of the FD, and did not filter
down to field level. This problem was compounded by limited reading habits of field officials. This opinion
was echoed among forest officials as seen in the following section.

Secondly, the lack of policy impact could be because network contacts are individually oriented, rather than
based in an institution, as a formal institutional link. Two academics felt that international networks
reached only a few interested individuals in government who are academically oriented. This may point to
the possibility that there is not much institutional memory of networks, and that network contacts with
institutions are individual-driven. In a related point, one academic felt that networks were not targeting the
individuals who are influential in forming public opinion, giving the example of a key figure who pushed
for the enactment of PESA (it also emerged in an interview with this key person, that he was not aware of
any international networks). It was felt that input of international networks remained at an ideological and
academic level.

On the other hand, two people agreed that the email networking on the Harda and Dewas incidents had an
impact on changing people’s perception of JFM. However it was felt that it did not create any significant
turning point within the FD, since there had always been pro-JFM and anti-JFM groups within the FD. It
was mainly opinions outside the FD that were affected, and this apparently also had an impact on the plans
for Phase 2 of the MPFP, which talks more about communication strategies and communication processes
with different stakeholders. However, it was also felt that such sporadic network support was a stray event,
and that it was necessary to have a well-conceived plan to push the government onto a particular path.

Content:
Overall academics appreciated the quality of network publications, though there were criticisms and
comments about specific publications. There seemed to be a general agreement among academics that AFN
and RDFN publications were of a high standard. Three people spoke highly of AFN publications, and use
them for teaching and research purposes.  Three academics spoke highly of the quality of RDFN’s
newsletter, case studies and network papers, two of whom used RDFN papers for teaching and research
purposes. One person uses IUCN WG-CIFM publications for teaching, and one person mentioned
RECOFTC as having good quality of publications and influencing the curriculum of IIFM. Some
RECOFTC manuals were used for teaching in IIFM, but not extensively. In particular, FTPP and
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RECOFTC newsletters were generally appreciated. While some people read these for background
information, others used it more directly in their teaching.

One academic felt that AFN was the only network that publishes research of a high enough quality to use as
teaching material. Overall, however, he felt that networks should not attempt to provide high quality
research – rather they should point to where such research is available.

In terms of specific content, the following points emerged:
• Both Indian and global case studies were appreciated to varying degrees. While on the one hand

there was the view that global case studies were very relevant for teaching purposes since many
developing countries share similar problems, another view was that India was too vast a country
for generalised networks, and that it would be more relevant to have a network working
exclusively in India.

• There was varied opinion on the relevance and quality of newsletters. One person who has been
closely involved in international network activity felt that a major limitation of network
newsletters was a tendency to focus on anecdotal material. He felt it was not possible to reach
generalised conclusions from such information.

• One person felt that many newsletters are not peer reviewed, allowing bogus information to get
printed. However he did acknowledge that resource constraints might prevent all articles from
being peer reviewed, and did not want to blame networks for this.

• One academic felt there had not been much focus on gender issues in international networks. She
felt that networks had a more generalised focus.

• One person felt that networks published too many success stories of CF, but did not highlight
failures. He felt there was much to learn from case studies of failures.

Observations about specific newsletters were as follows:
• An observation about the RECOFTC newsletter was that it is too biased towards technical

foresters, and does not give enough importance to social aspects.
• One person felt that the FTPP newsletter was not regionally balanced, with too much emphasis on

Africa, and too little on Asia. He felt that the content was not based on the needs of members.

Tools of Communication / 2-way Flow of Communication :
One person felt that networks had a large role to play in promoting information and networking in regional
languages. He felt it was the only way to reach out widely, but felt that networks had not taken any
initiative on this.

Overall, none of the networks (except for IUCN WG-CIFM) were perceived as having much of a two-way
flow of information:

• AFN and RDFN were both generally perceived as networks that disseminate information, without
any clear feedback mechanism, though one person said he felt a sense of belonging to the RDFN
network.

• One person felt that there was very good member interaction in IUCN WG-CIFM – “I know the
members, we have exchanges among ourselves. Sharing of information, publications and news is
at a very high level on this network. I don’t feel I am there only to receive information but also to
interact with other members.”

• Though one person mentioned that he felt a part of the FTPP network, another felt that there was a
lack of consultation with members about the content of the FTPP newsletter, and a lack of strategy
about content. (It was suggested that, for example, the editors of the newsletter should produce
thematic newsletters, and contact specific writers well in advance to contribute on a particular
topic.)

Potential:
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There were differing expectations of international networks, and therefore differing views as to the
potential of networks. One person felt that international networks should put more emphasis on establishing
contact with young people, such as IIFM graduates – “CF is not something to be learned in one year – it’s a
complete attitude change. So networks should target more young people instead of ‘grandfathers’ [of CF]…
and they should learn from younger, creative ideas so that young people can later take over networks.” This
was a significant point since IIFM has been a hub of international network activity that should theoretically
have reached out to students in a more direct way. It is not clear to what extent this has happened, since
students were not interviewed. Perhaps an area for further investigation would be to look at to what extent
network activity permeates through an institution (rather than being restricted to a few individuals), and
whether networks should take active steps to promote this, rather than take a ‘domino effect’ for granted.

As far as individual networks are concerned, it was felt by one person that the aims of AFN were too
academic, and that the primary objective of a network should be capacity building of field staff.

2.4.3 (b) Workshops

Lack of follow-up after workshops was a problem mentioned by interviewees. One person noted that FTPP
meetings were very good and dynamic, and that the network should be revived. Especially helpful was the
framing of “top ten” FTPP activities at meetings. However, though several plans would be drawn up during
FTPP annual meetings, rarely were any followed up or implemented, often due to lack of funding support,
which led to frustration among participants. A similar point was raised about meetings held by AFN in the
Philippines and Surajkund, after which there was not much follow-up, and therefore were perceived as not
being of much use.

2.4.3 (c) Training and Capacity Building

FTPP/RECOFTC was the only international network identified with training and capacity building. The
training collaboration between IIFM and FTPP/RECOFTC has now come to an end. There were varied
opinions on the subject, and some sense of hurt was apparent due to a feeling that RECOFTC had somehow
cut itself off from the collaboration for unclear reasons. One perception was that it was because IIFM was
viewed by RECOFTC as a competing training institute in South Asia. Comments and criticisms on training
and capacity building by networks have been included thematically below.

Content:
A general point on training manuals made by one academic was that it was not possible to use generic
manuals especially within the FD, which normally prepares its own. He said it was also important to have a
government seal of approval on training manuals. Almost none of the interviewees had awareness of
training manuals of any network.
In general there were no criticisms about the content of RECOFTC training programmes (one interviewee
praised the curriculum as being “exhaustive but compact”), except for one comment that it did not explore
a range of CF, instead focussing too much on management issues.

Reach and impact of training:
There were extensive comments about RECOFTC from various people, listed below. Many related to a
common theme - that the training did not reach the right people, or that it excluded some people:

• One person commented that there was too much focus on sponsoring SE Asian participants for
training. Two persons felt that there was no balanced regional representation, even though South
Asian countries have more experience in CF to offer.

• A related point was that RECOFTC had limited involvement in India for training, which mainly
involved organising two workshops with IIFM, SPWD and IBRAD. It was felt that this could have
only a limited effect.

• RECOFTC is a ‘closed’ network that tends to cater to a ‘clique’ of chosen people – “I’ve tried
many times to go there for a workshop, or go to contribute a paper. But when it comes to financial
support, they only support a chosen few. They should keep track of how many times a person has
been, and give an opportunity to others.” This observation was borne out by another interviewee
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who was selected thrice to go to RECOFTC workshops. Each time it was RECOFTC who
contacted the interviewee, rather than the other way around.

• RECOFTC does not target the right sector for training and excludes those who are most in need of
training – “Their training programme was dominated by higher level officers. Even their resource
persons were not usually from the field level…. Hardly any donor money is used for training
lower level officials like forest guards and rangers. That is the level where attitudes need to be
changed. Most money goes to train District Forest Officials and ranks above this – who invariably
go to foreign countries [for training]. You don’t need to go abroad to learn about tribals.”

• Two persons mentioned that RECOFTC was too focussed on expensive training programmes, and
that potential for other activities remain under-utilised. Since the training caters only to those
institutions that can afford to sponsor a participant, or those people who have access to such
institutional sponsoring (such as higher level FD officials) it would be difficult for training
activities to have a direct and widespread grassroots impact. (One FD official identified
RECOFTC as simply an institution that sends letters to the FD asking it to send officers for
training for a huge amount of money!)

Tools of Communication / 2-way Flow of Communication :
One person who had been closely associated with the RECOFTC training programme remarked that the
training was always in English, which created difficulties for some people.

Some of the criticism of the RECOFTC training programme and collaboration with IIFM related to lack of
participatory processes, where IIFM organisers felt they were not consulted enough. However, only one
person, closely associated with the training, mentioned the following points: (1) lack of accountability of
how funds were used; (2) non-participatory process of planning the training programmes; (3) non-
participatory methods of developing future plans, where a ‘clique’ of people was perceived to be more
influential than others.

Potential:
One person commented that international networks could work to strengthen national networks as part of
capacity building.

2.4.3 (d) Off-shoots of International Networking:

Inspiration and contacts:
A crucial role of networks has been to provide inspiration, which could then lead to innovation. This
observation is borne out by several instances. Firstly, involvement with RECOFTC inspired and facilitated
the formation of the M.P. NRM Network. Secondly, there were significant off-shoots of RECOFTC
training programmes, at IIFM:

• The development of IIFM’s International Centre for Community Forestry, funded by Ford
Foundation, Tata Trust and International Development Research Centre (IDRC). The centre is
envisaged as “a hub for giving opportunities to professionals, trainers and researchers from
different parts of the world… We have envisaged foreign fellows, action research, training
programmes, study tours. It is not going to be just a training centre.”65 This centre is envisaged as
filling a gap since there is no such centre in South Asia devoted to CF. One of the key persons in
this Centre noted that “the Centre is a direct result of exposure we gained from RECOFTC and
their training, and the collaboration with them. It gave us a wonderful opportunity to interact with
people from the region. Networking with other Asian countries and learning their requirements
helped us to develop training here and invite participants from there.” FTPP annual meetings also
helped in this process since the meetings were held in different countries enabling a learning
process of training requirements of other countries.

• As noted above, the Centre will support a network of M.P. NGOs. This network can also be
considered an indirect result of exposure to RECOFTC.

                                                
65 Pers comm. Prodyut Bhattacharya.
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• After the international training programmes in collaboration with RECOFTC, IIFM organised two
more international training programmes in collaboration with Indian Institute of Technology-
Kharagpur, on NTFP, with some resource persons from IBRAD and SPWD. There were about 15
participants for each course, which was priced at $2000 per participant. This will be an ongoing
activity. The co-ordinator of the IIFM-RECOFTC collaboration, Prodyut Bhattacharya, noted that
the feedback for the training programmes was ‘excellent’.

• Two training programmes were developed for an Indonesian company, Peruntaniwan, which had
started CF in their company leasehold area. The company contacted IIFM though the RECOFTC
network to organise a training programme for the company staff.

• It was noted that though IIFM was in contact with IBRAD and SPWD previously, networking
amongst each other improved by collaborating on the RECOFTC training programme.

Another academic felt that international networks had a “tremendous impact” on her work. In particular she
felt AFN and IUCN WG-CIFM were useful, saying that networking has helped in contacting people in
different countries leading to some attempts to collaborate on projects – “There is a chain reaction of
contacts when you know people in a network.”

2.4.3 (e) Identity of Networks and Identification with Networks

Identification with networks varied. While most people did not raise this as a significant point, there were
hints that a few people viewed international networks as ‘foreign’ activities that did not quite fit into the
Indian context. This was more obviously raised by some MTO representatives, while one NGO
representative felt that international networks should remain in the background (e.g. facilitating training
through a local NGO) due to the political sensitivity of forestry issues.

As far as the identity of particular networks is concerned, one person felt that AFN’s identity was not
strong in India, firstly because it was perceived as being led by a foreigner, and secondly because of too
few activities in India. There was sometimes some confusion in the identities of FTPP and IUCN WG-
CIFM. With the former, it was more the case that there was often not much of a distinction between the
publications of FTPP and FAO, while the identity of the latter was overall confused with the IUCN.

2.4.3 (f) Linkages with International Policy

Though there was no awareness about whether international networks play a role in influencing
international agreements, two individuals from the academic and FD sector felt that the CBD has had an
impact in India, firstly by sensitising the government about biodiversity, and secondly through the NBSAP
which is a requirement under the CBD. The NBSAP has been undertaken as a participatory process with a
focus on reaching out to all stakeholders in biodiversity. The FD has started including biodiversity issues in
its training for officials, JFM committees and other departments. Many state governments have formed
biodiversity boards. It was felt that NBSAP has created a niche for looking at biodiversity in a holistic way.
To what extent the CBD is influenced by international network activity, is an area that needs to be
examined separately.

2.4.4 Forest Officials and Networking

The following government officials were interviewed: Jitendra Agarwal (IFS, Addl. Secretary to the Chief
Minister, Govt of MP; Project Director DFID Livelihoods Programme); Shahbaz Ahmed (Conservator of
Forests; in-charge M.P. JFM Cell; Nodal officer MoEF-JFM Network); Sudeep Banerjee (IAS; Ex-
Secretary of Forests; Principal Secretary Govt of MP); Dr PB Gangopadhyay (IFS, Chief Conservator of
Forests, Human Resource Development, Information Technology and Policy Analysis Unit); Anil Oberoi
(IFS, Chief Conservator of Forests, Development); Dr HS Pabla (IFS, Chief Conservator of Forests;
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Director of M.P. Community Forest Management Project); Dr Gopa Pandey (IFS, Conservator of Forests –
Development), BMS Rathore (IFS, CF Seoni).

Of 8 officials interviewed, 3 were not aware of any national networks, 4 were not aware of any
international networks, and none were aware of any state-level networking. There was most awareness of
AFN, RECOFTC, FTPP, and to a small degree, WRM. Other networks which people had only heard of, but
had no further knowledge of, were GFC and IUCN WG-CIFM. The only person with significant experience
of RECOFTC is an ex-director of IIFM, and has been included in the “academics” section above. Once
again, this points to the fact that the reach of networks seems to be limited to those forest officials in the
academic circuit.

Overall, the level of interaction with networks was low, and restricted to reading publications and
newsletters. A few individuals knew of AFN publications, one person knew of RECOFTC case study
papers, while two people commented on the FTPP newsletter.

2.4.4 (a) Communication and Information Dissemination (Newsletters, Publications, Email)

Content:
The main point regarding content of publications and newsletters was the feeling that networks relied too
much on NGO documentation, leading to a lop-sided view of things. It was felt that international networks
tended to protect a certain kind of idea, where CF could only be praised, without talking about any
shortcomings (a similar point had been raised by an academic who felt that there was much to learn from
the failures of CF, which networks did not give enough information about). A related point was raised by
two academics, who felt that there was a bias of networks towards NGOs, and only those individuals or
NGOs who were “anti-FD” were encouraged. In particular RECOFTC was mentioned as an example. All
felt that by ignoring the FD, international networks were bypassing a key player in CF, and thus reducing
their own effectiveness.

One official said that network information was more relevant for academic purposes, and so did not matter
in the big picture. Even though networks had focussed on issues like gender, it did not translate into any
difference on the ground. She felt that networks should extend more positive information and guidance
rather than just publishing material.

As far as individual networks are concerned, there were comments about the FTPP newsletter. It was found
to be useful by two people because it had (1) relevant case studies, especially on the Asia-Pacific region;
and (2) a focus on the institutional aspect of CF, which is crucial in FD-community relations. On the other
hand it was also felt that the newsletter did not focus enough on South Asia, even though the region has
vast experience of CF.

Reach and impact of communications:
Among three officials and two academics there was a strong feeling that international networks did not
attempt to target forest officials. (As noted, half the officials interviewed were not aware of any
international networks). In terms of practical implementation international networks were often seen as not
relevant, largely because (1) they seemed to bypass forest officials who are the main players in forestry:
“Networks don’t send information to the actual implementers, i.e. government departments. Therefore
networks are often not in touch with ground realities and constraints. For this they need to interact with
forest officials who are working at grassroots level. There are 33 state FDs. Networks should concentrate
on these as nodal points rather than on central departments, because the Government of India does not
systematically transmit information to state FDs.” Another official remarked, “Government officials should
be targeted because they are the official custodians of the forests. You can’t wish away the FD. No network
which is oblivious of the FD is going to succeed.” It was noted that no network had any interaction with
IGNFA, despite the fact that it was the main training institute for the Indian Forest Service.

It was also felt that it is necessary to target and capture political will for change to come about quickly. One
official remarked that though networks had greatly influenced her point of view, her voice could not carry
much weight in terms of policy.
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2.4.5 NGOs and Networking

NGO representatives interviewed were: Ramanathan Balakrishnan (Convenor of MP NRM network; state
volunteer for RUPFOR; ex-Lupin Foundation), MN Buch (Chairman, National Centre for Human
Settlements and Environment); Anwar Jafri (Eklavya) and Dr Yogesh Kumar (Executive Director,
Samarthan Centre for Development Support).

None of these interviewees had any particular focus on CF. Rather, they were all working on
decentralisation in general or decentralisation of NRM, especially watershed management. Two persons
were unaware of any international networks. Only one person had interacted with international networks,
namely RECOFTC, FTPP and AFN. Another person was vaguely aware of FTPP and RDFN newsletters.
GFC and IUCN WG-CIFM had been heard of, but without any interaction. There were widely different
views regarding international networking among the NGO representatives.

2.4.5 (a) Communication and Information Dissemination (Newsletter, Publications, Email)

Content:
Overall it was felt that international networks were useful mainly for information dissemination. However,
it was also felt that national networks were more relevant. One person felt that network information was
usually too rudimentary to be of much use. Another felt that newsletters hardly ever addressed gender,
marketing or technical issues, but focussed too much on institutional processes.

As far as specific networks are concerned, one person spoke highly of RECOFTC publications and
documentation. AFN and FTPP newsletters were found to be of only average usefulness. A comment on
the FTPP newsletter was that it was “good, but very sedate” and that “it would be difficult to distinguish
between newsletters if there were no date”. There was some vague awareness of the RDFN newsletter.

Tools of Communication / 2-way Flow of Communication :
Two persons felt that use of email was very exclusionary since it was not widely accessible in rural areas. It
was suggested that word of mouth, hard copy information and workshops would be good complements, and
that radio conferencing was a neglected medium with great potential in rural areas.

One person pointed out that there seemed to be a flaw in email discussion groups, illustrated by the email
discussions that followed the Harda hearing where “people just wanted to be the first to network on the
issue and comment on it. There was no honest attempt to understand what was going on.” In other words, it
was felt that in this case networking became an objective in itself. It was also pointed out that the Shramik
Adivasi Sangathan, the MTO that initiated the hearing, could not actively participate in the discussion due
to lack of email access. Seen in combination with the MTO comments that very little change has been
effected on the ground after the email discussions, this suggests that perhaps there needs to be further
examination into the effectiveness of email groups. Are they simply a way of exchanging information
between a few privileged individuals? Email debate could be a base for further activism on the ground, but
should this domino-effect be taken for granted? The issue of whether networking becomes an objective in
itself could also be examined.

2.4.5 (b) Training and Capacity Building

Content:
RECOFTC training was appreciated, with three training programmes mentioned: (1) Workshop for
Participatory Land Use Planning (1999); (2) Workshop on CF Management (2000); (3) Workshop on
Facilitating Networks (2001). All these were deemed to be very useful, except for SE Asian contributions
which were thought to be somewhat irrelevant as compared to South Asian contributions.

The RECOFTC Workshop on Facilitating Networks (2001) provided facilitation for the M.P. NRM
Network organised by Ramanathan Balakrishnan, who was invited as convenor of this network. The
workshop invited representatives from networks that were at different stages of development, including
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some that were extinct, to analyse and learn from each other’s experiences. The workshop was found to be
very useful in understanding network functioning, and Balakrishnan felt that participants from India offered
valuable lessons to participants from other countries.

Potential:
One person felt that international networks should play a greater role in nurturing local networks with start-
up funds and facilitation, especially since local institutions tend to get overshadowed in national networks
despite the fact that they have so much to share. Balakrishnan felt that “people may have a vision but may
not know how to go about realising it.” He noted that the RECOFTC Workshop on Facilitating Networks in
2001 had been important to the development of the M.P. NRM Network, and that it would have been useful
if this information had been available earlier, in order to avoid ‘re-inventing the wheel’.

2.4.5 (c) Identity of Networks and Identification with Networks

Only one person, among all interviewees in MP, felt that international networks should not get directly
involved in India, even in capacity building, because of the sensitive political agenda regarding
decentralisation. So far, however, international networks don’t seem to have shown any inclination to do
anything politically sensitive, and have limited themselves to a fairly remote involvement through
information dissemination, or through capacity building at an institutional level.

2.5 Summary of key points raised on international networks in MP:

Reach and impact of international networks:
1. Networks have impacted on academics and those FD officials who are in the academic circuit. The

FD as an institution, MTOs and most NGOs have remained outside the reach of international
networking. This has been due to factors such as the use of email and English for communication,
and lack of active targeting.

2. International networks have had a direct impact at an institutional level (e.g. capacity building
through IIFM) but not at a grassroots or policy level. Reasons could be that (i) networks are too
academic; (ii) networks have not targeted a range of sectors (e.g. field level workers; middle-level
foresters). It is not possible to say whether there have been indirect impacts at grassroots or policy
level, given the parameters of this study.

3. Network training has not been targeted at the right sector (i.e. field level workers)
4. International networks should not take for granted the domino effect, e.g. whereby it is assumed

that training some senior forest officials will trickle down through the FD to the field level. Or, for
example, that networking with academics at IIFM will reach out to students, or that email debate
will translate into, or significantly influence, grassroots level action.

5. Given that CF cannot be looked at in isolation, an important point that emerged was that CF
networks should make the effort to reach out to organisations which may not necessarily be
working only on CF. In fact there would hardly be any organisations that work only on this issue.
It would be crucial to reach out to all those organisations which are dealing with decentralisation
of natural resource management, and which also have some focus on forests. MTOs do not have a
single-point agenda on forest issues, but are working towards structural change and
decentralisation in all aspects of NRM. Similarly, the activities of an NGO like Samarthan, which
works on all aspects of decentralisation, would also be a valuable inclusion in CF networks.

Relevance and role of international networks:
1. The primary struggle for CF and decentralisation of NRM must be at the grassroots or national

level – but international networks can play a valuable supporting role, especially through
information dissemination and providing a platform for exchange of experiences.

2. Networks are seen mainly in the role of information dissemination; training and capacity building;
providing inspiration for innovation; and providing a network of contacts.

Information content and tools of dissemination:
1. A glut of information may hinder information dissemination and communication.
2. Network publications are widely appreciated, though there are also many criticisms.
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3. None of the networks were identified in particular with gender issues, biodiversity conservation,
marketing or technical aspects. Rather they were identified with anecdotal material and
institutional aspects of CF. They were also identified with generalised information as opposed to
focussed intervention.

4. It was felt that international networks tended to protect a certain kind of idea, where CF could only
be praised, without talking about any shortcomings, even though there is much to learn from
failures of CF.

5. Networks use exclusionary methods of communication like email, use of English and expensive
training programmes.

6. The effectiveness of email discussions is doubtful. It may be that it encourages networking to
become an objective in itself.

Identity of networks:
1. It is important for networks to have political clarity (e.g. underlying concerns of networks’ donors)

in order to successfully interact with politically sensitive sectors.
2. There does not seem to be enough of a 2-way flow between networks and members. Some

networks are perceived as being ‘closed’ or ‘exclusive’.

3. WEST BENGAL STATE REPORT

3.1 Methodology

The study for West Bengal was conducted by a 7-day visit to Calcutta, the state capital, to interview people
involved in community forestry in the state. These included 9 forest officials and 7 NGO representatives,
i.e. a total of 16 interviewees. Some qualifications need to be made regarding the two groups of
interviewees: Firstly, Prof Balram Bose, an academic at Jadhavpur University, Calcutta, has been included
among the forest officials since he was interviewed in his capacity of Co-ordinator of the Regional Centre
of the National Afforestation and Eco-Development Board (NAEB). Secondly, though Dr Ajit Kumar
Banerjee was formerly an IFS officer, he has been included among the NGO representatives since he left
the IFS many years ago and is now a trustee of WWF-India as well as being involved with the SPWD-JFM
network. Thirdly, there is no separate grouping for academics since there is considerable overlap with the
NGO category – it would be possible to classify Prof. SB Roy of the Indian Institute of Bio-Social
Research and Development (IBRAD) and Dr RN Chattopadhyay of the Indian Institute of Technology
(IIT)-Kharagpur as academics, but they are also key persons in the NGO sector.

A one-day visit was made to Kharagpur, a town near Calcutta, to observe a workshop for women’s self-
help groups organised by IBRAD, and to visit the Rural Development Centre at the Indian Institute of
Technology (RDC-IIT). A brief trip was also made to 3 villages in Arabari, which is the area where the first
pioneering JFM experiments were conducted in the early 1970s. The villages were Nipura Koyal Khal,
Sukhisol and Gurchim.

Library referencing was done in two libraries, namely IBRAD and the College of Juridical Sciences, both
of which have good collections of CF-related publications and reports. IBRAD’s library in particular
contains a large number of titles. IBRAD also has another library at its Kharagpur field office.

As described below, the socio-political and ecological conditions in northern Bengal and in the Sunderbans
in the south are very different from those in south-west Bengal (SW Bengal), which was the area visited.
Therefore the findings of this report relate only to SW Bengal and should not be taken as representative of
the entire state.

In general, interviewees have not been quoted as many (especially FD officials) hesitated to speak on
record.
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3.2 History and Context of CF in West Bengal66

JFM originated in the state of West Bengal, gathering momentum ever since FD experiments in
participatory forestry in the early 1970s in the Arabari forest range (Medinipur district) proved successful.
West Bengal is among the most successful JFM states in India in terms of performance as well as
acceptability. The context is a stark contrast to the opposition to JFM and the FD in Madhya Pradesh. The
FD in West Bengal is well accepted, and JFM has been institutionalised and is practically the only form of
community forestry in the state. NGO presence is small, with activities being limited to playing a
supporting role for the FD. Implementation of JFM is handled solely by the FD. By and large JFM has led
to a marked increase in forest cover in SW Bengal. It has been supported by political will and the
bureaucracy, and has also been helped by a strong panchayat system in the state.

West Bengal covers an area of 88,752 sq. km., making up 2.7% of Indian territory. About 72% of the
population is rural, most being engaged in agriculture. 11,879 sq. km. is classified as forest area, which
amounts to 13.38% of the total area of the state (of this, only 9.3% is actual forest area).

As of December 2000, there were 3545 FPCs in the state (3253 in SW Bengal; 282 in north Bengal; 10 in
the Sunderbans) and 88 EDCs (72 in north Bengal; 16 in Sunderbans). The FPCs cover a total forest area of
over 488,095ha with 386,753 members. The EDCs cover an area of 85,517 ha of national parks and
sanctuaries, with 20,169 members.67

The forests of the state are concentrated in three regions – the north, south and the south-west. Conditions
in these three regions vary widely. The Sundarbans comprise of mangrove forests. The North Bengal hills
are relatively thickly forested and less degraded. It has been difficult to introduce JFM in this region. Some
of the reasons cited were operations of powerful timber mafias and a diverse population comprising of
refugees and migrants who are not necessarily permanent settlers or engaged in land-based activities,
making community action on forest protection more difficult. In addition, forest regeneration in this region
is slower, making the benefits of conservation slower and less tangible. On the other hand, the hill areas of
Darjeeling produced an early NGO federation, which aimed to protect forests and built up public opinion
on forest degradation through a media campaign. This federation did not last, however. An official
resolution to extend JFM to the north and the Sunderbans was introduced relatively late - only in 1992 - and
JFM in these areas has taken off only since the mid-90s.68

The situation in N. Bengal is in contrast to SW Bengal, which is the hub of JFM activity in the state.
Pioneering attempts at participatory forest management were made in this area, in Arabari, sparking off a
movement that spread across the region supported by political will. It has been suggested that one of the
reasons for the success of JFM in SW Bengal is that FPCs have been formed by fairly homogenous
communities.69

West Bengal has had 20 years of continuous left front rule. This has been an important factor in creating a
policy and political climate conducive to people’s participation in forest management. The land tenure
system underwent a revolutionary change with the enactment of the West Bengal Estate Acquisition Act in
1953. All landowners became tenants under the government, with an upper ceiling imposed on land
holdings. From 1955 all forest land was taken over by the government, to be managed by the FD. This had

                                                
66 Except where stated otherwise, information in this section is based on information from Guhathakurta
P and Roy S. 2000. Joint Forest Management in West Bengal: A Critique. WWF-India. New Delhi.
67 Nandi MK & Gayen KC. 2002. “Joint Forest Management in West Bengal: Experience and Related
Issues”. Unpublished paper. p.2
68 Dasgupta, J. 2001. “Community Conserved Areas in West Bengal”. Unpublished paper written for
Kalpavriksh Environmental Action Group, Pune; Guhathakurta P and Roy S. 2000. Joint Forest
Management in West Bengal: A Critique. WWF-India. New Delhi.
69 Palit, S. 1999. “Bonds of Amity: Joint Forest Management in West Bengal has Come to Stay” in:
Wastelands News. February-April 1999. SPWD. New Delhi. p23.
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a drastic impact on community rights and access to forests. Surplus land holdings above the imposed
ceiling were distributed to landless and marginal farmers by the mid-1970s.

In 1958 the state government began the process of devolution of power to village panchayats, consolidated
by the West Bengal Panchayat Act in 1973. A new three-tier structure was introduced with directly elected
representatives at each tier – the Zilla Parishad at district level, the Panchayat Samiti at the block level, and
the Gram Panchayat at the lowest level of clusters of 8-10 mouzas or land settlement units. After the 73rd

Amendment to the Constitution in 1992, the autonomy of panchayats over decision-making, rural
development, finances and self-governance is supposed to have increased. There are reserved seats for
women, scheduled castes and scheduled tribes at all levels.

It is widely felt that the state’s strong panchayat system has contributed to the relatively rapid spread and
success of JFM in West Bengal. However, it should be noted that even in the area of devolution of power,
the context in north Bengal is different as compared to SW Bengal. The hilly area of Darjeeling district in
the north is the only region of the state that is not under the panchayat system, but under an autonomous
Darjeeling Gorkha Hill Council (DGHC). In the northern DGHC areas, for example, FD officials are
empowered to dissolve FPC executive committees as well as individual memberships while in other areas
of N. Bengal, as well as in SW Bengal and the Sunderbans, FD officials can do so only on recommendation
of a Panchayat Samiti body known as the Standing Committee for Forest and Land Reforms.

As the FD took over forest management in the 1950s, numerous conflicts arose between villagers and the
FD, often turning violent.70 Community livelihoods suffered, while FD morale also went down. There was
often mass looting of plantation produce, and retaliation by villagers when they were stopped while
collecting forest produce. Overall, the north experienced far more violence. By the 1970s the situation was
serious, with even the quiet Sunderbans experiencing conflict after more than 60% of the forests were
declared as a tiger reserve in 1973. The conflicts were seen by the state government as a threat to revenue
and staff security. Forest administration had simply collapsed in some areas.

In 1972 a conference of forest officials recommended the formation of protection committees in villages to
deal with local needs and forest offences. Meanwhile, an experiment in participatory forest management
had begun in Arabari, initiated by the District Forest Officer, Ajit Kumar Banerji, who gave a commitment
to the villagers that they would receive 25% of the profits of forest produce, if they helped to protect and
regenerate the degraded forest: “The objective was to resuscitate the forest by involving the villagers
through a strategy of providing wage employment, by allowing inter-cropping and plantation creation on
blank lands, allowing collection of forest products at token royalty and evolving a forum for consultation
and decision-making.”71 The experiment covered 1271 ha with 618 households from 11 villages. An
evaluation of the project in 1986 showed tall coppice sal forest over 699 ha and well-stocked plantations
over 486 ha. A significant amount of royalty had been collected from the villagers, and about 25 person
days of employment had been generated annually per family.72 A government resolution in 1987 noted that
“The participation of the local people has resulted in the spectacular achievement of regenerating the
completely degraded sal forest sites…”73 The state has received recognition from the central government
                                                
70 In 1969 there was a violent agitation in N. Bengal, where villagers had been settled by the British as free
labour for forest plantations in return for a piece of cultivable land and permission to collect subsistence
forest produce. By the mid-1960s the population had expanded, and several households had no land or
permission to collect forest produce, under the old agreement. The agitation died down when the
government ended the system of free labour, though land has still not been provided for households outside
the original agreement. Other areas continued to experience violence and conflict over forest land. For
example, in 1969-70, Nepalese refugees from Bhutan occupied 200 ha of forest land in Jalpaiguri division
in the north, while 300 ha of forest land in Buxa forest division was occupied by 600 migrant Bangladeshi
families in 1973-74.
71 Guhathakurta P and Roy S. 2000. Joint Forest Management in West Bengal: A Critique. WWF-India.
New Delhi. p14.
72 Ibid.
73 Government of West Bengal Resolution A.No. 1118-For/D/6M-76/65. “Usufruct Right for Arabari
Socio-Economic Project”. 7th March 1987.
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with the Indira Priyadarshini Briksha Mitra Award, and has also received the Paul Getty award for the
performance of its FPCs in regenerating large tracts of forest.

Social Forestry

The era of social forestry lasted from 1975 to 1990. In 1975 the Panchayat Department launched a
programme that included community training on tree planting. Land was provided to the FD to raise
nurseries. Seedlings were distributed and nearly 4 million were planted between 1975 and 1977. The World
Bank funded the West Bengal Social Forestry Project (WBSFP), lasting from 1982 to 1991. The main aims
of the project were “to increase scarce firewood supplies through incremental planting and rehabilitation of
forests in the rural areas of the state, and to provide small timber, poles and NTFPs like grass, fruits, leaves
and oil seeds. The underlying factors for getting enhanced production were to reach small and marginal
farmers and the landless, and arriving at sharing benefits including panchayats.”74 Halfway through the
project, in 1986, the success of the Arabari participatory forestry experiment became clear, and the WBSFP
strategy was modified to replicate the Arabari model on a large scale in SW Bengal. The first phase of the
WBSFP had prepared the ground for JFM in terms of public awareness and FD staff orientation towards
communities.

However, it was not till 1987 that the state government issued a memorandum allowing usufruct sharing of
the final harvests in the 11 Arabari villages. This was the first official statement by the government that
accepted the sharing of forest produce with communities, and accepted that the role of communities was
crucial to the protection and regeneration of forests. Even though this memorandum was experimental, and
restricted to Arabari, its impact was felt across the state as communities spontaneously began forming FPCs
and protecting the forests, with many lower level forest officers helping out. As Ajit Kumar Banerjee noted,
“the people knew that the 25% was coming”75. Eventually the state government issued a similar policy
resolution in 1989 for the whole of SW Bengal. JFM was extended to N. Bengal and the Sunderbans only
in 1992.

From Social Forestry to JFM

The second World Bank funded project began in 1992 and has now come to an end. It focussed wholly on
JFM, in contrast to the first project that dealt with social forestry. The aim of the project was to work with
FPCs to regenerate forest lands across the state, enhance productivity and conserve biodiversity. A
resolution in 1996 constituted EDCs for the co-operation of people living near national parks and
sanctuaries in protecting wildlife areas76. Rules and regulations of EDCs are slightly different from FPCs,
with far more restrictions on usufruct sharing, but the basic concept remains the same. The India Eco-
Development Project being funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) is currently being
implemented in Buxa Tiger Reserve. Most of the EDCs of West Bengal are at a formative stage, and it may
be too early to pass judgement on their efficacy.77

Since this paper deals only with SW Bengal, some of the salient features of JFM in SW Bengal have been
listed below.78 These features apply only to FPCs, and not to EDCs where provisions are more restricted
based on the needs of wildlife management and conservation:

                                                
74 Guhathakurta P and Roy S. 2000. Joint Forest Management in West Bengal: A Critique. WWF-India.
New Delhi. p20.
75 Pers comm.
76 Nandi MK & Gayen KC. 2002. “Joint Forest Management in West Bengal: Experience and Related
Issues”. Unpublished paper. p1.
77 Guhathakurta P and Roy S. 2000. Joint Forest Management in West Bengal: A Critique. WWF-India.
New Delhi. p58.
78 Ibid. p148.
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• Joint membership of husband and wife in FPC;
• The executive committee includes elected members of the FPC, the Beat Officer as secretary, and

a member of the local Gram Panchayat.
• The constitution of the FPC is approved by the Standing Committee for Forest and Land Reforms,

which is also responsible for monitoring/supervising FPCs and the sharing of usufructs.
• The community is allowed to take from the forest, fallen wood, twigs and branches and 100% of

NTFPs (except for some high value NTFPs). Usufructs are allowed after 5 years of protection.
25% of produce from intermediate yield, 25% of the net sale proceeds from final timber harvest
and 25% of the net sale proceeds of cashew is given to the community.

• The governmental West Bengal Tribal Development Co-operative Corporation retains monopoly
rights over high-value NTFPs like kendu leaves and sal seeds. Individual collection is paid for
according to approved wages.

• FPCs are encouraged to create community funds for maintenance of assets and village
development activities. Self-help groups are also encouraged for taking up vocational and income
generating activities.79

While the position of JFM has been consolidated in the state, several “second generation” problems remain
to be solved. Some of the problems include the following:

• JFM still does not have legal status. The role of FD officials in relation to the functioning of FPCs
and EDCs has not been legally defined either.

• Regarding benefit sharing, there has been some amount of dissatisfaction among FPCs in SW
Bengal who would like to see the community’s share go up from 25% of the final harvest, and
include a share of revenue from the sale of kendu leaves and sal seeds.

• Delayed sharing of benefits, especially in the Sunderbans and N. Bengal, could lead to loss of
motivation of FPCs.

• Similarly, inefficient marketing systems for NTFPs could lead to a loss of motivation as FPCs and
EDCs get more involved in dealing with NTFPs, especially in the Sunderbans and N. Bengal.

Nandi and Gayen note that “There is no denying that performance of FPCs have tended to vary amongst
regions endowed with different bio-physical parameters but there is also appreciable difference in the level
of performance of FPCs characterised by similar resource parameters. 50-60% of FPCs have been
identified as good to very good in SW Bengal, whereas only 30% of FPCs can be attributed to this category
in the northern part of the state.”80

Other forms of community forestry

There are some examples of self-initiated CF in West Bengal, such as the sacred groves of the Santal tribals
in SW Bengal in the tribal districts of Bankura, Midnapur and Purulia. There are sacred bamboo groves in
N. Bengal. In 2000, in N. Bengal’s Singalila National Park villagers and NGOs formed a committee to
conserve the park through afforestation and countering problems such as tourist-generated waste. However
they have not succeeded in getting themselves registered with the FD.81

Though JFM overshadows all other kinds of CF today, and is the dominant paradigm of forest management
in the state, it was self-initiated forest protection by communities that triggered the spread of JFM. As
noted, spontaneous creation of FPCs in other areas after the Arabari resolution was passed, played a key
role in the eventual endorsement of JFM for the entire state. Even before the famous Arabari experiment,
there had been an attempt at participatory forestry in Purulia district by the then DFO, S. Palit. As early as
1972 he advocated participatory forestry, writing that villagers had spontaneously started forming village
forest protection committees due to forest degradation. About 25 such committees began operating,
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Issues”. Unpublished paper. p4.
80 Ibid. p4.
81 Dasgupta, J. 2001. “Community Conserved Areas in West Bengal”. Unpublished paper written for
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covering an area of about 5928 acres, informally encouraged by the FD.82 Before the end of the Arabari
experiment, similar calls for participatory forest management were coming from Bankura and Medinipur
district as well.83

Most self-initiated efforts at forest protection have now been incorporated into JFM. Mr. S. Das of the
Ramakrishna Mission (RKM) noted two such examples in Bankura and Purulia districts where the
community began protecting the forest prior to JFM being recognised or publicised. Both have now come
under JFM, with the RKM guiding the initiative in Bankura. Mr. Das was of the opinion that there must
have been many such initiatives across the state.

There do not seem to have been any attempts by international networks or donors to support non-JFM CF
in the state.

Influences on CF in West Bengal

It was widely felt that the primary influence in shaping CF in West Bengal was the FD, and that NGOs
played an important role, though only on the sidelines. Among the NGO sector, three institutions were felt
to be influential: IBRAD, RKM and the Rural Development Centre of IIT-Kharagpur (RDC-IIT). As noted
above, relations between NGOs and the FD in SW Bengal are harmonious, with NGOs playing a
supportive role to FD activity by providing training, motivation, awareness raising, documenting case
studies, etc.

Among donors, the World Bank has been the most influential, with Bank funds covering the best part of the
social forestry and JFM effort since 1982. It played a role in extending JFM to the north and the
Sunderbans. It also seems to have played a role in emphasising gender issues, because a FD post of
‘women’s co-ordinator for JFM’ was created, but only for the duration of the World Bank project. It is
widely felt amongst the FD and NGOs that women’s FPCs tend to function better. There are now 20 all-
women FPCs in West Bengal. Overall, however, women’s participation and decision-making in JFM
remains low.

Ford Foundation has also supported JFM in the state, though its interventions have been at a different level.
For example, it supported a ‘training of trainers’ scheme by RKM aimed at village youth, and then
supported JFM development work in a cluster of villages in Bankura district in 1995. Ford has also
supported various IBRAD activities, and has sponsored a “Participatory Forest Management Project” at the
RDC-IIT, with a strong component of technology transfer and value addition for NTFP produce. In the late
1980s Ford routed money to the FD for JFM activities, through IBRAD and RKM.

There is some amount of international network presence in West Bengal, with the hub of network activity
being IBRAD. Overall however, international networks have not played a large role in promoting CF here.
Even within IBRAD it was felt that while networks played an important role, it was a very small part of the
overall functioning of IBRAD. As with Madhya Pradesh, forest officers in West Bengal were largely
bypassed by international networks, which tended to focus on NGOs. However, IBRAD reaches out to a
wide cross-section of people through its training programmes, including FD officials, NGOs and local
communities. Therefore it could perhaps be assumed that the influence of international networks may have
indirectly reached out to the cross-section of people that IBRAD caters to. One (non-IBRAD) NGO
representative commented that “IBRAD is very prominent in its training programme, in making the FD
understand the language of the forest dwellers, and making the forest dwellers understand the language of
the FD. IBRAD has played an important role in this communication.”. It was not possible to find out
reactions to IBRAD’s training, but one FD official mentioned that reports tend to be mixed.
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September 1972. Government of India. p11.
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3.3 National and Regional Networks in West Bengal

3.3.1 National Networks: Perceptions

Most interviewees in the NGO sector were aware of the SPWD-JFM network, and most felt it had helped to
bring people together to exchange views on JFM and get feedback from different states. Interviewees at
IBRAD were most involved in it since IBRAD was running the SPWD-JFM Training sub-network. The
Training sub-network would conduct state-wise meetings, collect information on what skills people were
using, what training they were conducting, the level of training, etc. After compiling this information per
state IBRAD would analyse the information and suggest improvements on the training. The information
would be disseminated around India. Though there was no impact assessment done of the Training sub-
network, one IBRAD representative felt that it was useful because there was no other such mechanism in
the country. (However, one Delhi interviewee felt that it was “IBRAD’s training network, rather than a
network of training institutions.”) IBRAD was also involved in the Gender & Equity sub-group through
Mitali Chatterji, who felt that an important achievement of this sub-group was the circulation of writings on
gender, which helped to highlight gender issues. IBRAD’s own ongoing work in JFM also fed into SPWD-
JFM network discussions and decisions.

An important criticism of the SPWD-JFM network was that it was too centralised, and was divided
thematically rather than regionally. This meant, for example, that IBRAD had to cover all the states under
its Training sub-network, which was logistically difficult for one institution to do. Thus, as described
below, there is an ongoing effort to decentralise the SPWD-JFM network into regional chapters, headed by
Ajit Banerjee for the eastern region, while IBRAD has taken its own initiative on this by decentralising the
Training sub-network into state-wise chapters. Though the SPWD-JFM national network is in a period of
lull, if the effort to regionalize gains momentum it may well revive, albeit in a very different and
decentralised form.

It seemed that the MoEF-JFM network is still too new to have made much impact in West Bengal. Among
the NGO sector hardly anyone reacted to it, and one person commented that it seemed to have more of a
focus on information dissemination through RUPFOR, rather than being a network.

Among the FD officials there was not much awareness or involvement with the two national JFM
networks, though one or two people were members. Surprisingly, two members of the JFM Cell of West
Bengal, were not aware of the MoEF-JFM network or of RUPFOR, though these are initiatives of the JFM
Cell at the Centre. Only the JFM nodal officer for the state was involved in the MoEF-JFM network. One
official felt that the JFM Cell had great potential for encouraging networking, but had not done enough
about it.

3.3.2 Regional Networks: Perceptions

There were no state-level networks apparent in West Bengal, though two individuals felt that this would
provide a useful platform for exchanging information and getting feedback. However, there are regional
networking efforts based in Calcutta.

Training Sub-Network of SPWD-JFM Network: (National/Regional Network)

Following a decision to decentralise the SPWD-JFM national network, initiatives to regionalise the
network have been undertaken. IBRAD’s Training sub-network has taken on a regional focus since 1999.
The idea is to organise small state-wise networks of NGOs whose representatives are trained by IBRAD.
There could be more than one network in a state, since numbers per network are deliberately kept low and
manageable. The NGO representatives in turn are expected to undertake training and capacity building
activities in their state. Ganesh Yadav of IBRAD noted, “Since 1999 we are facilitating regional / local
chapters of NGOs who are working in natural resource management (NRM) and other areas. But the main
criterion is that they must be working in NRM. We encourage networks to forget about funding – they have
to mobilise their own resources to increase their own capacity…We didn’t want to do just network
meetings, inviting people and sending out proceedings – this has very limited impact. We want to have a
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network that enhances the capacity and knowledge of members. When NGOs work in a group they will
form relations among themselves, exchange ideas, visit each other’s areas. So we want to provide this kind
of platform for exchange. Often NGOs work in isolation, are competitive, sabotage each other’s work. In
one year we have trained 120 people as resource persons – and they are holding their own training sessions
with their own staff and for villagers.”84 The focus of training is ‘self-growth’, which includes motivation
skills, trust and relationships, participation, micro-planning, leadership, communication, sensitisation and
organisation development. It was felt that while there is no shortage of technical trainers, the above skills
are not easily available. So far 6 NGO state-wise training networks have been formed in Orissa, Madhya
Pradesh, Karnataka (two), Gujarat and Andhra Pradesh. There has not been any attempt to form such a
network in West Bengal, because NGO presence in CF is fairly limited.

Eastern region network of SPWD-JFM Network:

Another offshoot of the decision to decentralise the SPWD-JFM network has been an eastern regional JFM
network, with Dr Ajit Banerjee as a key person. The objective is to develop an FPC network, and provide a
platform to exchange ideas and problems regarding JFM. There is a conscious decision to avoid extending
membership to NGOs and researchers, with the focus being on a bottom-up networking process. This
network is only a year old, and still has a long way to go. It has 50 members and has published three
newsletters so far, in Hindi, Bengali, Oriya and English. Mr Ajit Banerji was emphatic on the need to move
away from networks that have a top-down, centralised approach: “The members, if they are really active,
will let the network co-ordinator know of their problems. Once they know the problems, the co-ordinators
have the responsibility of bringing this to the notice of the people who make the laws and policies… The
subject of confrontation has to come from the ground level, where the problem really lies… Unless you
know the views of many, many people at ground level, you cannot really build up the movement to
neutralise the problem.”85

It would be interesting to see how this network develops, as earlier attempts at forming FPC federations
have fizzled out. In Jhargram sub-division of Midnapore district villagers were protecting forests during the
1980s. In 1989 they were registered as FPCs under JFM. Thereafter, in 1991 they formed a network of 21
village FPCs. Due to lack of FD support this initiative died out.86 There was also a loose federation of FPCs
in Bankura district, encouraged by the Centre for Women’s Development Studies, which died out. It has
been suggested that the FD did not want to encourage such federations because it was felt that they might
take on a political colour or present a threat to the authority of the FD by increasing the bargaining powers
of FPCs. On its part, the FD has taken some initiative to promote inter-FPC exchanges since the mid-90s,
by occasionally organising FPC interactions between districts, zones or within a working circle.

3.4 International Networks: Perceptions of Individuals from Different Sectors

The visit to the three villages in Arabari revealed that there had been no NGO activity in any of the
villages. JFM was purely FD driven. Given that there is least awareness of international networks amongst
the FD (as described below), it is unlikely that the effect or awareness of international networks would have
reached village level. The visit to IBRAD’s meeting of women’s self-help groups was not very revealing,
due to the brevity of the visit and language problems. Despite having a translator, it was very difficult to
communicate with the participants in a short space of time, and in the end it emerged that the conversation
had been at cross-purposes – while the researcher and translator were questioning the women about their
experiences of JFM, they had replied only regarding the self-help groups, leading to confusion.

3.4.1 Forest Officials and Networking

The FD officials interviewed were: Udayan Banerjee (IFS Retd., Ex-Chief Conservator of Forests, West
Bengal); Prof. Balram Bose (Co-ordinator, Regional Centre, National Afforestation and Eco-Development
Board); Abhijeet Choudhary (IFS, Member of West Bengal JFM Cell); KC Gayen (IFS, Chief Conservator
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86 Raina, R. 2001. Study on Networks in Community Forestry in India. Unpublished report. IIFM. Bhopal.
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of Forests (West); W. Bengal JFM Nodal Officer.); Aren Ghosh, (IFS, Additional Principal Chief
Conservator of Forests - Development and Planning); Subhabrata Palit (Forestry Consultant; IFS Retd., Ex-
Chief Conservator of Forests, West Bengal); Narendra Kumar Pandey (IFS, Conservator of Forests,
Personnel Management Cell; Member W. Bengal JFM Cell); Lipika Ray (Divisional Forest Officer, ex-
Women’s Co-ordinator for JFM); and Vinod Kumar Yadav (IFS, Deputy Conservator of Forests, Wildlife
Division (South); Nodal officer for India Eco-development Project).

As in Madhya Pradesh, there was not much awareness of international or national networks among forest
officials, despite the fact that West Bengal has one of the longest histories of CF. Of 9 officials interviewed,
only 4 knew of specific international networks. The networks mentioned were RECOFTC, FTPP, RDFN
and AFN. There was least recognition of AFN, with only one person being aware of it. One person
mentioned CIFOR as a network that has been very relevant, particularly on NTFP-related information, and
expressed the hope that it would involve itself more closely with India. Two persons felt that networks
should provide funds. It was significant, however, that both were individuals without much awareness of
international network activities. Those aware of network activities tended to focus on the benefits of
networking and information exchange. This was also the case with the NGO sector, which did not see
funding as a primary use of networks.

The overall view among FD officials was that national or regional networks are more important, and that
international networks can play mainly a supporting and indirect role through providing information and a
network of contacts.

3.4.1 (a) Communication and Information Dissemination (Newsletters / Publications / Email)

Reach and impact of communication:
The FD as an institution has not been targeted by international networks. Network publications do not reach
most forest officials, since most are sent to headquarters rather than to the field. It was felt that publications
are sent to individuals who are already aware of such things, or who are known to networks, or who make
the effort to request for publications on an individual basis. Thus network information may have been used
‘officially’ or affected policy, only if an individual made the effort to cull out the information and use it in
writing papers or giving presentations in workshops. One person felt that since the example of CF in Nepal
has been influential in India, and had been cited in many papers, networks may have played a role in
providing information on this. Two persons mentioned that international networking was restricted to the
top-most hierarchy of the FD, since other levels of the FD often do not have access to computers or
computer skills. There is no mechanism to ensure that information received at the top will trickle down:
“Even if bosses have information from networks, it is not disseminated downwards – it is not possible
unless there is a particular cell to do the job of disseminating information in the FD. Networks will work
only when range-level people have access to information and computers. The people who can really use the
information, do not get it. Therefore networks do not help CF. Regional networks would be more useful.”
Of course, the point about information not trickling down through the FD is due to the internal functioning
of the FD. However, networks would need to take into account the modalities of FD functioning for
effective and informed targeting of the FD as an institution.

Comments on specific networks were as follows: One person had been receiving AFN publications
previously, but had nothing sent to him for the last two years. His opinion was that the network was not in
touch with the grassroots reality in India. Regarding FTPP, two persons commented that the newsletter was
irregularly sent, and that its reach was limited because it was not sent to the field. Often people complained
of irregular delivery of newsletters and publications. Some were still waiting for FTPP newsletters, and
were not aware that FTPP activities had ceased.

Content:
It may be that in the present form, network information is not of enough use to FD officials, particularly
those who spend much of their time in the field. 2 officials were of the opinion that a lot of network
information may be more suitable for researchers, and that field workers would need information that is
very focussed and directly relevant: “Professional foresters cannot spend so much time going through all
these journals. We are not researchers, we have to go back to the field and work. So we focus attention only
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on things that are absolutely relevant to our work. Some papers are good for researchers but not necessarily
for people in the field.” Similarly, another official remarked, “I am not a researcher, I want information that
can be implemented in the field.” This view was endorsed by an NGO representative who felt that network
information is mainly aimed at researchers and development workers: “FD officials are administrators –
very few would be interested in such articles.” In a related point, it was also felt that network information is
usually too sophisticated to be used directly at grassroots level. Information would be more useful if it were
easier to read.

In terms of specific networks, the newsletters of RDFN, FTPP and RECOFTC were generally appreciated.
Three people received the FTPP newsletter, and felt that it had been useful. Useful features of the
newsletter were cited as being information on workshops and seminars; information on FAO reports which
the interviewee would use to acquire relevant reports; good documentation which is lacking in West
Bengal; relevance in the field as well as outside the field. One person felt that the FTPP newsletter had
shaped his thinking to some extent. One complaint was that contributors were mainly from the NGO or
research sector, with hardly any contributions by professional foresters. Significantly, though, the same
person admitted that he prefers writing articles for Indian journals such as Wasteland News, because the
readership within India is far better: “Not everyone has access to journals like FTPP.” It may be, therefore,
that there is a vicious circle in operation in terms of the reach of network information – newsletters do not
reach a wide enough range of people, which means that fewer people would take the trouble to contribute
articles or information, which means that the content is not as relevant to the context as it could be, which
in turn prevents the newsletter from reaching out to a wider audience. It may be useful to examine this issue
in detail in the future.

Two persons receive the RDFN newsletter, with varying responses. While one felt it was marginally useful,
another felt that it was very relevant, not too theoretical and had been an influence on him. A complaint
about RDFN was that there was not enough information on India. One person was very enthusiastic about
the RDFN directory of members and RDFN thematic papers. The profile of members with details of special
interest in the directory was a useful tool for networking: “I have written to many people asking for
information about workshops, newsletters from other countries, etc. RDFN also sends emails of new
members along with the telephone number.” Another point about RDFN that was appreciated was that
thematic papers were sent regularly, and sent according to the interest of the member, which is to be
specified in advance. This meant that thematic papers received were always relevant and of interest.

One person received the RECOFTC newsletter, and found it very useful for information on workshops,
seminars and fellowships. Though he does not receive it regularly anymore, he accesses new issues on the
internet. AFN publications were seen as not too useful because they presented too general a picture, and
tended to focus on SE Asia.

Tools of Communication /  2-way Flow of Communication:
Hard copy publications were favoured as being the easiest tool of communication. Two persons felt that
email excluded too many people from networks, such as lower level FD officials. In this context, the
suggestion of one person to use CD-ROMs to circulate information, seems inappropriate. It was also felt
that workshops as a method of communication, tend to reach too few people.
Overall there seemed to be hardly any two-way flow between FD members and networks. None of the
interviewees had ever contributed to newsletters, though one had made use of the RDFN directory to make
contact with other members. One person had occasionally contributed to FTPP email discussions. Overall
the relationship with networks seems to be one of receiving information.

Potential:
Most comments on the potential of networks focussed on improving the content of information
disseminated. Some of the suggestions were as follows:

• CF in India is very dependent on successful management of NTFP. Networks should put together
information on NTFP management from around the world and circulate it.

• Networks should circulate information about lesser-known funding agencies that can support
projects.
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• Instead of only providing information about workshops and seminars, newsletters should also
provide information on websites where such information can be found.

• Taking a cue from RDFN, networks should facilitate networking by providing lists of all members
(e.g. on their website), with contact details so that members can directly contact each other. The
suggestion came from a person who remarked that though he was a member of FTPP, he did not
even know who the other members were in Calcutta.

3.4.1 (b) Workshops

Only one of the interviewees had attended workshops, convened by AFN three to four years ago. There was
not much activity or follow-up after these.

3.4.1 (c) Training and Capacity Building

None of the interviewees were aware of training or capacity building activities of networks, despite the fact
that IBRAD in Calcutta has been a centre for training supported by international networking.

3.4.1 (d) Identity of Networks and Identification with Networks

None of the interviewees felt any sense of ‘belonging’ to international networks. Only one person had
identified with the AFN to some extent when it was active in India, but that was several years ago. One
official made a rather striking remark, with an air suggesting that networks are meant only for higher
ranking or well connected individuals: “Networks are very high flying.” A similar comment came from an
NGO representative, who said, “You are talking about big ships. We are a small boat.” This may point to
the possibility that international networks are seen as inaccessible or remote processes which are not
relevant to the needs and requirements of the grassroots, but of higher ranking individuals. This seems to be
a particularly relevant point to examine further, given the mixture of doubt and admiration that
international networks seem often to have generated. Why is it that networks are seen as ‘high-flying’
processes? To what extent are people put off or intimidated by the extensive use of email and glossy
publications? The parameters of this study do not permit an answer to these questions, but on the basis of
current findings, it seems that these may be relevant issues to examine in the future.

3.4.2 NGOs and Networking

The NGO representatives were: Dr. Ajit Kumar Banerjee (Ex-IFS; Ex-World Bank; Trustee WWF-India;
Eastern region co-ordinator, SPWD-JFM Network); Mitali Chatterjee (IBRAD; Member SPWD-JFM
Network Gender & Equity Sub-Group); Dr. RN Chattopadhyay (Professor of Planning and Head of Rural
Development, RDC-IIT); S. Das (JFM Wing, Ramakrishna Mission Lokasiksha Parishad; NBSAP nodal
agency); Dr. AK  Ghosh (Director,  Centre for Environment and Development); Prof. SB Roy (IBRAD
Chairman; Co-ordinator SPWD-JFM Network Training Sub-Network; co-ordinator of training
collaboration with FTPP/RECOFTC); and Ganesh Yadav (IBRAD Project Director, Capacity Building and
Networking).

Awareness of international networks was much higher in the NGO sector as compared to the FD sector. Of
7 NGO representatives, 5 had interacted with international networks, and together represented 3 different
institutions (IBRAD, RKM and RDC-IIT) as well as an independent consultant. All are deeply involved in
community forestry. IBRAD is the most prominent NGO in the state, and reaches out to a wide range of
people across various states, from the FD, bureaucracy, local communities and NGOs through its training
programmes on participatory forestry and natural resource management. (E.g. training programmes for
training institutes in IGNFA in Dehradun, State Forest Service College in Coimbatore, Administrative
Training Institute in Calcutta, etc. and for FDs of various states which includes compulsory training for
senior and junior IFS officers.) IBRAD also organises workshops for facilitation of policy formulation. In
addition it is the co-ordinator of the SPWD-JFM sub-network on training. Its international training reaches
out to planners, subject specialists and bureaucrats from overseas.
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RKM activities are on a smaller scale, and are based on the teachings of Swami Vivekanand. RKM
facilitates the FD in implementing JFM through activities such as capacity building of FPCs and
encouraging a spirit of co-operation within communities. RKM’s Ford-sponsored JFM Project is currently
operational in 52 FPCs across SW Bengal. RDC-IIT also operates on a relatively small scale. Its
Participatory Forest Management Programme focuses on technology transfer to communities, value-
addition to NTFP and enterprise development for livelihoods.

Among the interviewees there was awareness of AFN (3 persons), FTPP (5 persons), RECOFTC (3
persons), IUCN WG-CIFM (2 persons) and RDFN (2 persons). AFN was seen as not very active in the
region. There was a vague recognition of WRM.

The overall consensus seems to be that international networks have not played a wide role in West Bengal.
Efforts to promote and shape CF have been indigenous, strongly supported by the FD and political will.
Networks have mainly facilitated the process through offering information, training and capacity building.
They have had no direct impact at grassroots level. Within their limited role of disseminating information
and providing training, however, the activities of international networks have been much appreciated. For
example, it was felt that, “in relation to IBRAD’s normal activities, the input or involvement of
FTPP/RECOFTC was not large – about 15-20%. But it was very important.” One person who had
expressed disappointment with the limitations of international network activities in India, also admitted that
since there is no alternative at the moment, networks should continue with their present activities.

IBRAD has had a long association with FTPP through collaborating on training programmes. However, the
names of FTPP and RECOFTC were usually used interchangeably in this context since the programme was
by FTPP but was routed through RECOFTC. As far as the training programme is concerned, there was no
distinction made between FTPP and RECOFTC. However, there was a clear distinction made with regard
to the newsletters of the two networks.

3.4.2 (a) Communication and Information Dissemination (Newsletters / Publications / Email)

Reach and impact of communication:
Three main points emerged regarding the reach of network communication: (1) it has not impacted at
grassroots level; (2) it has not impacted at policy level; (3) it does not reach a wide range of NGOs. These
three points are elaborated below:

One person expressed a sense of frustration that network activities were very top-down and generalised,
and that there had been no effort to mobilise grassroots networking: “International networks have not
played any role in development of CF, though there are many good intentions. Networks have not
established themselves, and are running in a very ad hoc way. I think of networking in this way – if there is
a gap somewhere, and this gap is known, then the information is passed on to everybody and then
everybody tries to help out to fill up this gap. Then the network really does fulfil its function. But there is
no network functioning from the ground level up. Therefore networks’ contribution in the promotion of
JFM is not much… They have the responsibility of gradually converting themselves into the kind of
network I am talking of.”

2 persons felt that network information did not have much impact at policy level either: “Networks bring
issues into focus through workshops and writings. But there is nothing very specific coming out of these
things. For example a workshop brings out 10-15 resolutions, which are sent to the government.” It was felt
that such a generalised approach could not yield sufficient results, and that networks need to be more
specific in their focus. There was agreement, however, that networks are valuable in making information
available, training, sensitising people, highlighting particular issues and therefore having an indirect,
intangible impact on research and, by extension, policy recommendations.

Though RKM has been working for many years at the crucial interface between the FD and local
communities, international network activity had not reached RKM’s JFM-wing in any significant sense.
One NGO representative, Mr Ashish Ghosh of CED who was not aware of any networks, felt strongly that
international networks did not have a wide enough reach, and wished to be quoted on this: “With all my
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experience of 42 years, and knowing more than 100 NGOs in this area, I have not heard of such a network
– which doesn’t speak very highly of forestry network people.” Though CED itself does not have much to
do with CF, it is significant that a well-connected environmental institution with a good-sized library, has
not had any awareness of international CF networks.

As far as individual networks are concerned, 3 persons received the FTPP newsletter and found it very
useful, 3 persons received the RDFN newsletter, and the IBRAD library contained numerous publications
from RECOFTC and AFN as well as the FTPP newsletter.

Content:
There were diverse comments on content:

• Two persons felt that network information is too generalised, and that there needs to be a specific
focus and linking of theory to observations in the field.

• Two persons felt that information on NTFP collection and marketing was the most useful.
• There is not enough of a focus on India.
• Reading about similarities between Indian experiences and other countries led to strengthening of

one’s convictions.

There were differing opinions on the content of specific network publications. One person felt that though
RDFN thematic papers focussed on a wide range of CF programmes, they were not too relevant, and often
not of a high standard. It was also felt that the message of the writing was not clear, and that the articles
were “very mixed up”. In contrast another person found the papers to be quite useful.

The FTPP newsletter seemed to be the most appreciated in terms of content. Some of the comments were:
“the articles are very useful and focussed; learning about projects in Nepal and south African countries is
useful; most case studies from south Africa are directly connected to income generating activities, which is
very useful; contains articles on spiritual aspect of development – which I don’t find in any other
newsletter; many people read it thoroughly and seriously, which you can see from the ‘questions’ column;
contains useful information about organisations, individuals, courses, seminars, workshops, new books and
their contents; quite relevant with useful tips, but can’t say what exactly; focus on gender was useful; topics
on women’s participation and PRA helped us to develop our project methodology; the conflict management
focus and training of trainers focus is the most useful.” One person felt that the newsletter was not strong
on gender, and that a focus on ecological sustainability and conservation was missing.
One person felt that the IUCN WG-CIFM review series of CF in South Asia, SE Asia and USA was very
useful.

Tools of Communication / 2-way Flow of Communication
There were no comments on this aspect of networking, except from one person who felt that networks, and
in particular RDFN, were not making enough use of their potential in terms of communication. Personal
contact through workshops and meetings was felt to be an essential form of communication.  The following
points were made about RDFN:

• “In a nutshell, RDFN is working as a postman. They have many qualified people in the network.
They should use their resources in other ways also. They could have an Indian chapter – so at least
at regional level we can organise meetings. Every one or two years we could have an international
meeting.

• Person to person contact is very important. It is very difficult to impress upon people the work you
are doing, only through email and letters.

• They should provide a platform for collaborative activities with different institutions – again, one
needs person-to-person contact for this.”

A more general comment was that networks should make more use of hard copies and CD-ROMs: “Often
people don’t go through a 40 page document on email, especially if they are busy. Also, nobody wants to
waste paper in printing out, and then find it’s not relevant. With a hard copy it is easier to skim through
information and see if it is useful.”
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The most positive experiences of a network encouraging a two-way flow of communication were with
RDFN and FTPP/RECOFTC. One person at IBRAD felt a sense of belonging to RDFN due to the directory
of members. As already noted, the RDFN directory facilitated networking among members, enabling the
interviewee to contact people in other countries to invite them to attend training programmes at IBRAD.
The interviewee also noted that RDFN asked for feedback from members. RDFN Network Paper 15D87

was contributed by IBRAD, though after publication there was no feedback from any other network
members on this. There was disappointment that no new members’ directory was issued after 1997.

Regarding FTPP/RECOFTC, one person at IBRAD noted that two-way flow of information and ideas was
the most important thing about this network: “People who join networks for funding, miss out on the
purpose of networking. Funding could be one activity, but not the major thing. What is more important,
which was very much present in the FTPP/REOFTC network, was discussion, sharing of knowledge, cross-
visits, and sharpening of thought through critical review – these are the important things for a network. Of
all the international networks FTPP/RECOFTC was most useful.” However, this two-way flow seemed to
be restricted to IBRAD due to its formal collaboration with the network on training. A non-IBRAD
interviewee remarked about the FTPP newsletter: “It is just like an organisation sending us information.
There is no feeling that we are part of them, or vice-versa. It is mostly one-way communication.”

As far as network communication is concerned, most other networks seemed to offer a one-way flow of
information rather than a platform for interaction and networking. Only one interviewee mentioned that
local language dissemination had been supported by international networks: twice IBRAD received funds
from FTPP to help produce IBRAD’s local newsletter in Bengali.

Potential:
Two areas of communication were mentioned as having potential for improvement – membership and
information content. On membership, it was suggested that RDFN should have better criteria for
membership to make personal contact through meetings and workshops, more manageable: “They have no
criteria for membership. They should have criteria to make it more manageable, so that people can be
invited to meetings. I know people in Bihar who don’t know English – but have a fascination for receiving
the newsletter. There are people not working in CF, but whose name is in the directory. This is a waste.”
On content, it was felt that networks should focus on specific national issues or implementation of policy.
The RDC-IIT representative felt that since they were an action-oriented group, networks could help in
documenting their activities and communicating the information internationally. Other issues that networks
could highlight better were cited as being gender, market development and JFM-oriented technology.

3.4.2 (b) Workshops

Workshops were most appreciated for the opportunity they offered to create personal relationships and
discuss issues face to face. Sharing of information in person seemed far more enriching than simply
communicating on email or receiving information. Three interviewees (from IBRAD and RDC-IIT) had
been involved with FTPP/RECOFTC workshops. The workshops were found to be “useful in direct
exchange of ideas and developing personal contact, which is important in developing a relationship which
leads to further collaboration.”88 Another person at IBRAD said, “What was most important in FTPP was
that we discussed what is happening in our own countries. This was very important for me during the early
days of initiation of JFM. Participants shared what are their constraints, what is their policy, how foresters
and villagers respond, what kinds of NGOs are there, whether there is any formal or informal training
course on JFM or CF, etc. This was a very important discussion… As a network member I came to know
what is happening in other countries – it was enrichment of knowledge. We would share our JFM
achievements and people would appreciate it. So one is motivated when someone is encouraging. This
boosted self-esteem in our organisation.” IBRAD in particular benefited from developing contacts at these
workshops since it enabled them to collaborate for training activities with different institutions in India
                                                
87 “Role of NTFP in Village Economy: a case study from Jambuni range, Midnapur, West Bengal”, IBRAD
study.
88 Some of the workshops attended were  (1) CF at Crossroads (Bangkok c.1998); (2) Training and
Designing Workshop (Nepal c.1996-97); (3) Workshop in Laos (c.2000)
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(SPWD, IIFM) and outside (RECOFTC; Government Forestry Institute in Bogor, Indonesia; Gaja Mada
University in Indonesia; Chinese Academy of Forestry). Other members of IBRAD, who were not
interviewed, had also been to FTPP/RECOFTC workshops.

However, there were also complaints about FTPP workshops by one person: “There could have been
improvements in the way the workshops were held. Clarity on the role of the workshop was lacking; many
things were repetitively discussed; money would come in very late, sometimes one year after something
had been planned; some countries got money, others didn’t.” It was felt that problems such as late arrival of
money led to frustration among members. Despite giving feedback on these problems, not much action was
taken on this.

Follow-up:
Follow-up activities were also found lacking in the FTPP meetings by one interviewee: “Meetings were not
held often enough, and there was no follow-up. Sub-networking was not encouraged or supported. For
example, if during a meeting 2-3 countries got along and wanted to have independent networking or
collaboration on something, this was not supported continuously. It was supported only once with some
funds, between India and Indonesia.”
One interviewee attended the AFN meeting in Hawaii in 1994, but there was no follow-up thereafter.

3.4.2 (c) Training and Capacity Building

Only FTPP/RECOFTC were identified with training and capacity building activities. There were no
criticisms regarding the content of training. However, it was felt by one person that training activities were
very limited and had no impact at grassroots level: “They do very good training, but come here about once
a year. They do a little bit here and there. They give training to a few persons through IBRAD or IIT
Kharagpur. But what does this mean? It is not even known whether the trained persons are doing anything
else later on. There is no follow-up. It creates awareness at a particular level – but that level is not at
grassroots. The FD failed initially because it did not take into account the base – now networks are doing
the same top-down thing. It is like a university. This is not the function of a network, which has to be
bottom-up.”

IBRAD, and to some extent RDC-IIT, were closely associated with FTPP/RECOFTC training programmes.
As described earlier, IBRAD was a partner in two international training programmes run in collaboration
with IIFM and SPWD. The exposure gained through this collaboration was greatly appreciated at IBRAD
since it fed into their own local and international training programmes, and led to capacity-building of
IBRAD. Discussions on training modules at RECOFTC, grants given to IBRAD to host an international
network meeting in 1995 (which resulted in a publication89), the collaboration on the international training
programmes, and interaction between IBRAD and FTPP/RECOFTC through the exchange of reports and
publications all led to increased confidence and capacity at IBRAD in developing national and international
training programmes: “When you discuss issues with international participants, you test your ability at the
international level. That gave us a forum to sharpen our thoughts and skills, and to get feedback for
IBRAD’s own training programmes in India.” A small amount of money was received from the network to
help organise follow-up workshops, network meetings and publication of material. A computer was also
received when IBRAD began participating in thematic email conferences on conflict management and
training.

There were various off-shoots of the training collaboration with FTPP/RECOFTC, for IBRAD as well as
RDC-IIT:

• IBRAD subsequently organised three international training programmes independently over three
years. This is an ongoing activity. It was felt that IBRAD’s work became known at a global level
due to its association with FTPP/RECOFTC.

• There was collaboration with Gaja Mada University in Indonesia where IBRAD conducted two
training programmes on Participatory Forest Management for the Indonesian FD. People from

                                                
89 Meeting proceedings were published in a book entitled Enabling Environment for JFM, ed. SB Roy
(Inter-India Publications, New Delhi, 1995).
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there visited IBRAD as well. IBRAD also conducted two similar training programmes in China
for the Chinese FD. As a part of Network activity an Indonesian researcher did his PhD at IIT-
Kharagpur with help from IBRAD. It was felt that IBRAD staff “gained experience, exposure and
confidence from these programmes”.

• Internal networking with IIFM and SPWD was further strengthened because of FTPP/RECOFTC:
“We used to meet periodically. Before we went to a foreign country, we would discuss among
ourselves about how to organise ourselves. At the meeting also we would jointly develop a
country strategy”.

• RDC-IIT was contacted through the network by Peruwantani, a corporate company in Indonesia
that manages forests, to provide training to its staff on participatory forest management.

At IBRAD one person felt that some FTPP-FAO publications had proved very useful for training, such as
the Toolbox on Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation – “all these fed directly into our training.”

Since training is the prime aim of IBRAD’s activities, it is possible that the influence of FTPP/RECOFTC
is indirectly reaching those trained by IBRAD. As noted above, IBRAD’s training programmes reach a
wide cross-section of FD officials, local communities and NGOs, some of whom are from other countries.
To what extent the indirect influence of international networking has been felt more widely through
IBRAD’s training, or to what extent it has produced results through local training, remains intangible and
would require a more detailed study.

3.4.2 (d) Identity of Networks and Identification with Networks

Two interviewees at IBRAD seemed to feel a strong sense of belonging to FTPP/RECOFTC. There was
disappointment that the training collaboration had ended, and that no information was being sent to them by
the network. A gap in international communication was now being felt. As noted above, one interviewee
identified with RDFN due to the directory of network members. Apart from this, no-one felt a sense of
belonging to any network, despite regularly receiving newsletters and information.

3.4.2 (e) Linkages with International Policy

Though there was no awareness about whether international networks play a role in influencing
international agreements, the state nodal agency for the NBSAP (a requirement of the CBD), felt that the
NBSAP process had helped the cause of CF mostly by generating awareness about it. However, it was felt
that there has not been any direct impact so far.
3.5 Summary of key points on international networks in West Bengal

Reach and impact of international networks:
1. Networks have had a direct impact mainly on NGOs and larger non-governmental institutions.

However it does not reach a wide range of NGOs. (E.g. RKM is not actively involved in
international networking, even though it is deeply engaged in JFM in collaboration with the FD).

2. Networks have not had a direct impact at grassroots level, policy level or among FD officials.
Among the FD only a few high ranking officials may have access to international networking, but
there is no internal FD mechanism to ensure that information received at the top will trickle down
to lower officials in the field. Networks would need to take into account the modalities of FD
functioning for effective and informed targeting of the FD as an institution.

3. International networks may have an indirect impact on research and, by extension, on policy
recommendations.

4. The limited reach of network newsletters may create a vicious cycle, where newsletters do not
reach a wide enough range of people, which means that fewer people would take the trouble to
contribute articles or information, which means that the content is not as relevant to the context as
it could be, which in turn prevents the newsletter from reaching out to a wider audience.

5. International networks have not played a wide role in SW Bengal. Efforts to promote and shape
CF have been indigenous, strongly supported by the FD and political will. Networks have mainly
facilitated the process through offering information, training and capacity building. Within their
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limited role of disseminating information and providing training, however, the activities of
international networks have been appreciated.

6. The main tangible result in SW Bengal has been capacity building of IBRAD and IIT-Kharagpur.
7. Since training a wide cross-section of people (including the FD, NGOs and grassroots

communities) is the prime aim of IBRAD’s activities, it is possible that the influence of
FTPP/RECOFTC is being indirectly felt by those trained by IBRAD. The extent of such an
influence remains intangible and would require a more detailed study.

8. International network training activities were far too limited to have a wide impact. Training has
not targeted grassroots workers. It is important to follow up training activities and find out how
participants go on to use their training.

Relevance and role of international networks:
1. The role of international networks is seen as limited. National / regional networks are felt to be

more relevant.
2. Most people see networks in terms of information dissemination, networking, exchanges and

capacity building, rather than as a source of funding. For the majority of people, the relationship
with international networks is mainly one of receiving information rather than two-way
communication.

3. A generalised approach cannot yield sufficient results (e.g. a workshop bringing out 10-15
resolutions, which are sent to the government). Networks need to be more specific in their focus.

Information content and tools of dissemination:
1. The content of network information is seen as more suited to researchers rather than FD officials.

It would be more useful to FD officials if is directly relevant to the field, and if it is easier to read.
2. Email is an exclusive communication technology, which excludes many NGOs and FD officials.

Hard copy publications were favoured as being the easiest tool of communication. Regional
language dissemination does not seem to have been a priority for any international network.

3. As a result, international networks may appear remote, inaccessible and even intimidating to lower
level FD officials or smaller NGOs.

4. Direct personal contact is important to people, whether through direct sub-networking with other
members (e.g. RDFN directory), or through building personal relationships at network workshops.

5. There were several suggestions for improving information content. (E.g. networks should focus on
specific national issues or implementation of policy; help in documenting and disseminating local
activities; highlight issues of gender, market development, NTFP management and JFM-oriented
technology; information on workshops and seminars; provide information on funding agencies;
etc.)

4. Andhra Pradesh State Report90

4.1 Methodology

The state study began with collection and survey of printed and grey literature on community forestry in the
state. A questionnaire specific to Andhra Pradesh (AP) was prepared based on interviews in Delhi, a
secondary literature survey, and information from various international networks. A local organisation was
identified and approached for help in identifying relevant people/organisations for the study, collection of
literature, fixing up appointments, logistical help, and follow up after the visit if required. V.R. Sowmitri
and Satya Srinivas of the Andhra Pradesh NGOs Network for JFM (APNGOs) were the local partners for
the project in the state.

The seven-day visit to Andhra Pradesh was largely restricted to the capital city of Hyderabad. A one-day
trip was made to village Eliminadu in Ranga Reddy District and a group discussion was organised with

                                                
90 Written by Neema Pathak with inputs from V.R. Sowmitri. Assistance in field by VR Sowmitri, Satya
Srinivas and Roopa Bandekar.
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some community members. Interviewees in Hyderabad included community representatives, village-level
NGOs, state level NGOs, donor agencies, local networks, government officials, researchers, and
consultants. Interviews were based on a questionnaire prepared for the purpose. Three forest officers, one
retired forest officer (Mr. S.D. Mukherji), one ex-secretary Ministry of Environment and Forests (Mr.
Rajamani), one independent researcher (Ms Bharati), Five NGOs (APNGOs network, Centre for World
Solidarity, Anthra, Samata, Centre for Environment Concerns), two community representatives (villagers
of Eliminadu and Mr. Jamalaya, representing a local NGO working with livestock rearers) and two
representatives of donor agencies (Intercooperative NGO Programme (ICNGO), and Action for Food
Production (AFPRO)) were among those interviewed, making a total of 15 interviewees. The research team
also attended a workshop organized by SDC/IC NGOs programme on JFM.

Limitations of Methodology:
(a) Despite making many efforts faculty and researchers at the National Institute of Rural Development
(NIRD) could not be contacted or interviewed. This is one of the few institutions working on aspects of CF
in the state. Thus views of academics have not been reflected in the report.
(b) Time limitations did not allow interviews of some political leaders which would have been useful
considering that political leadership has played an important role in setting CF trends in the state.

4.2 History and Context of Community Forestry in Andhra Pradesh

Andhra Pradesh is located in south-eastern India, flanked by Tamil Nadu in the south, Orissa in the north,
Maharashtra and Karnataka in the west and the Bay of Bengal in the east. Hyderabad, the capital of the
state with a population of 4 million, and Vishakapatnam with a population of over a million, are the two
main industrial centres. The state continues to be largely agricultural with the fertile deltas of two important
rivers, the Krishna and Godavari.91

Much of the state was under the rule of the Nizam of Hyderabad until 1948, when he was forced to accede
to the Indian Union; the rest of the state was under British rule till 1947. Currently the state is divided into
three administrative regions: Coastal Andhra, Telengana and Rayalseema. The first two of these have
distinct “scheduled” areas with a high concentration of tribal populations. In 1997, the Andhra Pradesh
Forest Act was enacted for the entire state, replacing the Hyderabad Forest Act (governing Telengana
region) and the Madras Forest Act (governing some parts of AP) 92

The FD controls 23% of the state’s area, 79% of which is Reserved Forest (reserved under the Indian Forest
Act of 1927). 26% of the official forest area lacks any forest cover. The forests are classified as southern
tropical dry deciduous and moist deciduous, southern tropical thorn forest, with small percentages of
littoral and mangrove forests93. The forests are mainly in the west and north of the state, in the semi-arid
hills of the Deccan and on the borders of Orissa. The areas rich in forests are also dominated by tribal
populations, which constitute 6.3% of the total population.94

Forests and People in Pre-Independence Andhra Pradesh

Areas under the rule of the Nizam were highly forested, and inhabited largely by the tribal population till
1940. The main communities included the Gonds, Kolams, Naikpods, Pradhans and Thoties. While Gonds
practiced settled cultivation, Kolams and Naikpods were shifting cultivators (podu). Livelihoods of all
communities were heavily dependent on the forests. Kolams and Naikpods earned revenue from the sale of
Non Timber Forest Produce (NTFP). Tribals had a custodianship over the land and the concept of private
ownership was alien to their culture. This area became accessible to outside settlers and traders in the 1940s
after the construction of motorable roads, leading to an influx of outsiders into the area. The new settlers
                                                
91 Sundar, N., R. Jeffery and N. Thin. 2001. Branching Out: Joint Forest Management in India. Oxford
University Press, New Delhi.
92 ibid., pg. 1
93 Government of Andhra Pradesh FD, 1992
94 ibid.
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were aggressive and shrewd, and soon occupied most of the tribal lands. Tribals were unable to assert
ownership over these lands and were pushed further into remoter areas and forced to “encroach” upon other
forests. This led to tribal rebellion in many parts of the state, forcing the Nizam to commission a study by
the famous German anthropologist, Haimendorf. Haimendorf’s study revealed the pathetic condition of the
tribals, with stories of exploitation, extortion and displacement of tribals by new settlers. The
recommendations of the study led to the appointment of a special officer to look into the grievances of the
tribals. Many steps were taken to prevent tribal alienation from the land, including redistribution of
illegally-held land from non-tribals to tribals. A subsequent visit by Haimendorf in 1975 revealed a
completely different story. By this time, the population ratio had reversed drastically in favour of non-
tribals from adjoining states, many of whom earned their living by smuggling timber from the forests.
Tribals were once again in the grip of money-lenders, and dispossessed of their land. Their life-sustaining
forests stood degraded.95 Till date, the conflict between the tribals and non-tribals continues to affect the
success of JFM in many parts of the state (further details below).

Law and Policy Context in Post-Independence AP

In the post-independence era the colonial policies and attitudes of mistrust and neglect of forest dwellers
continued in AP as much as in the rest of the country. The forest policy of 1952 continued the process of
expanding state control over forests and further curtailing community rights. As more forests were taken
over either by the government or by other outsiders, such as traders and settlers from outside the region,
more government forest came under “encroachment” by the tribals, mainly for shifting cultivation. Under
political pressure the government had to regularise these encroachments in 1972 and again in 1980. This
further encouraged the trend of encroachments. AP is believed to have about 50,000 ha of forest land under
illegal occupation96.

The post- independence governmental focus on managing forests for revenue generation rather than for
meeting the requirements of the local people, led to nearly 600,000 ha of forestland being leased out to the
Forest Development Corporation in AP (APFDC) meant for establishing commercial plantations on
degraded lands for industrial needs97. These degraded lands are important for local livelihoods. Bamboo
basket making alone is believed to generate partial employment for about 23,000 people in the tribal areas.
Yet areas rich in bamboo are preferentially allocated to industries98 while imposing restrictions on the local
communities on extraction of bamboo. In the year 2000, the government mooted a proposal for leasing out
degraded areas to industry, with a JFM arrangement between the local people and the industry. It faced
strong opposition from all sectors and the idea was eventually dropped by the government.99 Disputes over
illegally occupied lands, forest reservation policies and increased restriction on the use of the forests by
local people have created deep conflicts between the tribals and the government. These conflicts have
provided fertile ground for the naxalite movement, an armed extremist leftist movement that started as a
fight against land alienation of tribals and continues to be strongly anti-establishment in tribal dominated
parts of the country.100

                                                
95 Rangachari, C.S. and S. D. Mukherji. 2000. Old Roots New Shoots: A study of Joint Forest Management
in Andhra Pradesh, India. Winrock-Ford Book Series. Winrock International and Ford Foundation, New
Delhi.
96 Bharati and M. Patnaik 1998. Joint Forest Management in Andhra Pradesh. AP NGOs Committee on
JFM, Hyderabad.
97 Pers comm. Satya Srinivas, co-convenor of AFNGOs Committee for JFM in Andhra Pradesh. 2002.
Hyderabad.
98 Bharati and M. Patnaik 1998. Joint Forest Management in Andhra Pradesh. AP NGOs Committee on
JFM, Hyderabad.
99 Mahapatra, R. 2000. Seeking Reliance. Down To Earth.. September 15, 2000 Centre for Science and
Environment, New Delhi;
Pers comm. with members of APNGOs Committee for JFM in Andhra Pradesh. 2002. Hyderabad;
Pers comm. with S.K. Chhottray, Conservator of Forests, Khammam, Andhra Pradesh. 2002.
100 Bharati and M. Patnaik 1998. Joint Forest Management in Andhra Pradesh. AP NGOs Committee on
JFM, Hyderabad.
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The Panchayat (Extension to Scheduled Areas) Act 1996 (PESA) has not yet been implemented in the state,
and the state-level act has been diluted in comparison to the empowering provisions of the Central act.
Commercially valuable NTFP continues to be extracted through contractors and/or government monopoly
institutions such as the Girijan Cooperative Corporation (GCC), despite PESA vesting ownership of NTFPs
in Gram Sabhas/Gram Panchayats. Meanwhile not much attention has been paid towards development,
management and marketing of NTFP that is commercially less valuable but meets most local livelihood
needs.101

Social Forestry

The Social Forestry scheme (supported by the Canadian funding agency, CIDA) was the first official step
towards any kind of participatory management of natural resources in the state. The scheme was not very
successful. Not enough community land was available for plantations, benefits were mainly going to big
farmers, the communities were distrustful of the government and in many cases refused to take part in the
programme for the fear of their limited common lands being taken over by the government.102

However, the scheme did provide a space for positive action where local communities, supporting NGOs
and interested government officials worked at it. The social forestry programme stopped in 1993 with
CIDA funding coming to an end. This was unfortunate for the thousands of poor and landless families who
had participated in this programme. Despite their efforts at plantation and regeneration of the degraded
areas, they have been denied the promised benefits for the last decade or so.103

Social Forestry to Joint Forest Management (JFM)

In 1990, the Joint Forest Management (JFM) Resolution was passed by the Central Government. The
resolution was adopted by AP in 1992, though the new concept of people’s participation was not much
understood by the officers of the FD at the time. At the same time there was a great resistance to sharing
power with the people. After the CIDA funds dried up, the World Bank agreed to fund the AP Forestry
Project (APFP) only under the condition that JFM would be one of the strongest components in the project.
In its original proposal the Andhra Pradesh Forest Department (APFD)had requested for arms and
ammunition to overcome encroachments and other forest offences. However, since then the project has
come a long way in terms of people’s participation as well as benefit sharing. Since 1992, 12 amendments
to the JFM resolution have been made, based on feed back from NGOs and the JFM monitoring cell of the
APFD. JFM is in fact now being seen as a means to resolve land conflict with the tribals. In many cases
encroached land has been included in JFM. The APFD boasts of having cleared 68,000 acres of
‘encroachments’ during phase 1 of the project – this has currently become a highly contentious issue.104

There are also indications that including land in JFM has led to the loss of livelihood for tribals dependent
on shifting cultivation. NGOs are now demanding compensation and rehabilitation for such tribals.105

Compensation is being planned in the second phase of the project, which started in 2002.

                                                
101 Bharati and M. Patnaik 1998. Joint Forest Management in Andhra Pradesh. AP NGOs Committee on
JFM, Hyderabad.
102 ibid;
Rangachari, C.S. and S. D. Mukherji. 2000. Old Roots New Shoots: A study of Joint Forest Management in
Andhra Pradesh, India. Winrock-Ford Book Series. Winrock International and Ford Foundation, New
Delhi;
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104 Comments from Madhu Sarin, Independent Consultant, Chandigarh. 2002.
105 Pers comm. with V.R. Sowmitri, co-convenor of APNGOs Committee for JFM in Andhra Pradesh.
2002. Hyderabad;
Bhanumathi, Samata. 2002. Hyderabad.
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Today JFM appears to be the most widespread form of CF in the state. The World Bank funding, constant
dialogues between the World Bank, FD and NGOs and the push from the Chief Minister himself (who sees
JFM as one of the ways of attaining local empowerment and equity) has ensured that JFM receives greatest
acceptability and attention officially. So far more than 6000 VSSs have been formed in the state.

Important features and criticisms of JFM in the state

Important features of JFM in the state include:
• 100% benefit from the protected forests to the protecting communities106 (though the benefit is only

of incremental value, i.e. only the additional biomass generated after community protection);
• NGOs have been formally included in an advisory and facilitation capacity.
• NGOs are also a part of the JFM Monitoring Committee along with the FD;
• The most visible achievement has been remarkable regeneration of otherwise degraded landscape

where now bamboos and grasses have started coming up for harvest and wild animals have returned
to the forests.107

• For FD officials, overcoming problems with naxalites and resolving conflicts with encroachers
have been the greatest achievements of JFM.108

Major criticisms of JFM include:
• A lack of transparency in the management of funds in most cases by the lower rung of the FD;
• In many instances conserving communities are waiting for the promised benefits even after a

decade of protecting the forests;
• Most decision-making powers remain with the FD and often participation in wage labour is

considered participation in the programme. Thus JFM has yet to achieve true devolution of power;
• Intra-community equity or empowerment of under-privileged sections achieved by the programme

is not clear;
• JFM has in many instances co-opted the areas where forests were being managed independently by

communities. In some instances such co-optation has led to the break down of the traditional
system while JFM has not been able to fill the gap effectively109;

• There are serious problems such as boundary disputes between the conserving and non-conserving
communities;

• In many instances the already strained relationship between tribals and non-tribals has further
deteriorated as under the scheme both tribals and non-tribals get equal benefits and power, or tribal
rights are transferred to non-tribals. Tribals consider this as an unfair deal as they have already been
marginalised by non-tribal communities;

• As more and more areas are receiving protection under JFM, migratory pastoralists often end up in
conflict and fights with the conserving communities. JFM has so far ignored the migratory
communities as well as settled graziers110. JFM committees comprising of better-off villagers often
bypass panchayats and disenfranchise poor graziers of their rights;

• JFM still remains a scheme for the FD and has not yet been accepted as a forest management
practice which will continue with or without external funds111;
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108 Sundar, N., R. Jeffery and N. Thin. 2001. Branching Out: Joint Forest Management in India. Oxford
University Press, New Delhi.
109 Anon. 2001. Joint Forest Management: A Critique Based on People’s Perceptions. Samata, Hyderabad.
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110 Pers comm. with Sagri Ramdas, Anthra, Andhra Pradesh. 2002. Hyderabad.
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• Despite provisions in the existing law the government has resisted legally recognizing the JFM
Village Forest Committees.

From JFM to CFM

The government passed the Community Forest Management Resolution (G.O. Ms. No. 13, EFES&T (for
III) Dept.) on 12th February 2002. The new resolution appears very much the same as the earlier JFM
resolution in spirit and content, although it claims to achieve greater empowerment of local institutions.
The local NGOs do not feel that the new resolution will substantially change the ground realities. At
grassroots level, villagers are largely unaware of the new resolution or its operational impacts.112

Local People’s Initiative

Documentation of forests being conserved and managed by the communities on their own initiative is
extremely scant in AP. There are occasional references to such examples in conversation with people
working on the issue of natural resource management.

It is believed that the tribal and forest dominated Srikakulam, Vizianagaram, Vizakhapatnam,
Nizamambad, Khammam, Adilabad, and East and West Godavari Districts have a rich tradition of systems
and practices of forest resource management. The villages bordering Orissa are believed to have been
influenced by the community forestry initiatives in Orissa and have started protection of their surrounding
forests.113 In other examples, villagers appear to have started forest protection as a response to resource
scarcity or are continuing a traditional practice. Some examples of traditional forest management include
villages like Oblapuram and Velidelkala in Kareemnagar District; Yanampalli and Sikendarapur in
Nizamabad; and some sacred groves in Warangal District, among others.114 Forest protection by
Behroonguda village, a JFM “show case” in the state and the first FPC to be recognized by the government,
was an initiative started by the villagers on their own to overcome the natural resource crunch.115 There
were other fine examples of traditional forest management in Srikakulam District which collapsed after
being included in JFM 116. On the other hand a few villages in Adilabad district, which continue to manage
forests on their own, have rejected JFM outright.117 Some efforts are offshoots of rebellions against
government policies such as village Mantoor in Medak district where villagers’ efforts started as an
opposition to clear felling of adjoining degraded forests by APFDC.118 Subsequently, an order has been
passed which makes the consent of adjoining FPCs mandatory for APFDC to clear fell any forest.119

The drier parts of AP have a long history and tradition of management of irrigation tanks. In 1955-56, local
communities were managing about 58,527 tanks. This system has rapidly deteriorated in past few decades
for a host of reasons, including government take over of these tanks. In 1997, the government enacted the
AP Farmers Management of Irrigation Systems Act,120 making AP the first state to have a participatory

                                                
112 Pers comm. with villagers of village Eliminadu in Ranga Reddy District, Andhra Pradesh. 2002.
113 Pers comm. with Madhoo, Anthra Andhra Pradesh. 2002. Hyderabad.
Pers comm. with Bhanumathi, Samata, Andhra Pradesh. 2002. Hyderabad.
114 Pers comm. with Surendra Pandey, Conservator of Forests, Nizamabad, Andhra Pradesh. 2002.
Hyderabad.
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117 Pers comm. with Madhoo, Anthra Andhra Pradesh. 2002. Hyderabad.
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119 Pers comm. with V.R. Sowmitri, Co-convenor of APNGOs Committee for JFM in Andhra Pradesh.
2002. Hyderabad
120 Venkateshwarlu, D. and K. Srinivas. 2001. Troubled Wasters: Status of Tank Management Institutions
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irrigation management system.121 Some of these tanks are roosting or nesting sites for endangered birds like
the crested grebe.122 Herons and sometimes Pelicans roost and breed in heronries established on old village
trees and often protected by local villagers. Some examples of heronries include Vedurupattu in Nellore
District, Uppalapadu in Guntur District and Nelapattu in Nellore District.123

CF Efforts supported by NGOs and Donors

Among the most well known examples of CF efforts in AP are the regeneration of degraded forests on
hillocks under the jurisdiction of the revenue department (the government department that controls all land
except the land under the FD) in the drought prone district of Anantpur. This effort by the communities has
been facilitated and promoted by the NGO Anana Paryavaran Parirakshana (APP). Encouraged by the
efforts in Anantpur, regeneration of revenue hillocks was also initiated by local NGOs and communities in
Cuduppa district. These efforts have been supported by funding agencies such as OXFAM and Action for
Food Production (AFPRO). About 150 acres of degraded landscape around Rishi Valley Education Centre
in Rayalseema has been regenerated. This regeneration has been possible through the efforts of local
farmers, NGOs and the school children of the Rishi Valley school.124

4.3  State and District Level Networks

AP has a large number of grassroots NGOs working on social, political, health and ecological issues. Only
a few NGOs were involved in the forestry sector before the emergence of JFM. These include APP which
promoted regeneration of revenue hills; Deccan Development Society (DDS) which helped in women’s
empowerment through the social forestry programme; Samata which has been involved in issues of mining
in forested areas and tribal rights; and some others.

Except for the naxalite dominated Telangana region, district-level networks of NGOs are very common in
AP. The history of emergence of NGO networks varies across districts. In Chittoor, Paja  Prayavaran
Prarakshan Udyaman (PPPU) is among the oldest networks. This network inspired many others in other
districts. In some districts donor or channelling agencies such as the Centre for World Solidarity (CWS),
OXFAM, Christian Aid and AFPRO have found that working with a network of small NGOs and
individuals is an effective use of limited resources. Hence many networks were supported by these
agencies.

CWS supports a network of 26 grassroots level NGOs (including 6 NGOs headed by women) in 8 districts.
Each of these NGOs is working with 10-15 FPCs. The main focus of CWS is on developing people
oriented policies. Their main activities include capacity building, mediating between government and local
agencies, and promoting women’s participation in forestry programmes. They have promoted many all-
women FPCs.125 AFPRO is a channelling agency for funds from the Swiss Development Corporation and
Christian Aid. AFPRO’s project plan is put into operation with the help of a network of grassroots level
NGOs. AFPRO works mainly in Cuddapa District with 14 partner NGOs and 120 FPCs. The main focus is
on capacity building and supporting small NGOs on a long-term basis. AFPRO also provides services to
NGOs, sometimes on charge. AFPRO has been a part of APP working on regeneration of revenue hillocks
in Anantpur district.126

                                                
121 Sundar, N., R. Jeffery and N. Thin. 2001. Branching Out: Joint Forest Management in India. Oxford
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122 Choudhury, B.C. and D. Mudappa. 1995. Wetland Conservation and Management in Andhra Pradesh –
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123 ibid.
124 Rangaswami, S. 1998. Rishi Valley Experiment. Hindu Folio. September 1998.
125 Pers comm. with Suryakumari, Programme Officer, Centre for World Solidarity, Secunderabad, Andhra
Pradesh. 2002.
126 Pers comm. with K. Siva Prasad, Unit Manager, Action for Food Production (AFPRO), Hyderabad.
2002.



Learning from International Community Forestry Networks: India Report

61

The World Bank-supported APFP appears to have encouraged NGOs to work on JFM issues, since it is the
most actively promoted government programme with a greater promise of devolution of power than any
other programme. Most NGOs working on JFM see their role as intermediaries helping in effective
implementation of the programme. In recent years many NGOs have conducted critical assessments of JFM
which have been given to the government and are used for lobbying. NGOs regularly participate in
meetings organized by the FD or by donor agencies, and make their concerns heard. NGOs in AP
coordinate with each other on various issues as is clear from the successful lobbying against leasing of
forestland to industry in 2000. Most NGOs are networked with each other at range, district or state level.

NGOs Committee on Participatory Forest Management

In 1992, the fact that the FD had requested arms and ammunition in its proposed forestry programme came
to light. Many NGOs working on tribal rights, encroachments, shifting cultivation, and the Save Eastern
Ghats Movement, came together to lobby for promoting participatory forestry. This took shape into a
network of NGOs involved in promoting JFM, which came to be known as APNGOs. Ford Foundation, Dr.
Hiremath from Karnataka, Dr. A.K. Banerjee from West Bengal, and the National Support Group (NSG) of
the SPWD-JFM network were among the main influences behind this network127 . From 1992 to 1999,
Centre for Environment Concerns (CEC), a Hyderabad-based NGO, functioned as the secretariat of the
network. The initial financial support came from Christian Aid, OXFAM India Trust, Centre for World
Solidarity (CWS), AFPRO, Action Aid and APFD. The Network was registered in December 2001. The
Head Office is in Hyderabad. Currently financial support is through Inter Co-operation and OXFAM.
APFD, AFPRO, CWS, and Action Aid continue to provide short term and activity-based support.

The Network includes 200 NGOs spread over 17 districts, which form the General Body of the Network.
All the networks mentioned above are also a part of the APNGO network. NGOs from each district elect
three or four representatives for the State Committee, which is the main decision-making body. The
Steering Committee or the Secretariat (main implementing body) of the Network is composed of three
representatives from each region in the state. Of these, at least one representative must be a woman. The
secretariat looks after the functioning and implementation of the NGOs’ agenda for forestry.128 The
network claims to operate among 2000 of a total of 6616 FPCs in the state. Regular monitoring of
implementation of JFM is the prime concern of the Network. The Network has played a major role in many
changes brought about since 1992, such as: inclusion of NGOs in the Managing Committee of FPCs; 100%
benefits from the harvest to communities; support by the government to NGOs for select activities helping
in forming federations of FPCs  at the range level ; making it mandatory for the APFDC to seek clearance
from the adjoining FPC  before clear-felling forested areas for industrial use; and so on. The Network also
supports activities of NGOs that are not a part of the Network. For example, it is active in judicial
intervention in the settlement process in certain Protected Areas along with Samata.

4.4 Perceptions of Local, National and International Networks

As indicated in the sections above, a whole host of actors have influenced community forestry and trends in
the last few decades. These include the communities themselves, motivated government officials, NGOs,
donor agencies such as the World Bank and OXFAM, and the political leadership in the state.

The following section deals with perceptions of local, national and international networks in AP. This
includes views expressed by a single person or shared by a whole host of actors. Quotes have generally
been avoided.

4.4.1 Perceptions of Government Officials: National Networks

                                                
127 Personal communication with K.S. Gopal, Centre for Environment Concerns, Hyderabad. 2002.
128 Personal communication  with members of APNGOs Committee for JFM in Andhra Pradesh. 2000.
Hyderabad;
Pers comm. with K.S. Gopal, Centre for Environment Concerns, Hyderabad. 2002.
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Officials were not aware of the JFM Cell at the MoEF, functioning through RUPFOR. Only one
government official was aware of the national networks. He felt that networking at national level is
important for bringing about positive policy changes. He was aware of the NSG (SPWD-JFM Network) but
felt that networking at the national level tends to be very individual oriented and very diffused.

4.4.2 Perceptions of Government Officials: International Networks

The general feeling among government officials was that international networks tend to bypass government
institutions. Few officials knew of any international networks (2 of 5 interviewed, both retired from top FD
positions). The most commonly heard of networks included AFN, CIFOR and RECOFTC. (The following
perceptions are therefore with these networks in mind as the other networks were completely invisible).
One FD official who has attended many national and international meetings on JFM and CFM, felt that
international networks were not visible in debates on CFM. He also felt that international networks cannot
directly get involved with local issues, and that it is more appropriate for them to work through local and
national networks.

4.4.2 (a) Training and Capacity Building

Middle rung officials expressed a desire to know more about the functioning and activities of international
networks. An interest was expressed in training and capacity building networks such as RECOFTC and
CIFOR (information available with the researcher was photocopied and kept for use in the forest
department). Officials expressed dissatisfaction about the fact that international networks have not tried to
approach the government departments for participation in training programmes.

4.4.2 (b) Communication and Information Dissemination

Three officials had seen AFN publications and found case studies in particular very useful. Two had seen
the FTPP newsletter and found the information useful. However, they felt that international networks
themselves do not make an effort to reach this information to those influencing CFM at state or local level.
Only those who are interested, and who chance upon these publications or newsletters, subscribe to them.
The general feeling was that international networks gain more from local experiences than the other way
round. Little effort has been made to share information with local groups or reach people at the level of the
state or local sites. For example, all interviewed officials were aware of a visit by Dr. Mark Poffenberger in
February 2002 to study the ecological impacts of JFM in the state,  though they did not consider it as an
AFN activity.

4.4.2 (c) Workshops and Meetings

Except for one official, who had attended a meeting organized by AFN at Surajkund in 1996, no other
officer had participated in an international network meeting or workshop. The official felt that even when
meetings are organized such as the one by AFN, there is no follow up.

An international meeting on “Global Perspectives on Indigenous People’s Forestry” to be held in June 2002
at Vancouver had requested for participation of one representative each from a tribal community and a non-
tribal forest dependent community in the country. It was felt that such interactions help improve the
capacity of the local people as well as boost their morale. However, officials were not aware of any such
interaction and participation being facilitated by any international networks.

4.4.2 (d) Tools of Communication

Almost all officials felt that the Internet is a good means of communication, though they noted that it leaves
out a large section of people at the grassroots level. Also information is mostly in English, a language that
is not understood at local sites. It was suggested that networks could help create local resource centres for
training and dissemination of information in local languages. In some districts in AP, local FD officials
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informally translate some relevant material for local distribution. These efforts could be encouraged and
supported.

It was felt that communication by international networks is a one-way flow. Networks seem to learn from
local experiences but it is not clear how this benefits the local initiatives. It is a one-way enrichment
process with unclear benefits to the concerned communities. A feeling that “international networks do not
talk, do not communicate information about themselves, only come, learn and publish” emerged very
strongly.

4.4.2 (e) Relevance of International Networks

It was generally felt that international networks can have a limited impact in a local situation. Officials
unanimously felt that local NGO networks have been very effective in influencing the trends in JFM. Local
networks act as monitoring agencies and regularly interact with government agencies on critical issues. One
official felt that it would be more relevant for international networks to operate through local networks than
to try and influence things directly.

Most officials indicated that donor agencies such as the World Bank have influenced the direction of JFM
in the state much more than any other international actors.

4.4.2 (f) Potential Role for International Networks

 International networks could:
1. Focus on sharing of experiences from across the world by bringing out case studies from remote

areas and facilitating and helping in their translation.
2. Help facilitate exchange visits within the country or across countries.
3. Help establish local resource centres for assimilation and dissemination of information in local

languages.
4. Make more effort to inform concerned actors about their activities and possibilities of linkages.
5. Provide greater visibility and support to the local networks.
6. Make more effort to disseminate copies of published documents to government officials.

4.4.3 Perceptions of NGOs and Donors: National Networks

Views on national networks were diverse. Most people felt that national networks have not been very
relevant to AP, and that their approach has remained top-down. For example the National Support Group
(NSG) of the SPWD-JFM network expected local networks to become one of their components - in other
words a state level branch of the SPWD-JFM network - instead of the national network becoming a part of
the local network. Often activities of the local networks were reported as the SPWD-JFM network’s own
activities in newsletters. This was not acceptable to many local groups. Consequently the local office of
SPWD has remained independent and is not a part of the APNGOs network. National networks have not
followed a democratic process of electing representatives from local sites to state level and eventually to
the national level. It was felt that national networks originate in Delhi, harbour a somewhat haughty
attitude, and often do not reflect local concerns.

Others felt that that the SPWD-JFM network played a crucial role in the initial stages of emergence of the
APNGOs network. Dr. Mark Poffenberger and Ford Foundation provided useful insights and support. The
SPWD-JFM network also played an important role in organizing the Save Eastern Ghats Movement which
laid the foundation for the APNGOs network. It disseminated information on the initial JFM order. Some
of their publications were very useful. It also facilitated a visit of NGO representatives to West Bengal to
learn from JFM experiences there. However, there has been little interaction with the SPWD-JFM network
in the past few years.

Other national networks that some of the local groups have had limited interactions with, include RUPFOR,
IBRAD’s training network and DNRM (Decentralisation of Natural Resource Management), an e-mail
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discussion group on decentralised natural resource management. Members of CWS were aware of
RUPFOR. However, the local focal point for the JFM cell at RUPFOR had heard nothing from the network
for over a year, and no longer considered herself a member. APNGOs representatives have participated in
multi-stakeholder meetings organised by RUPFOR. A few NGOs had heard about training programmes
organized by IBRAD but could not elucidate. Sagri Ramdas of Anthra found the DNRM e-mail discussion
group very useful during the anti-grazing policy lobbying.

However a general feeling among most local NGOs and networks was that national networks were not
playing the role that they should be playing at the local level, especially in sharing information to which
local groups have limited access. One NGO representative felt that national networks have not made
sufficient efforts to ensure that all groups are adequately represented at the national level.

Local groups received crucial support from national NGOs while lobbying against transfer of degraded
land to the industry, and the proposed grazing policy. However, this support was more through informal
linkages and networks rather than formal national networks. APNGOs’ criticism was that while the local
groups were fighting against transfer of land to industry they were unaware of the existence of a study
report by MoEF (by N.C Saxena) that had rejected this approach. This report could have helped local
groups in lobbying. It was felt that national networks could have played an important role by providing
crucial information at critical points.

4.4.3 (a) Potential Role for National Networks

1. National networks should inform local groups of new policy formulations, or emerging trends in
CFM. Presently, NGOs at state level felt largely de-linked from the national processes and
debates. National NGOs can also help in dissemination of such information.

2. Currently, NGOs in the four states of Orissa, Karnataka, AP and Maharashtra have established an
inter-state CFM learning process. National networks should facilitate and support such processes.

3. National networks should help local groups in lobbying.
4. National networks should organise issue-based meetings at the local level.

4.4.4 Perceptions of NGOs and Donors: International Networks

Few people had heard of any international networks or their areas of focus. The most commonly heard of
were AFN, FTPP (only the newsletter), and RECOFTC. International networks were not felt to be relevant
in local situations. As stated by an independent researcher, “Global debates and theories are not relevant at
the local level. Every day realities, and issues of livelihood are too stark here to bother about what the latest
theory in CFM is!” Another interviewee felt that “issues at ground level, on reaching macro-level, change
character” - thus making international networks not too relevant in a local situation. Local networks are
more effective in implementation of policies and bringing about operational changes (which eventually
affect national policies). However, the interviewee also felt that international networks provide greater
visibility to local issues. Most NGOs felt that there was little information available about international
networks, making it impossible to judge how relevant international networks could be in the local context.

4.4.4 (a) Training and Capacity Building

One person from AFPRO had attended a training programme at RECOFTC and found it very useful:
“Resource people were good and the course exposed participants to international issues and experiences”.
He had made a presentation on his training to the various members of APNGOs network. Members of
APNGOs are familiar with RECOFTC and have found their newsletter useful. Personnel from RECOFTC,
Bangkok had also participated in the Save Eastern Ghats Movement in 1992 and had made a presentation
about RECOFTC and its functioning. NGOs felt that training programmes conducted by RECOFTC
improve managerial capacity of state/grass root level NGOs. However these training programmes are very
expensive, and are therefore out of reach for most local NGOs or grassroots organisations. In addition,
training is in English thus making it less attractive for local workers.
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Though it may not be practical for international networks to communicate directly in local languages, the
need for co-ordinating translations through local networks seems essential.

4.4.4 (b) Communication and Information Dissemination

Only a few members of APNGOs were familiar with a case study conducted by AFN on Behroonguda
village, a successful example of CFM. APNGOs published the translated version of the above-mentioned
case study, and the concerned community was paid a royalty of Rs. 5000. However, this was said to be an
initiative of APNGOs rather than coming from AFN, because the author, D’Silva, seems to be recognized
in his individual capacity rather than as an AFN member. Most NGOs were not familiar with other AFN
publications. Dr. Mark Poffenberger of AFN had recently visited the state but none of the NGOs or local
networks were aware about his visit.

Many NGOs had seen the FTPP newsletter and found it very useful. A couple of people mentioned that the
circulation and response was better before the South Asia HQ of FTPP was shifted to Nepal. Members of
CWS have interacted with the European Tropical Forest Research Network, and have sent the network
information about CWS projects in AP. CWS was also the only organisation that had heard of WRM and
the Global Biodiversity Forum, but had no other information about them. They were keen on receiving
more information on these networks, but didn’t know how to go about it.

4.4.4 (c) Tools of Communication

NGOs felt that the Internet is an effective tool of communication and is currently being under-utilized by
both national networks and international networks. Most NGOs were familiar with the information cell and
the web site of the World Bank and suggested that international networks could think of developing along
those lines.

Since all international networks do have their own websites and make extensive use of them, it seems that
international networks may simply not be interesting or relevant enough for these NGOs to take the
initiative and find out more on the Internet.

4.4.4 (d) Potential Role for International Networks

1. Proactive dissemination of information. Helping local groups in distribution and translation of
documents. Exchange of best practices and good case studies.

2. Facilitating exchange visits between countries.
3. Establishment of local resource centres on specific issues.
4. Making local groups aware of the activities of international networks as well as international

processes and forums.
5. Lobbying with the World Bank and other donors at international level.
6. Training programmes at local level rather than focusing on resource-intensive training

programmes abroad. Training could include formulation of micro-plans, process documentation
and capacity building.

7. Spend time and energy in finding out what work is already being done at the local level and how
value can be added to what is happening already.

4.5 Summary of Key Points on International Networks in AP

1. International networks were almost invisible in the state. A few people had heard of AFN, and
some were familiar with the FTPP Newsletter. Most people were not familiar with publications or
other activities of international networks. Those familiar with the FTPP newsletter had found it
useful. None of the international networks seem to have in any way directly influenced any form
of community forestry in the state. Most groups felt that national networks were more relevant at
local level than international networks, especially in lobbying for certain issues. However, it
emerged that if the following points were taken into account, international networks could become
more relevant in a local situation:
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2. International networks often have a one-way interaction with local sites. Network members gather
information and publish documents. Not much effort is made to ensure that the documents are
widely distributed at the local site or translated into local languages. Though it may not be
practical for international networks to communicate directly in local languages, the need for co-
ordinating translations through local networks seems essential.

3. Networks seem to learn from local experiences but it is not clear how this benefits the local
initiatives. It is a one-way enrichment process with unclear benefits to the concerned communities.
A feeling that “international networks do not talk, do not communicate information about
themselves, only come, learn and publish” emerged very strongly.

4. International networks could be more proactive about reaching local groups and bringing up local
issues in newsletters regularly. International networks could also be more proactive in making
local groups aware of the existence and objectives of international networks.

5. Not much effort has gone into adding value to what is already happening at a local site either
through exchange of experiences with easily accessible tools and language, or in any other way.

6. International networks could play a crucial role by facilitating exchange of information and
effectively disseminating it through creation of local resource centres. Networks can also help to
facilitate exchange visits within a country or across countries.

7. International networks could help with lobbying on critical issues, especially at international level.
For example they could help lobbying with donor agencies based on local experiences and issues.

8. International networks and national networks should function in a manner that facilitates the work
of existing local networks or operate through these networks rather than establishing their own
branches and co-opting the activities of local groups/networks.

9. Networks could coordinate among themselves to avoid duplication of efforts and for maximum
cohesive impact at a local level.

5. INDIA REPORT CONCLUSION:
SUMMARY OF MAIN LESSONS LEARNED

By and large the preliminary findings from Delhi were confirmed while visiting the different states.
Additional important points also came to light. Overall findings and lessons learned are summarised below.
Findings about individual networks have not been summarised here, as evaluation of specific networks is
not the objective of the study. Findings and lessons have instead been organised thematically.

In the methodology jointly worked out by the international research team, it was agreed that the
effectiveness of CF networking could be measured in terms of the degree to which it has succeeded in
promoting the following:

• empowerment – inclusive decision-making, including marginal voices
• equitable income generation and livelihood strategies in communities
• access to, and control of forests by, the local communities
• ecological sustainability and conservation
• 2-way flows of information in appropriate forms and languages

As per the above criteria, it would seem that international networks have played a small role in India, and
overall not been very influential. As far as impact on, and inclusion of, communities and marginal voices is
concerned, there was no evidence that international network activities had a direct impact at the grassroots
level. Communication in local languages, or facilitation of communication in local languages did not seem
to have been a priority for any network.  However, it is possible that international networks may have had
an indirect role in promoting CF and sustainability at grassroots level, by influencing some individuals and
institutions that work at grassroots level, through information dissemination, research, workshops, and
training on the above topics. It was not possible to ascertain the extent of this influence, as interviewees
were vague about this.
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Some interviewees agreed that there had been an overall beneficial influence of international networks in
promoting CF, but could not specify what this was. Others felt that international networks had not played
any relevant or influential role in India. Judging from the fact that international networks have by and large
succeeded in reaching out to many key players in CF, it is highly likely that international networks have
had some kind of influence in India, but overall they have not been perceived as being widely influential.
The key question is whether the time and resources spent on/by international networks, are proportionate to
the impacts achieved, particularly at grassroots level.

5.1 Reach and impact of international networks

5.1.1 Regional representation

International networks were more visible in Delhi, Madhya Pradesh and West Bengal, and less so in
Andhra Pradesh. All the three states studied have an environment conducive to JFM or CF, with presence
of national or state level networks. Madhya Pradesh and West Bengal have a smaller presence of NGOs
and weak state-level networking as compared to Andhra Pradesh. However, they do have a greater presence
of national networks, while IIFM and IBRAD have provided substantial support for CF in different ways,
including through their involvement with national networks. Given the presence of strong state-level
networks and NGOs in AP, one would have expected international networks to have played a greater role
there, by exploiting the existing mass base of networks, to reach out to a large number of people at
grassroots level through information dissemination, training, etc. However, international networks were
found to have a relatively larger presence in West Bengal, MP and Delhi. One reason could be that these
three places are served by large, formalised institutions. Delhi, being the capital, is a hub of international
and national institutions, while IBRAD and IIFM have a strong presence in West Bengal and Madya
Pradesh as well as a presence outside these states. It may be that international networks have found it easier
to communicate with such institutions where the favoured tools of communication – email and the English
language – were not lacking.

5.1.2 Linkages to national and local networks

The most glaring gap in international network activity was the fact that there did not seem to be any attempt
to create formal links with national or local networks through collaborative activities and facilitation, even
where local networks were strong and vibrant, such as JSM in Madhya Pradesh or APNGOs in Andhra
Pradesh. Many of the individuals active in national or regional networks were also actively engaged with
international networks. It may be, therefore, that international networks were indirectly influencing national
or local networking through these individuals. However, this was not obvious, and it seems that a more
effective role could be played by international networks if they were to formally link with indigenous
networks. Two main purposes could be served by linking formally with national / local networks:

1) co-ordination of activities with national/local networks, or facilitating their activities, would mean
that the influence of international networks would be reaching out to a large, pre-existing base of
people, whether it is for information dissemination or capacity building activities. In other words,
it would greatly add value to an on-going process.

2) It could avoid the problem of being perceived as a ‘foreign’ activity, because people would find it
easier to relate to an indigenous network, and would be less ‘suspicious’ of international networks
if they were directly linked to indigenous networking efforts.

5.1.3 Impact on different sectors

International networks do not seem to have made any effort to target forest departments, which are central
to the implementation of JFM, the predominant form of CF. This misses out a crucial sector in the CF
scenario, and perhaps serves to alienate the FD. The alienation may be further fuelled by the feeling that
networks and NGOs tend to ‘protect’ a certain kind of idea of CF, where NGOs and communities are
supported against any governmental initiative. It was felt, for example, that networks tend to mainly
highlight successes of CF, even though there is much to learn from failures of CF. The FD is a key player
in JFM, and perceives itself as such, clearly illustrated in the example of the WWF-Foresters Network
which faded away because the FD felt that a foresters’ network should be a governmental initiative, and did
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not extend its patronage to the network. It seems necessary to make an effort to include the FD in
international networking and dialogue, so as not to bypass a key player in CF, and thus perhaps reduce the
effectiveness of international networking in India. Within the FD, awareness of international networks was
largely restricted to those officials who were exposed to the academic circuit. An important point to note
about the Indian context is that each state has an independent FD. Therefore the only way to influence the
FD would be to directly target state FDs. This is all the more crucial because there is no internal
mechanism within the FD as a whole whereby information is disseminated horizontally or vertically
through the structure. This means that targeting specific officers in the FD who happen to be interested in
networking can have a limited impact at best, and no wider significance for the FD as an institution.
International networks would need to take into account the modalities of FD functioning for effective and
informed targeting of the FD as an institution.

International networks have had an impact mainly among larger NGOs/institutions and
researchers/academics. This has been mainly in terms of information dissemination, facilitating research,
and capacity building. There has been little tangible impact at the level of grassroots workers, grassroots
communities and at policy level. In contrast, donors such as Ford Foundation and the World Bank, and
indigenous networks like the SPWD-JFM network, seem to have played a greater role in directly pushing
for policy change and facilitating changes on the ground. It is likely that international networks have had an
indirect influence at policy level and at grassroots level, by influencing and capacity building of those who
are key players at policy and grassroots level. For example, IBRAD provides training to a large cross-
section of people that includes FD officials, NGOs and grassroots communities. Influences of international
networks that have fed into IBRAD’s local training programmes would have indirectly reached this cross-
section. Policy recommendations by key individuals at national level may also have been influenced by
exposure to international networks. This kind of indirect impact, however, is intangible, and very difficult
to evaluate. None of the interviewees could pinpoint impacts at grassroots or policy level.

There may be an assumption by international networks, that targeting a few key individuals and institutions
will ensure a wider network influence through a horizontal and vertical domino effect, either indirectly as
described above, or by individuals and institutions actively taking the initiative to disseminate international
network information, or replicate training received from networks. However, given the vagueness of
responses regarding impacts of international networks at grassroots and policy level, this does not seem a
safe assumption. For example, the major direct and tangible result of IBRAD’s and IIFM’s association with
FTPP/RECOFTC was two international training programmes that catered mainly to overseas participants.
There was also facilitation of research at IIFM and IBRAD, institutional capacity building (especially in
terms of training) and in addition individuals went abroad for network meetings where country strategies
were planned (though apparently follow-up was poor) and personal contacts built up. Direct offshoots of
this collaboration were that IBRAD and IIFM began their own international training programmes, which
cater mainly to overseas participants. As far as Indian participation is concerned, it is restricted to a very
small number who have some kind of institutional sponsorship or backing to pay the high cost of the
training.

As described earlier, the training collaboration with FTPP/RECOFTC directly inspired the creation of a CF
Centre at IIFM, to co-ordinate the international training programme and also support local networking
efforts. In addition, the M.P. NRM Network has, to some extent, been facilitated by RECOFTC. In these
two cases (the CF Centre and the M.P. NRM Network), it is clear that international networks have played a
large role in terms of inspiration and exposure to possibilities. These were unplanned off-shoots, which
have the potential to be beneficial at a grassroots level. It seems, however, that a more focussed
intervention by international networks that directly facilitates indigenous networking, or targets a broader
base of people across sectors, albeit through partner institutions, could be more beneficial than relying on
unplanned offshoots. There could be some mechanism in place to ensure a horizontal spread of
international network influence, through activities undertaken by local members or partners. For example,
the two international training programmes (referred to above) on their own would not have had much of an
impact, especially since there was no follow-up done to ensure that the training was being applied at field
level.
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A related point is that targeting a few key contacts can give rise to a narrow ‘clique’ of people. Time and
again, the same individuals or institutions were referred to, for national as well as international networks.
Those outside this circle were often not aware of network activities even in their own region. Even within
institutions, international networking activity seemed to rely only on a few key people. This could be a
problem since no institutional memory is built up, especially given the fact that process documentation is
usually poor. The tendency for international network activity to be limited to a clique may give rise to the
feeling that networks are exclusive, inaccessible or remote processes, confined to higher-ranking or well-
connected individuals.

5.2. Relevance and role of international networks

5.2.1 Relevance within India

There were mixed responses regarding the relevance of international networks. Most people felt that
international networks had a role to play in information dissemination, training and capacity building,
providing inspiration and exposure, and building up a network of contacts. People appreciated publications
that could be used for research, teaching and background information. In terms of specific content, people
appreciated case studies from various parts of the world (especially from countries with contexts similar to
India); information on workshops, seminars and new publications; information that was relevant in the field
as well as outside the field; information on NTFP, marketing, income generation activities, gender, PRA
and conflict management, among other things. The training provided by RECOFTC was overall
appreciated in terms of its content. Workshops/seminars were appreciated for providing the opportunity to
build up personal contacts, engage in dialogue and obtain feedback from international participants
regarding country activities (though poor follow-up after workshops seemed to be a problem). It was felt
that exposure to international networks and international information led to strengthening of one’s
convictions; increased confidence in knowing that other people were engaged with similar ideas and
programmes; and inspiration to innovate and explore new possibilities in India.

However most people felt that national/local networks were far more relevant for influencing policy and
leading to changes on the ground. It was felt that international networks could play a valuable supporting
role to indigenous networking. International networking with a regional focus was seen as more relevant
for learning and exchanges with countries with contexts similar to India (e.g. learning from Nepal).

While several people felt that they had personally benefited from the exposure offered by international
networks in terms of information gained, workshops, seminars, facilitation of research and building up
contacts for networking, the impact of international networks in the larger picture remained intangible.
Comments on this were restricted to remarks to the effect that international networks may have had only an
indirect effect at grassroots or policy level.

5.2.2 Origins of a network and the need for decentralisation

The origins of a network seem to be important in determining its sustainability and level of acceptance. It
may be that international networks are seen as less relevant than indigenous networks because people view
them as top-down, centralised processes, as opposed to need-based, context-driven networks. ‘Foreign’
origins can also give rise to suspicion regarding the political clarity or underlying agenda of a network.
Perhaps networks need to address the issue of political clarity (e.g. examine perceptions linked to network
donors) if they want to include politically sensitive actors such as the MTOs of M.P. Part of the problem
has been that several people (not all) experienced networks as a one-way flow of information (with
networks sending out newsletters or training people) rather than as an exchange of dialogue and
experiences. A different perspective on the ‘one-way flow of information’ emerged in Andhra Pradesh,
where it was felt that networks seem to learn from local experiences but that it is a one-way enrichment
process with unclear benefits to the concerned communities. There was a strong feeling that international
networks “do not communicate information about themselves, [they] only come, learn and publish”.
Networks need to examine ways of creating better mechanisms for feed-back and inclusive dialogue to
address the above issues.
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The experience of the SPWD-JFM network is illustrative of the need for a decentralised, regional, bottom-
up approach. The national network previously had an all-India approach whereby co-ordinators would deal
with thematic issues across the country, and membership comprised mainly of NGOs. Now the attempt is
to create regional networks, with membership comprising of FPCs. Though it is still a network that
originates from ‘above’, there is a definite focus on creating a grassroots-driven process and consciously
excluding ‘outsiders’ like NGOs and researchers. This change of approach should, for example, address the
problem faced in Andhra Pradesh, where the SPWD-JFM network was seen as an imposition from outside,
and an attempt to co-opt local networking into a larger process, rather than the national network becoming
a part of local initiatives. The SPWD-JFM network experience also points to the fact that in a country as
large and diverse as India, the effectiveness of a generalised blanket approach, or a centralised approach,
would be relatively low. IBRAD has matched this move towards decentralisation with a decision to
decentralise its SPWD-JFM Training Sub-Network into state chapters.

In contrast, there was not much evidence of international networks taking a context-driven approach to
promoting CF. Overall, international network activities did not seem to be shaped by an awareness of
attitudes to ‘foreign’ activity, policy contexts, political contexts, and the dynamics between various actors
in CF, such as the importance of the FD as a key player, or the significance of local networks. Firstly, while
many people were very appreciative of international network activity, negative attitudes to international
networking included suspicion and cynicism. It emerged that it is probably important to create a strong
network identity within the country, and to have (and be perceived as having) an identifiable and stable
base in India. This does not seem to have happened with any network. Among the three networks that had
the strongest visibility in India, AFN co-ordination shifted from WWF in Delhi to IIFM in Bhopal, and
AFN presence has been almost non-existent for the last couple of years, while FTPP and RECOFTC are
seen as having a regional base in Kathmandu and Bangkok respectively. IIFM and IBRAD, two of the main
institutions linked with FTPP/RECOFTC, felt disappointed and alienated from the network because they
felt they had been ‘cut-off’ apparently without a clear reason. Having a long-term, stable base in India, with
easily identifiable local co-ordinators and activities, may help to increase the real and perceived relevance
of international networks. Secondly, considering that there is a policy and political environment conducive
to CF and JFM in all three states studied, one would have expected greater value-addition by international
networks to existing efforts, particularly at grassroots level – maybe something as simple as facilitating
awareness of community rights under JFM through local networks (as the M.P. NRM network hopes to do)
or improve the interface between the FD and NGOs (as the MoEF-JFM network is attempting to do). As
already mentioned, there has not been an attempt to exploit the potential of indigenous networks. The
exclusion from international networking of MTOs in Madhya Pradesh, despite IIFM being a hub of
international networking activity in the state, is an example of not shaping network activities on the basis of
the political context, where MTOs offer key grassroots perspectives and even have a strong network of
their own. (It is also an example of over-reliance on one nodal agency in the state, which may not be able to
interact with a range of sectors that have a stake in CF issues.) A related point to be made here, is that it is
not always desirable to target only those who are focussing exclusively on CF – this excludes key persons
working on participatory NRM as a whole (such as MTOs, or those working on participatory watershed
management like NCHSE, for example), who would be valuable for international CF networking activities.
Thirdly, as already mentioned, the FD as an institution has been practically ignored despite its key role in
the Indian CF context, except for some officials who are exposed to the academic circuit, or those who
make a personal effort to be involved. Even then, it seems to be restricted to relatively high level officials,
rather than lower level officials who are more closely connected to field implementation. In addition to the
FD, it may also be beneficial to target elected representatives, given the important role played by political
will in promoting CF in Andhra Pradesh, West Bengal and Madhya Pradesh.

5.2.3 Global potential of international networks

There was almost no awareness of the impact or role of international networks with regard to influencing
international policy and agreements. There was a feeling that the CBD had helped to raise awareness about
biodiversity through the participatory (currently ongoing) NBSAP process, though the role of international
networks in this equation was not known. Apart from this, it is difficult to say how global lobbying has
affected India, because many issues such as biodiversity or tribal rights have also been raised indigenously.
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It is possible that international negotiations reinforce debates on issues within India. However, only one
interviewee could comment on this. This suggests that international networks have not alerted people to the
potential of international networking beyond receiving information and training. There was little awareness
of the potential of advocacy at international levels. Only two people mentioned that international networks
could help to lobby for indigenous causes at the international level. One person in Delhi suggested that
networks could track whether countries are following international obligations like CBD or track the
impact of international commercial forces on forestry. However, most suggestions regarding what
international networks could do, tended to focus on enhancing activities that networks had previously
initiated, such as exchange of case studies, regional learning exchanges, training, seminars, etc. Hardly any
interviewees seemed aware of any further global potential of networks. It seems that the potential of
imaginative ideas that make use of the global advantage of international networks, could be tapped and
explored further.

5.3 Information content and tools of dissemination

5.3.1 Dissemination

It would seem that an institution or an individual needs to fulfil certain criteria or pre-existing capacity, to
open up the possibility of benefiting directly from international networking – this has largely to do with the
modes of communication employed by networks, namely reliance on the use of English and email
communication. This excludes many people. Though many people also received network information in
hard copy, there have only been some small, sporadic attempts at promoting the use of regional languages
for disseminating information. Though it is clear that the use of English and email are necessary tools for
international communication, and that it may not be practical for international networks to communicate
directly in local languages, there did not seem to be any significant attempt by international networks to
consciously overcome this by facilitating translations in order to reach a wider audience, or facilitating
training in regional languages through co-ordination with local partners. In addition, as already noted,
FTPP/RECOFTC training was expensive and needed some kind of institutional backing for sponsorship,
thus making it rather exclusive rather than targeting a wider base/sectors where training could be directly
applied in the field.

International networks could examine creating more inclusive ways to disseminate information and training
like local language newsletter circulation, where there is already a state-wide structure in place for
facilitating this (e.g. Andhra Pradesh). Making use of a strong pre-existing structure could also make it
easier to put in place a feedback mechanism regarding issues addressed by the newsletter.

With regard to email, two more issues are worth mentioning here: Firstly, in contrast to the limited reach of
network information at grassroots level or non-English speaking sectors, there is a slight danger of a glut of
information on email and electronic discussion groups. This may render much of the information useless if
people do not have the time to hunt for information that is relevant to them. Encouraging the use of
websites rather than sending information directly to individuals may be a solution to this. The RECOFTC
newsletter is an example where the member simply receives an email alerting her to a new issue available
on the web, with an index of the contents. Secondly, it is not clear how beneficial email discussion groups
have been, and whether, given their limited reach, they translate into action on the ground, or whether they
encourage networking to become an objective in itself.

5.3.2 Information content

As far as information content is concerned, international networks do not seem to have made any effort to
promote CF outside the JFM paradigm in the states studied. It was suggested that facilitation for
documenting and publicising self-initiated CF efforts would be helpful. Overall, international networks
seemed to be identified with generalised information as opposed to being identified with promoting any
issue in particular, such as gender or biodiversity conservation, for example. Networks could examine
further whether the aim of promoting CF could be served better by making more focussed interventions
rather than generalised ones.
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There were many comments and suggestions on content. Some of the suggestions for improving
information content included: making the content of newsletters more suited to those working in the field
such as FD and grassroots workers, since newsletter content is currently more suited for academics and
researchers; focussing more on specific national issues or implementation of policy; helping in
documentation and dissemination of local initiatives and activities; highlighting issues of gender, market
development, NTFP management and JFM-oriented technology; providing more information on workshops
and seminars; providing information on funding agencies; providing lessons from failed CF initiatives,
rather than focussing only on successes; etc.

5.4 In Conclusion: Lessons from local experiences

Finally, it is interesting to note that the conclusions (though debatable) of an evaluation of the SPWD-JFM
network  (also cited previously in the Introduction) could also be very broadly applied to international
network activities in India. This suggests that international networks could have much to learn from
examining more closely the experiences and histories of indigenous CF networks in India:

“While the Network has been able to respond to changing JFM issues, its progress has been
dependent mainly on the availability and consistency of NSG support and on the voluntary, if
sporadic, efforts of a small core of committed members. Despite its expansion and seeming
success in focussing attention on conceptual and practical aspects of JFM, the Network has had
little impact on state and national forestry policy. Moreover, while the Network has been able to
bring together NGOs and researchers, it has not been able to successfully interface with
government forest departments, the largest implementer of JFM programs in the country. Neither
has it effectively established and institutionalised links with JFM communities and grassroots
organisations.”
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– 110003. Tel: (11) 4698072. Email: areasindia@vsnl.net
2) Bahuguna, VK. (DIGF) Ministry of Environment and Forests, Paryavaran Bhavan, Govt of India,

New Delhi. Tel: (11) 4360379.
3) Baviskar, Amita. Dept. of Sociology, Delhi School of Economics. Tel: (11) 7652773 (R); (11)

7667858 (O). Email: baviskar@vsnl.com
4) Bhatt, Seema. Tel: (11) 4620830
5) Capistrano, Doris. The Ford Foundation, 55 Lodi Estate, New Delhi 110 003. Tel: (11) 4619441.
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6) Crockford, Dr Kevin. Rural Livelihoods Adviser, DFID-India, British High Commission, B28
Tara Crescent, Qutub Institutional Area, New Delhi – 110016. Tel: (11) 6529123. Email: k-
crockford@dfid.gov.uk

7) Eswaran, VB Tel: (11) 6146420
8) Khare, Arvind. Development Alliance, M-170, Greater Kailash II, New Delhi – 110048. Tel: (11)

6235377. Email: arvind.khare@dev-alliance.com
9) Kothari, Ashish. Kalpavriksh Environmental Action Group, 5 Shree Dutta Kurpa Apts, 908

Deccan Gymkhana, Pune 411 048, Maharashtra. Tel: (20) 5654239. Email: kvriksh@vsnl.com
10) Mitra, Dr Kinsuk. Vice-President, Winrock International India, 7 Poorvi Marg, Vasnat Vihar, New

Delhi – 110057. Tel: (11) 6142965. Email: kinsuk@winrock.ernet.in
11) Rizvi, Dr Sayeed. F-2601 Palam Vihar, Gurgaon – 122017, Haryana. Tel: (124) 6368282/0440.

Email: janetrizvi@hotmail.com
12) Saigal, Sushil. Winrock International India, 7 Poorvi Marg, Vasnat Vihar, New Delhi – 110057.

Tel: (11) 6142965.
13) Sarin, Madhu, 48, Sector 4, Chadigarh 160001. Tel: (172) 741429 / 740339 / 742417. Email:

msarin@satyam.net.in.
14) Sharma, Dr Virinder. Environment Adviser, DFID India, British High Commission, B28 Tara

Crescent, Qutub Institutional Area, New Delhi – 110016. Tel: (11) 6529123. Email: V-
Sharma@dfid.gov.uk

15) Singh, Shekhar. Indian Institute of Public Administration, Indraprastha Estate, New Delhi –
110002. Tel: (11) 6178048. Email: shekharsingh@vsnl.com

16) Sundar, Nandini, 153 Nilgiri Apartments, Alaknanda, New Delhi-19. Tel: (11) 6107676 (O); (11)
6440616 (R). Email: nandinisundar@yahoo.com

17) Taneja, Bansuri. Email: bansurit@hotmail.com
18) Tyagi, Pramod. Programme Director, Society for Promotion of Wastelands Development

(SPWD), 14A Vishnu Digamber Marg, Rouse Avenue Lane, New Delhi – 110002. Tel: (11)
3236440, 3215428. Email: ptyagi@gmx.net

MADHYA PRADESH

1) Agarwal, Jitendra, IFS, Addl. Secretary to the Chief Minister, Mantralay, Vallabh Bhavan,
Bhopal.. Email: jitendra@vallabh.mp.nic.in

2) Ahmed, Shahbaz.(IFS) Satpura Bhawan, Bhopal – 462004.Tel: (755) 555080. Email:
shahbaz_in@rediffmail.com

3) Balakrishnan, Ramanathan, B-215 Sahapura, Bhopal. Email: ramanathanb@hotmail.com
4) Banerjee, Sudeep (IAS), Mahila Bal Vikas Dept (Women and Child Development Dept),

Mantralay, Vallabh Bhavan, Bhopal.
5) Bhattacharya, Prodyut. Indian Institute of Forest Management (IIFM), Nehru Nagar, PO Box 357,

Bhopal – 462003. Email: prodyut@iifm.org
6) Biswas, Prof. PK. Indian Institute of Forest Management (IIFM), PO Box 357, Nehru Nagar,

Bhopal – 462003. Tel: (755) 775716. Email: pkbiswas@iifm.org
7) Buch, MN. National Centre for Human Settlements and Environment (NCHSE), Girish Kunj, E-5-

A Arera Colony, Bhopal – 462016. Tel: (755) 465306. Email: nchse@sancharnet.in
8) Chowla, Ashim. DFID, British High Commission, E-7/642, Arera Colony, Bhopal – 462016. Tel:

(755) 257101. Email: A-Chowla@dfid.gov.uk.
9) Diwan, Rakesh. Kasera Mohalla, Hoshangabad, M.P. Pin 461001. Tel: (7574) 52487.
10) Gangopadhyay, Dr PB. (IFS, CCF) Basement, Satpura Bhawan, Bhopal – 462004. Tel: (755)

552403.
11) Jafri, Anwar. Director, Eklavya, E1/138 Arera Colony, Bhopal 462016. Tel: (755) 467552. Email:

anwarjafriin@yahoo.com
12) Kumar, Dr Yogesh. Samarthan Centre for Development Support, E-7/81 (Banker’s Colony), Arera

Colony, Bhopal – 462016. Tel: (755) 467625. Email: samarth_bpl@sancharnet.in
13) Madhuri. Jagrut Adivasi Dalit Sangathan, Navalpura, Kasravad Road, Badwani, M.P. Pin 451551.

Tel: (7290) 22634. Email: madhuri93@rediffmail.com
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14) Modi, Anurag and Shamim. Shramik Adivasi Sangathan, Near Bohra Masjid, Kothi Bazaar, Betul
– 460001, M.P. Tel: (7141) 33971.

15) Oberoi, Anil. (IFS, CCF) MP Forest Department, Satpura Bhavan, Bhopal. Email:
ccfdev@sancharnet.com; aoberoi81@hotmail.com

16) Pabla, Dr HS. (IFS, CCF) Basement, Satpura Bhawan, Bhopal – 462004. Tel: (755) 557003.
17) Panda, Vijay. Adivasi Mukti Sangathan, Sendhwa, Badwani – 451666, M.P. Tel: (7281) 22184.
18) Pandey, Deep N. (IFS). Indian Institute of Forest Management (IIFM), Nehru Nagar, PO Box 357,

Bhopal – 462003. Tel: (755) 775716. Email: deep@iifm.org
19) Pandey, Dr Gopa. (IFS, CF). Satpura Bhawan, Arera Hills, Bhopal- 462004. Tel: (755) 551618.

Email: pandeygopa@mailcity.com
20) Patnaik, Suprava. Indian Institute of Forest Management (IIFM), Nehru Nagar, PO Box 357,

Bhopal – 462003.
21) Prasad, Dr Ram. (IFS, PCCF) Satpura Bhawan, 1st Floor, Arera Hills, Bhopal- 462004. Tel: (755)

550809. Email: ramprasad@iifm.org
22) Rathore, BMS. (IFS, CF) Conservator of Forest Office, Seoni, District Seoni, M.P.
23) Rekhi, Prof. VS. Director, National Law Institute University, Bhadbhada Road, Baikhedikala,

Bhopal - 462 003. Tel: (755) 696905. Email: vrekhi@satyam.net.in
24) Saxena, RC. National Centre for Human Settlements and Environment (NCHSE), Girish Kunj, E-

5-A Arera Colony, Bhopal – 462016. Tel: (755) 465306. Email: nchse@sancharnet.in
25) Sharma, BD. Bharat Jan Andolan, 11A Nanglirajapur, Nizamuddin East, New Delhi – 110013.

Email: sahyogpk@rediffmail.com.
26) Singh, Dr RK. (IFS). Indian Institute of Forest Management (IIFM), PO Box 357, Nehru Nagar,

Bhopal – 462003. Tel: (755) 775716. Email: rksingh@iifm.org
27) Singhal, Dr Rekha. Indian Institute of Forest Management (IIFM), PO Box 357, Nehru Nagar,

Bhopal – 462003. Email: rekha@iifm.org
28) Sunil. Kisan Adivasi Sangathan, P.O. Kesla, District Hoshangabad, M.P. Pin 461111.

WEST BENGAL

1) Banerjee, Dr Ajit Kumar. 9 Greek Church Row Extension, Kolkata – 700026. Tel: (33) 4642918.
Email: akbanb@vsnl.net

2) Banerjee, Udayan. FE-184, Salt Lake City, Sector-III, Kolkata – 700106.
3) Bose, Prof. Balram. Regional Centre, National Afforestation and Eco-Development Board,

Jadavpur University, Kolkata – 700 032.
4) Chatterjee, Mitali. Indian Institute of Bio-Social Research and Development (IBRAD), 3A

Hindustan Road, Gariahat, Kolkata – 700029. Tel: (33) 4643105 / 7370. Email:
ibrad@giascl01.vsnl.net.in

5) Chattopadhyay, Dr RN. Rural Development Centre, Indian Institute of Technology, Kharagpur –
721302. Tel: (3222) 81670 / 83208 / 82294. Email: rnc@hijli.iitkgp.ernet.in

6) Choudhary, Abhijeet. (IFS), Aranya Bhavan, LA 10A, Sector III, Salt Lake City, Kolkata 700098.
7) Das, S. Ramakrishna Mission Lokasiksha Parishad, Ramakrishna Mission Ashrama, Narendrapur,

Kolkata – 700103. Tel: (33) 4770249. Email: rkm_jfm@yahoo.com.
8) Gayen, KC. New CIT Building, 3rd floor, P-16, India Exchange Place Extn., Kolkata – 700073.

Tel: (33) 2254492.
9) Ghosh, Aren. (IFS, Additional PCCF - Development and Planning), Aranya Bhavan, LA 10A,

Sector III, Salt Lake City, Kolkata 700098.
10) Ghosh, Dr AK. Director, Centre for Environment and Development, 329 Jodhpur Park, Kolkata –

700068. Tel: (33) 4132626. Email: ges@vsnl.com
11) Palit, Subhabrata. Apt. 4D, 9 Mandeville Gardens, Kolkata – 700019. Tel: (33) 4407179. Email:

spalit@vsnl.com
12) Pandey, Narendra Kumar. Aranya Bhawan, Block LA-10A, Sector III, Salt Lake City, Kolkata –

700098. Tel: (33) 3358581. Email: pccfwb@cal.vsnl.net.in
13) Ray, Lipika. Howrah SF Division, Stadium Complex, Dalmia Park, Howrah – 711101. Tel: (33)

6601372. Email: iray@writeme.com
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14) Roy, Prof. SB. Chairman, Indian Institute of Bio-Social Research and Development (IBRAD), 3A
Hindustan Road, Gariahat, Kolkata – 700029. Tel: (33) 4643105 / 7370. Email:
ibrad@giascl01.vsnl.net.in

15) Yadav, Ganesh. Project Director, Indian Institute of Bio-Social Research and Development
(IBRAD), 3A Hindustan Road, Gariahat, Kolkata – 700029. Tel: (33) 4643105 / 7370. Email:
ibrad@giascl01.vsnl.net.in

16) Yadav, VK. Bikash Bhavan (North), 3rd floor, Salt Lake City, Kolkata – 700091. Tel: (33)
3583208. Email: wildlife@cal.vsnl.net.in

ANDHRA PRADESH
 (* indicates individuals and institutions interviewed during the field visit).

1. Amrut Kumar Prusti, Jr. Specialist (Forestry), Action For Food Production (AFPRO), AFPRO
Feld Unit 1V, 12-13-483/39, Street No. 1, Lane opp. Wesley School, Tarnaka, Secundrabad – 500
017. Email: afprosx@hd2.dot.net.in. Telephone: 040 715 0413,  717 0421; Fax: 717 6021; Res:
715 6025

2. Bhanu & Ravi*, Samatha, No. 8-2-590/B, Road No.1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad 34, Andhra
Pradesh. Ph: 040-6637974/3352475/3352488

3. Bharti Sundar *, Independent Researcher, 37, Road No. 3. Janapriya Nagar, Hafizpet Road,
Miyapur, Hyderabad – 500050

4. K. Siva Prasad,*, Unit Manager, Action For Food Production (AFPRO), AFPRO Feld Unit 1V,
12-13-483/39, Street No. 1, Lane opp. Wesley School, Tarnaka, Secundrabad – 500 017. Email:
afprosx@hd2.dot.net.in. Telephone: 040 715 0413,  717 0421; Fax: 717 6021; Res 715 6025.

5. K.S. Gopal,*, Centre for Environment Concerns, 3-4- 142/6, Barkatpura, Hyderabad 500 027.
Email: cenvicon@hd2.vsnl.net.in. Telephone: 040- 756 4959, 75 6 3017; Res: 756 4912.

6. M.V. Sastri/Suryakumari*, Centre For World Solidarity, H.No. 12-13-438, Street No 1,  Tarnaka,
Secunderabad- 500 017. Email: cwsy@hdl.vsnl.net.n. Telephone: 040- 701 8257, 700 7906; Fax:
701 9243

7. Madhu and Sagari Ramdas*, ANTHRA, B- 68, Sanikpur, 1st Floor, Secunderabad 500 594.
AndhraPradesh

8. P. Jamalagga, Secretary, A.P Sheep & Goat Breeders Association, 1-1-187/3/1 VivekNagar,
Chikkadapallu,, Hyderabad 20. Telephone: 040- 7603654

9. P. Jamalayua*, AP Sheep and Goat Breaders’ Association, 1-1-187/3/1, Vivek Nagar, Chikkadu
Pallu, Hyderabad. Ph: 040-7603654

10. R. Rajamani*, 8-2-585/A/1, Road no 9, Bajara Hills, Hyderabad – 500 034. Email:
rraja@universe.uohyd.ernet.in. Telephone: 040- 335 8320;  040- 335 5480.

11. Ramesh G. Kalaghatki*, Conservator of Forests, Aranya Bhavan, Saifabad, Hyderabad. Email:
kalaghatg@yahoo.com. Telephone: 040 323 7267, 323 0561, Ext: 211. Res: 341 3941.

12. S.D. Mukherjee*, Ex- PCCF, Jubliee Hills, Plot No. 92, Apolo Hospital, Bhartiya Vidya Bhavan,
Prashashan Nagar.

13. S.K. Chhottray*, Conservator of Forests, Khammam District, Andhra Pradesh. Ph: 08742-24481
(o) 08742-23770 ® Fax: 08742-23770

14. Santharam V. (Dr.), Rishi Valley Education  Centre, Rishi Valley – 517352, Chittoor District,
Andhra Pradesh. Ph: 08571- 68622

15. Satheesh P.V., Deccan Development Society, A-6, Meera Apts., Basheer Bagh, Hyderabad –
500029, Andhra Pradesh. e-mail: ddshyd@hd1.vsnl.net.in

16. Satya Srinivas*, AP NGOs Committee on JFM, 3-4-142/6, Barkatpura, Hyderabad – 500027. Ph:
040-7564959/ 7563017. e-mail: satyavallet@yahoo.com

17. Sawmithri V.R.*, AP NGOs Committee on JFM, 3-4-142/6, Barkatpura, Hyderabad – 500027. Ph:
040-7564959/ 7563017. e-mail: satyavallet@yahoo.com

18. Surendra Pandey*, Conservator of Forests, Nizamabad District, Andhra Pradesh. Ph: 08462-
22651/31803. E-mail: pandeysp3@rediffmail.com

19. Suresh Jones, National Tree Growers Coop Federation (NTGCF), 17-89-F2 Gandhi Road,
Madanpalle – 517325, Chittor Dist. Andhra Pradesh. Ph: 08571-62908

20. Vinod Goud IC NGO*, SDC/IC NGO Programme Andhra Pradesh, 8-2-351/R/8. Road No. 3,
Banjara Hills, Hyderabad 500034. E-mail:icngoap@hd1.vsnl.net.in
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21. Y.L.Nene, Asian Agri-History Foundation, 47, ICRISAT Colony – 1, Brig. Sayeed Road,
Secunderabad – 500009, Andhra Pradesh. Ph: 040 – 7755774; Fax: 040 – 7750630; e-mail:
ylnahf@hd1.vsnl.net.in.

APPENDIX TWO: LIBRARIES VISITED

1) Indian Institute of Bio-Social Research and Development (IBRAD), 3A Hindustan Road,
Gariahat, Kolkata – 700029. Tel: (33) 4643105 / 7370. Email: ibrad@giascl01.vsnl.net.in

2) College of Juridical Sciences, Calcutta.

3) Kalpavriksh – Environmental Action Group, 5 Shree Dutta Krupa Apartments, 908 Deccan
Gymkhana, Pune – 411004, Maharashtra. Tel: (20) 5434716. Email: kvriksh@vsnl.com

4) Indian Institute of Forest Management (IIFM), PO Box 357, Nehru Nagar, Bhopal – 462003.

5) Samarthan Centre for Development Support, E-7/81 (Banker’s Colony), Arera Colony, Bhopal –
462016. Tel: (755) 467625. Email: samarth_bpl@sancharnet.in

APPENDIX 3: QUESTIONNAIRE USED DURING FIELD VISITS

NB: This is the basic questionnaire. Questionnaires were modified according to the context of the
state and the background of the interviewee.

ON INTERNATIONAL CF NETWORKS:

1) Which international CF networks have you heard of? Do you contribute? Receive publications? Know
other members? Feel like a member? How has it influenced your personal work?

2) Can you comment on the following networks: AFN ; RECOFTC ; FTPP ; GFC ; IUCN WG-CIFM;
WRM ; RDFN.

3) Are networks fulfilling their potential? What would you like them to do? Are they responsive to
members' needs?

4) Have international networks used relevant tools for communication? (e.g. e-groups/publications/local
language).

5) Do international networks address various forms of CF? (apart from JFM)
6) What issues have networks mainly addressed? Do certain issues lend themselves better to networking?
7) Have networks had an impact at grassroots level?
8) Do you remember any crisis / debate when international networks played an important role?
9) What has been the role of international networks in the evolution of CF in India?
10) What are the main influencing factors in establishing current CFM trends? (e.g. grassroots activism?

Sensitive govt. officials? Donor agencies? International forums?)

ON DONORS:

1) Role of donors in evolution of CF?
2) What influences donor decisions / policies? (International networks? Local experience e.g. protests?)

ON POLICY:

1) Is international network information being used officially?
2) Is govt. policy influenced by international networks?
3) Is NGO activity / policy influenced by international networks?
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4) Have communities been able to engage in policy dialogues because of international networks?  Are
they able to speak to higher authorities because of links created by networks?

5) Are international networks targeting specific problems in policy?

ON LOCAL / NATIONAL CF NETWORKS:

1) Which local CF networks have you heard of? How influential are they?
2) How have local NGOs / networks affected policy?
3) Have international networks facilitated local networking?
4) Please give details on the history / functioning / activities of local networks.
5) Are national networks working at state level? What impact do they have?
6) Is most networking on JFM?

ON INTERNATIONAL POLICY

1) Have international networks linked people to international processes (e.g. CBD / UNFF)?
2) Have networks influenced international agreements (e.g. CBD / UNFF)?
3) Has this filtered down to India? (e.g. policies influenced?)
4) How have CBD / UNFF affected India?


