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-‘fibstract

This paper discusses the eguity aspects of private tree plantrng
i ‘brograms in Nepal. The discussion revolves around a review of the
literature and includes analysis of data pased on a prelipminary
~ survey and field obsetvations in two field sites. In recent years
"~ there has been an increasing interest in planting trees on’
. private land in Nepal, but a ‘problem with this policy is that it
mostly penefits land wealthy people. As there is little absolute
landlessness in Nepal it is possible that moving - emphaSLS away
“from establishlng private forests {on fairly large private plots)
.to planting on small pockets of non-agricultural marginal‘ land
(edges of fields, creek beds etc) may enable planting to .benefit

. small farmers. However analysis of field data suggests that the
benefits to the poor are likely to be limited, It is possible,
but remains to be proved, that priVete planting may lead-to a
reduction of the pressures on common forest resources and that
"this may increase access to these resources by the poorest
farmers and landless people. It is argued that, whatever the
value. of private planting, it must be Been as a. supplement, not,
an- alternatlve, to. planting common land. : -

o
:

‘;.i”lntroductienf
"__In recent yedrs there has been an lnCIEdSlng 1nterest in
“plantlng trees ‘on prlvate land in’ Nepal. ' His Majesty' 8
Government of Nepal (HMG/N) has developed a pol;cy based on the
proulslon of‘tecnnlcal adv1ce dnd materlals (seeds and seedlings)
to people who wish to &stablish forests on private lands
"registered for the purpese.' Several of the bllateral dld-
‘prOJects lnvolved in forestry provrde seedlings to fdrmers on
‘.request. In some cases seedllngs dre prov:.ded for nothlng, d'S in
the”cases.ef the_Cpmmun;ty Forestry Development Project, the
Integrated\ﬂill Developed. Project and.the Nepel Australia
_ Forestry Project;_in othee.esSes a Smajl fee is_euargedi>as‘in

the case of the -Pakm;ﬁzbays,';ggj;‘-.'ic.q;;@ugsl; Centre (Malla 1987).

The aim of this paper is to. discuss someé of the lmpllcations
. of these programs to .the equltdble dxstribut:.on of resourcem

There are many _ perhepses“, "maybes? and “miqhts", because the
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. - paper isiintended tb’prevoke.discﬁssion;tatherrthan tuu,prgyigej

firm answers.

The emphasis on the plranting of trees on private‘?}aﬁd

'results' partly from a"reeognitinn of the‘, impertaﬁce‘ Df

‘. "

o multipurpose trées: in small: farmihg agru—fdreetry systems

._(Rnbinsqn : 1986) and the potent1al for. the planting ef treesl-bn

H

-1987).  'There ‘'is obviously considerable potential ;for planting

_multipuepese trees on this land.

privete land-.in br1dgzng the' gap between Vdemand fbrr_fand.‘~:

preductlon of furest pruducts (Rob1nson 1986) . It‘hae alsb.been_

nbserved (Mailla 1987) that a great deal of pr1vate land is not

?j d1rect1y used far agr1c1uture. This 1nc1qdes nonﬁarable marqginal
1and5,~ land along paths, stream bede, on very steep'slepee, on
‘ 'the edges ef terraced flelds, and arcound houses. The amount‘ef

1and available.in theése categories is difficult to calculate but

one case-study’ suggests conservatively that just unqer' 207 of

pﬁivete lend-ceneietsjuf vaﬁieus'types of non-arable land (Halie

.

In addition to thege-perceptions of private planting as an
npportunity_to'utilise an Dﬁherwise‘uﬁderutilised'er wasted ‘Iandf~
resource, there is alsc a common assumption that trees on private

land are much more 11ke1y to be protected than thnse on cbmﬁoh.

K

land.  This assumption is s legacy of the . "tragedy of £hé"

commons ™ argument {Hardin 1%6B) which concludes that people w:ll

overuse common resources in the absence of strorng sanctlons."lﬁi
the light of this argument planting trees on private_land.is~§eEﬁw:

as being a sustainable solution to the'prnblemehnf.defareﬁtatipﬁ

because people will protect them, It is net our intentioﬁ. to

discuss the tragedy of the COMMONSs argument 1n detail here, Jbﬂt3 

it is worth noting that there is a cens:derable bedy of 'Qpinigh;.

ha



which reiects a simple djchotqﬁyabetﬁégh' well-managed  pr:va§E-
fésourcg$ and poorly managEd.épmman feéﬂﬂrcés. The ErdQEdy-df:ﬁﬁé‘
commons view fails to distinguish”betwgéﬂ quite distinct fords gf
‘common  resource wanagement systéms: open access systems (these
QhEhe-gée'rs uneﬁtri;ﬁéﬂ) ahd common property Eegiméé (resaurces
: u;th rééuiétéd- ae@éﬁg byl-jbhht_dWhérs- with de*iheﬂ rlghbs)

(Bromley 198&) . Theré is no a

‘JE'ri reason why common pngEﬁty

reglmEs cannut 1nvulve snund sustaxnable management.

A recent. report for USAID in Nepal (Kerman gt al. 1996}

4aréqe§‘tn favour of transferripng public farﬁsttlands into pri

ownership essentially in terms of a tragedy of the comméns

[

argumerit

“The 'prlnc1pal advantage ~.of private ownership is
that the 1nd1v1dual locks after his owh 1nterests mor e
:carefully than those af yhe public,: and the puhlzc is
usually better off with the results R Most
degradat1onr h35“ takqn place A% a result of natural
processes  and on omm! " lands for which no one
'lndxvzdual has respcnsxb___}y “. (p 31).

of iénd intc‘privafé,bwhenéhip‘“;.; can bring into conflict the
sncxal gnal nf equxty and the economic goal of the more eff1c1en+
T use of resnurces ip 32). This paper 1s»essentLa11y concernad
with the questions of equxty wh:ch are raised by pragrams whieh
eﬁphasxse pla;t;ng of trees oan pr1vate land rather than. with
phbéréﬁé.ﬁnqhétfﬁgtthe transfer of owhership of land. Hn@éyér,
the equity’ qu@?;iéﬁi'reﬁhins ﬁeievant.' There are twb'iuﬁﬁic
questions: (a) will private planting praghams,be of bénefit to
’mgrgffﬁ@n a &mall minority of farmers ? and (ﬁ)uwfri{fﬁgy«fed&cs

or increase existing inequalities?

o
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necessarily.  of =sqguality. There are a number, of

"

Discussicas abeyt eouity tend to founder upen a ‘lack ©of

agrsement as ti what constitutes an equitable outcome, ' It is not

necessary to. inzist that eguity reguires precisely equal -sharing

. T A ‘ ‘ h o : .
of - benefits, although some people may use this as a definition.
' : B : SR N ' ’ :
Tne word equity has connotations of) "fairness"|'and “justice”, not

scenarios or

b

patterns of. distribution. which would be“described aé equitable bty

N

‘ong person or ancther.  For' example, - one scenario is a situation

' in ‘which all farmers benefit in praoportion tn‘the_size_nf:AtheiF

1

'landholdings, . - with all benefitting in absolute terms, ‘but. poor

farmers gaining less in relative termé; In anotrer scenario rich
. '. - [ . : N -

. R o, k ‘_‘_,‘ RN S e SR e T .
farmers’/ gain’ proportionately mbre than poor farmers as well as

- abisolutely mbre.;‘In vet ancther scenario poor farmers and rich
- Co i o ' , . ;o

L ! . H
: R . l

!

‘ ‘.J ) ! . : ‘ - , ) . !-.‘ ".': ) . .

farmers benefit’ equally in absolute terms, with- rich farmers
- H R o ”_‘. R ‘ : ! . {.." L

gaining: less in proportional terms. Equity ! is 'a  subjective

§
S :

issﬁe, a matteE;of.poiicy;”nbfPaSQQESé?qﬁﬂﬁhiEhicahebeydecidédnby
DbjectiVé',defjnifian» uNevetheless;; iﬁ;ié é5;§£5191¥o‘campaﬁe
sdbie;tivé mﬂdeis df'whét higﬁg‘be écEe;taglglagainsé-fab}ééFiQe,
pr ‘likely objécfivé, -th;cmés. One .taski bf:'saciaﬁécohnmgc
{inveétigaticn {s.tﬁ examineg pattéfns qf;&istfibution,of ﬁenefits
or ta projéct;likel§ ﬁattErns Dfrdiatrfbutibni tﬁ see which. of
the scenariﬁg;l$entjmnea abﬁyé'actQally.appiyrnh éré  1;kéi§ to
ﬂapp;y._'ﬂnce fhislhas béen'dune'tﬁe iésué wathe‘eqditébiliEQ;éhd
acceptability of the cﬁtcnmes i§ a-Separate.questgcn.‘ It is nm{
our major intenfion to de%ine what:is.ac;ebtablexorn;“equifablef;
_Ratﬁef jw§ ﬂiSh'fD raise questicns about a numberlaf disfriﬁuﬁinn
ratius,“mr  étehafics, th;h*arise or mightlérigé from -ﬁ?if;té,

planting programs.

It is quite possible for a program to be acceptable as a
x i
A i




soiution to tzchnical -or environmental problems, but to be

;gpaczgptabie qn”éqqity grounds. It is a philosophical issue. .

!
"-

Reviéw of the Literaturé
tal Dlﬁtrlbu£10H of Private Trees and Part1c1pah1nn in Private

Plantlng Programs.

In  -terms of increased overali: availabiliﬁy bf _foreséi
_rééouﬁcea, gﬁd passibly.iﬁrterms ofrincreaséd‘ef%icigﬁcy D*_:use 
'uf;'rgsuurces,. programs which encauragé pfivate plaﬁi;ng?'ﬂnhld
seém- fo have advantages. Idea11y>all farmers‘iwbuld‘ praf{t3-
.DFOpnftionateiy- While small 1andowhgrs wuqlq.ﬁenéfit Felstfvély
less thaﬁ;iaréé landholders, sli Quuld be better aff in absolufe

terms. There are, however, two problems with this scenario.

I

';Firstxy, the extent of the:discrepéncy.in,relative benefit

1S very 1arge because the d1str1but1un of Iandholdlngs in ‘Nepal

fé'.hgav11y skeyed. Accordlng to Nallace (1?87) 13.6 % of .tﬁé .
ﬁopﬁlatian holds 62.8 % of the'agriculturalfland_.  (Table 1 séts;
out land distribution figures bagsed orn the 1981/82 ”censug).. The
estent of thé_abéolute differences in landhbldin95'15 80 large
that ‘the.ldistri%ution.iof‘benefits will be :DverwhEImihgly. in .
>favﬁur afia small ﬁQmDEr of landholders, even‘if Behef;ts aEe

provided in proportion to landholding size.

'Sécondly, there is evidencé whith dembnstrates thaf, in
bractice, . distf‘butinh-:af benefits prnpuftjdhal to landholding
size ,doesl not occur.  BGautam (1986) éggmined' 'seeuling‘
' diStribufian in a 7singIe pahchayaf'iiﬁ': Dol akha diétrict.
"Accord:ng tu hlS flndzngs people hnlnlng more. than one hectare of

land were 2 7 uf the populat1on but received 75 % of all

o
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N seedlings distributed. Forty=six percent of the population owned

.

Ianahd;akngs‘ uf ”DﬁE”‘quarter‘af alhécgare ar ﬁess;‘ and: tﬁis;'
'tatégom?‘:retéivéd no seediiﬁgaa_ .Gaufam;doeg:ﬁof aftempf_ to -
acémun#{ for the  massively disproportionéterrdistributicn",of
benéf%%éﬁg} Only 4@ households within the panchayat  rece?ved

seedlings s i1t is quite possible that the rechiehts'Jare 211

) influentiz: locdsls who are aware &f'ﬁursér? acff?ities- R éd;'
i{g increaszed extension T attémpiing f; réaéﬁ fﬁei:gmailer farmérs;
|H’ .might'hé1§'Eb c§rfect‘ﬁﬁE distribution pattern.

y , -lﬂﬁnalyéia»taé =invol§emenf in ﬁriQate p}antihg prbgFamé_ %rdﬁ
.Hi ;rfaﬂr‘pénchSQaté,wiﬁhin the Pakhribas'hgri:ulturé.Cént#e“s-pkéjédt '
R O L S P
i {gjéreab showead s much higher rate bf_particiﬁétihg househdlégxfthgn

i in Bautam's' Lrudy with 59 % of all households participating
y -‘iﬂalié*1987)."§gain, thara was a differanté'in_the average land-.
!; haidfﬁgnfsizez ‘of -partiéipénts and nunrparfizipaﬁts' (3.45 -ha

¥ . : : v

‘vgrsué'f;m ha}. Unfortunately infurmatiﬁn on the éveﬁage numbers
of Ctrags  taken by‘ particiganfs within yariﬁus lahdholding
categories .is ot available meaning that it is uncertain whether
bigger = participant - landholders® took - proportionately or
disproportiocnatesly ﬁiﬁhér numbers of trees per unit  arEa'gthéﬁ

“smalier particigant landholdars.

Other studies with information on private planting are no
particulary ‘helpful in terms of showing the distribution o
1

seedlings or trees on‘private‘lanﬁ, by landhbldiﬁg éize and thus
show little of interesti from the point of_ viéw of Squity.
Shrestha "and E-ans (i984) report an averageiiapdhﬂlding size -of
@.39 ha for hcuseholds ihfthaufafa'(Sindhupaychaleiﬁtric;i and

an ‘average of 17.@1 trees per household. ' -Howsver there.'is no

informatiaon cn  the relationship between tree numbers and




landholding size. In any case the number of trees per household

seems exiraprdinarily low.

Hawkins and Malla (1983), in a study of paﬁ'tgrns"af
ownership and use of farm fodder trees in three panchayats iﬁ the
middle hills, loak ‘at the avefagelnumbefs-of fcddgr trees peﬁ'
hausehpld'and-at the'aVeragg‘number of fodder‘trEes per livestock

unit, but do not relate tree numbers to landholding size- at all.

The'litérature‘is, 'tHEn, nof'very helpful either jnrghowing.
present distribution uf‘priva£9'trees accoraing to the size of
.landhnldihg, or in showing whether larggr‘nr émaiier-lagdhoidéré’
are more likgly to respond to -pfivafe‘ plénting progﬁams.‘
Nevertheless it is clear that in the context of tﬁé highly skewéd
distribution of landholdings in Nepal, attention'qutite paidftd‘
the differing .effects of private planting on land—ricﬁ and fand*z

poor farmers. It also appears (frbm‘Gautamfs study) that the

benefits of private planting programs may be diverted towards - -

larger landholders. The evidence fs not conclusive, but raises

S8 ious queriles.

(&) Potential Eenefits tD‘Small'Farmérs

0

The abcve gisgussipn outlineé.sume of the arguhénts..and
suppmrfing‘eyidence aéaiﬁstjEMphaSiéiné private plant{ﬁg.'Hquvef
there are arguments both ways. Buite aﬁart'from-thé pr&ﬁérﬁiunate
 benefit madei,"'fhere,isioné'gtfong argument in favour of ﬁrivafe
planting 'fn; the Benefif‘Df.sméller‘landhuldérs. Chambers . and
- Leach (198?5 _héve argued fﬁat trees on privaté _land;'éré an
impcrténtr resource for the rural‘pnor, .ndf merely because  they-

pravide increased intDmE'but because, mdfe.iﬁpoftantly,ﬁthey'éCf

=
s
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example, they may provide resources to deal ‘with' seasonal &
. shortagss, or TEEGQFCéa to-deal with_shch_DnE*off needs as wood
for funeral fires, or for the replacement of houses after floods |

or fires.,

T

pré§r3m5 to . favour larger Iahdholders disproportionatley.' It :

has been pointed out (Malla 1987) that a great deal bf  private’

. . . -0 ’ ¥ B ’ ,5 ;" i\_ : s ; P . B
as & form of security in the case of unexpected: events.!  For | .

It ‘may. also be possible to avoid théffendency bfi planting .

land: i's not used directly for agricultufe. As ihere_iéaﬂlittleﬁ_J3:,

4

“absolute landlezsness in Nepal it is pnossible that ‘moving

}g‘empﬁasfs away from establishing private forests on large plots to
S : - . . ,

blanting‘ on_small '‘pockets of non-agricultural marginal land - may

1 -'enable-plantipg'td benefit the hajority Df\small farmers..

Field Study . :

(a) Aims and Méthodoingy

In  order to nbtaih.furtﬁer infcrmatiﬁn‘nn tHe' relationsﬁ£p5
Hetween 1and distribution, trees on privaté_;aﬁd and in order to
;bbtain sOme infdrmatinn én planting on marginal non—agricultural
'laﬁds, we haVe &arried out a ﬁrelimihafyl‘study of ﬁfees on
private land in two villages in the‘praject‘area‘nf'_the Nepal -
Australi= Furestfy ﬁﬁnje;t. ﬁé the fieldrstudy Was verf_much a
preliminary study we do not aim to establish firm conclusions,
but ratﬁer tn:'identifyiissues for later investigatinﬁ. and‘ to’
pravoke_‘fﬁfther_ iﬁfdrmed distuﬁsiqn.' ThE‘Exercise was aléd a

trial fﬁr‘the questionnaire sSurvey wﬁich we used.
‘fhe: t;gjvillagea éelectép were Pandegéon,l Iécafed:about-ga

L)

hal¥ hour’s drive‘td'the.egst.of' Kéthmandufinrﬁavre_APalanchbk_:

=]



" Pistrict and Buchéknt,' lbcated'abuut a hélf day s -walk frnm

Dhulikhel, the Dlstrzct headquarters of Kavre Pa]anchok district.

The DbJECthES of the study were-

= To determxne the category of local people most likely
- to benefit from the pr1vate plantxng pragram. o

- To =eek 1nd1cat1nns as to whether the program is lxkely
. to further wlden the gap between r1ch and poor.

;;HéthonIDQically, ‘the‘apphqach téken;centred.around direct

observation ~ and informal discussion and \questionihg.» In

particular, discussions concentrated on the perceptlons and

motivations  of individuai farmers. Some quantltatlve 1nfarmat10n
waéﬁdquécted, using an infnrﬁal check-list of_qugstans. In thas

papér wWe cuncentraté disqussicn5dh analysis of the . quantitative.

data. ”Hﬁhevergn-we imust'fStréss that we have very serious

reservatznns abnut' nveruse Df the"QUestiDnnairE_:apprnach' and

about athe rel1ab111ty of QuantitétiVE data bésed':un}~survgy

.questiﬁhnaires; Dnubt;about-th9~validity df.sfatistics dbtained

by survey quest10nnalres 1n the develnpxng world nave been raxsed

: frequenxly\fin‘ re;ent_yeahs_(Campbell et al. 1979 _H111 1984,

1986 .Gilﬁnur' gt al. 1997' ~F15her-1987). hmnng the -factors'

'whxch lead to unrellable data are susp1c1mn abnut the mnt1ves df

;nvastigatprs-‘ ahd' 1nappropr1ateness- of quest10n5 to lncal

pattefnsr‘bf~cla§5ificétfon:(ih“this case, the classification of

-

Vland)f_t“we Care donfident that suspicion ébout motives was .

mlnxmxsed because the fleld 1nve5t1gator (Y. B H ) had  prévious1y

-spent' cansxderable tlme 1n each v111age and had estab11shed good

rapport w1th v1llager5.

The étructuhedlinterGiew focused én-indivi&uéi' hnuseholda.

éﬁé ,1nfnrmant (usually thE househuld heau) was 1nterv1ewed from



——

"

achk hohsehald{ ""The sample was essentially a random survey with'

© around ‘the village ared and interviewing every individual : met.

It shaﬂld be noted that, in the casé’cf'Pandegéan, all-villégérs
we?é preyiously known to the field investigator; R I

: i .
. Ve H

2Y. The small sample siées‘weré‘iﬁténfrunal; giﬁen the trial.

B! . . \

nature of the survey.

o ; . :

The  (interviews ' were based on a check list of guestions.

Many of théiquegtfans weré'mpen?ended.. An assistant was used at
Gafiaqusﬁageél"but waéunntﬁ'pheéént a£ all interviews. Where he

was = present he took notes or oparéted a casette récurder&ﬁﬂhile
the field investigétor‘askéd questinns.ff ; o ‘
3

IA-—. ot \ ' "‘ ) "( ¢ - T . E‘ ' “\ A‘ 1‘;..
The main purpose of the structured interview was to obtain
i - ‘ ' R N V ’ . : ' ' . s | ‘ L -2 ‘ . : w‘ - ."; . o - - B :
jﬁquantitative data on landholding sizes (including a breakdown of,
o ' _ ‘ ' : O T C N :
various - types of land} and on numbers of trees  on. eatc

land. Dther questions were concerned with use of and access ‘to

'_ trees and forest products. -

The land types considered were:,

—

'~ khet (irrigated fields suitable for rice,tdltf#étion)

- bari{rainfed terraces on which maize and millet aré_grown)J
— marginal land and abandoned terraces
' - stream banks, gullies:and Iandslggas; S B
. {The last two types can be glossed aslmafgiﬁalaland.)
Reported figures _ on land . holding’ sizé;_ére‘ probably
feésnnabiy accurate except for the case of the baridus types of

informants beirg ‘selected by the simple expedient of stFullihgé}

5igﬁifican£ prupcrfinh of the'hbusehoids of each-villagé‘ A{Table ;:
¢ - - K . . . .o C

h_typé .dfﬁﬁ

BRIt {“Thellaampie  51:§§ ’weféismall, talfhbﬂghﬂtheyi{répﬁééeﬁt ;a;.ff




‘ginal land.. In these cases figures are little more than

"guantified aguesses" and are unliirely to be reliable bevond a
general order of magnitude.  Figures on !andheoldings have been

canveried from the

e

ocally used measure {(ropani? to hectares 20

i

FDp%;iE 2quals ona ﬁecfare).l It i= important to note fhaf,”‘as )
cons=2quence  of - this,  figures or. average tres densitiés ‘aré
derived from guite small absaiuté nﬁmbéra of treaes. FDF.EKamplE

ZB . trees on a half ropani of margihal, 1and 'tfanslatés- Fb o
density of BOU trees per hectare. |

‘#Df 1 tﬁé purpose of comparing the ‘écnnﬂmicl status of
hduSeHnlds, total repufted iandhﬁlﬂiﬁgg have been divided into

Jvarious categoriéa (ea;h'baéed on a range Dflla%ﬁhpiding"éizésyg
fDllbwing those used by Wallace (1587:. It is impﬁrtént tc note

that tDtal-Iaﬁdholdingﬁ can be quite misleading as indicators pf

b ]
-~

Lo

nd wealth. ‘hgficultural land i& divided'intn two éateghriés :

-

r:

ket is much more valuabls than bari.

tn} The Two Villages

Just as hcuEEthdSAWEFE not celected at randdm, Eandegaon
and Buchabkot were na; selected rgndgmly. Given-£ﬁe probiQmS'bf
’cbtaining- accurate inforﬁatign‘ on  zsnsitive .rmatterE ' iike
landholding size, villages in which the project was well knewn
and in which-the'fiéld investigator had eetablished‘a dégreea“ﬁf

rapport were selected.

Ferhaps hecause of locational factors there are differencecs

in th= socio-economic conditions  in  the itwo villages. i

[

r

- -

Fandagaoh, . which is relatively near Kathmendu, many people are

Eng&ged“'in off—farm activities. Even the land-paor beople fd

[
[
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’~}a;mftm:have_ccmszﬂesable tash resources. One lady, -

L

o from ' oan . untouchable’ caste, zlaimed to have -encugh money to

purchase (larnd but had not done so because no land was ' available . -

v

E ‘for sale. Bu:hagoté .hhf£he oéﬁer hénﬂ;..is%fgﬁ maFE t?picai Df%{ ¥
5 the sqbsietence—ariénted.villageséuf th;' miéﬁ1é:!h£11s, | Whpléi i
:: g  agﬁapasta{a1i5m ’is-the‘majorfsaurﬁe of inEamé iaiﬁmthlayihlagés,- |
if!  it'i5 heayi}y_suﬁplémented infPandégéonL- |
The patterﬁs- nf'iaﬁd'Gistrigufin# de;‘d;fféfént ;in ﬁeach
village%': Table 3 gives £he patterns-éf'land‘ ;isfr&bufinn:‘in
oy o : _ A : S L
L terms bE landholding. size, for each village. 3Fhé  moét‘;'{
f% .:FignéfiCant differehée i$ tﬁat iand distrggufibﬁ'infPandegaoﬁ iéf  i3
{ﬁreiatﬁVeiy “Humagéneoué..f.ﬂé hEdséhuI&“iﬁfdﬁr~5gmp3é uwned mnrei
thﬁn Lﬂﬁ ﬁé; ,Dn'fhg o{hérlhénd.land Dﬁﬁershib ié ma;e skewed in
:f?éﬁéhékét. in the hDusghblﬁs §ur§gyed 32}6 2 dﬁﬁéﬂ‘moré ﬁhan‘i;ﬁ !
. 1 ha anﬁ- th;sei households pwnedr Qé.ésx b% ;alf  fénd? helé:TQYﬂ {
I .. , - - L Lo ! . : ' ) '
i‘ households .in ' the Buchakot sample. ' The land distribution in
1? ‘?EBucaakoﬂ.‘;g (:u'ﬁ'na{ven.J 'bgf thére-ére%QQ}é f;rmer§ in“ﬁhé! laééerg - ig
5{1andhnlding 'size—cateéoriés tﬁaﬁ in.thé_ﬁatféra .&eég}iﬁed  Byw;,.ﬁ
{ liwél}acé‘fnr;allrafuNegal and‘éeéldui ?h“Tab1e 1.p .
2'J'ﬁ (c)' Distribution of Trees on Frivété.Lénd. R R { o
__Ana‘l.ysi's. of the distribution of trees on private land in the . !
;f twb_ v;llages suggests a'ﬁumbér_of pattérns;l.‘fhéreii;;also ani,.zj
P absences Df_sbme of the patterns we egpected to\ffnd.Jﬂ édth 'éhe'-'
E\ patterns ahd'absenceé of patterné are instru&tivep 'l.ﬂf _”i
tFattern 1
While the sample sizes for ‘gach af the --:Iané:—hamir{g
§ categof;es . are small,i'we hgd éxﬁéﬁted;to.sgé ‘éﬁﬁé " trend ofhﬁ
: ‘. Té i




increasing densities and numbers of trees according to size of

landholding. However there was no clear evidence of such a trend

in densities for the landholding size-categories below 1.5 ha.

5,

Table 4 gives tree densities for each landheolding size-category.

In Pandegéan there are no clear tfends relating to tree%

dencsity betwesan landho;ding size~categories. The same absence fo
patternr appliés tﬁ’thé land—holdingg bglow-I.S‘ Ra 1n Bdchakot.i
an fhe sther hand there was a cuﬁtrast between tree dehrsities oﬁj
landholdings &bove 1.5 ha and:holdiﬁgé below 1.5 ha. Farmers |
with.i.S or more héctares are in a minority: there are none in‘T
Pgngegaqﬁ and only ¢ of 17 of the Buchakot sample own more théﬁ;

1.5 ha.

There is & very clear increase in the average tree pumbers
for landholders as landholding size-categories increase. See
Table 5. There is a massive increase above the 1.5 ha landholding :

thresheld.

Pattern 2
If "we ignore the nine farmers in Buchakot with 1.5 or more
hectares of land thefé dre differences in the tree density (i.e.

trees per hectaré):betWEEn the Fandegaon and Buchakot samples.

The avérasge tree defsity far farmers in all landholding size-

cateqories (below i.S'ha) in Pandegaon exceeded the aensity of

.

trees for the cafresponding:landhqlding‘categories in Buchakot.

There are ltwd points to -be explained in these patterns.

Firstly, 'why does a lahdholding size in excess of 1.5 ha appsgar

to be a take%off poinkt above wﬁich'mUCh higher tree dEhRsitiss
become possible? (In Buchakot 'this accirs even though &malier

-
13
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farmers have lower tree densities than owners - of - similar®
landholdings in Fandegacn).: e ' S o C T
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off point® iz related to the fact that farmers.wfth‘landhaidinqé.’w

0
=

above 1.5 ha are able tc meet subsistence requirements for .grain

‘and  ares in

bt}

opportunities - for alternatiye income. The validity  of ' this

explanation should be explored by furthér studg.

The second qugétiaﬁ is : why the differences in tree density

between_'?sﬂailet landholders in' Pandegaon and in PBuchakot? -
VDifferenf qualities of land_ma§ be part of the 'éxplantioh.. Thé_.
‘lland. at -Buchakot may be Df 1owér quality than fhat”at Pandedénn}i'

But this does not fully explain the Bifferencés since the . land-' .}

rich farmers at . Buchakot own much larger numbers of .tfeesﬁ'than

poorer farmers in either village. A probable explanation ie that

LI

'Pandegacn is less dependent on farm sources for subsistence and

income. Consequently farmers are more able to spare  small

aﬁnuntg of land for tfees,ADne farmer in the d.S—B.?? ha category

~at Pandegaon had cunsideﬁable-numbers of trees, including trees -

on various types of marginal Iand; and on the edges of khet. | He

stated that he recognised that the shade from the trees was

reducing crop production by an-estimﬁted 20 %, but-hé fe1truthat7

the economic advantages of trees Dtheighed_thé losses. A number

of Chorespondias axillaris (locally known as lopse) gro@n'qn his

land illustrated his point. The fruit is extremely valuable as a

cash crop.

'Pattenn 3

a tentative sxplanation.we would suggest .that the ‘“"take- .

position t5 diversify, spreading.riske and gaiming




e had ant

e

cipated thatlg\pattgrn wemld-emerge which would
ShoW  a reiat‘ﬁnzhip betwasn tree density on marginal land ‘types
and landholding-size categories. {(Table & describes: the
relationships. betwsen tree densities on all land t?pes and
landholding sizes.) While the 1.5 ha or more groupsl have
generzlly higher densities‘on marginal lands, the 0@-0.4%9 ha
rategory has a high densityv in the land type "which includeg
stream beds, guilies and land slides. In fact; however, all of
“the land and all of the trees in that category are owﬁed by a

single farmer and the density of 1408 trees per hectare ig
: ' i
derived from 3% trees on one fortieth of a hectare. ‘

There is, then, a suggestion that‘ marginal lands aré
underutilised by smaller féfmers in both Fandegaon and Euchakot.
However the total area of'margihai land owned by farmers in the
Fandegaon cample was only B.61 ha (6.2 % of all land). Table 7
gives a breakdown of land types available in each villé\ge.L In
Buchakot 4;8& ha (14;9 % af tutgl private land in the sample) was
inr the ﬁarginal land categories, but only @.78 ha of thig
marginal land is ﬁwned by’faémers owning less than 1.5 ha. Thus,
tha potential for smalil %armers to gain from increased‘ tree
glanting omn marginal lamnd is very slight. - Even if programs
heavily emphasise planting on marginal land . there 1is- little
opportunity for small farmers ;0 benefit. In order to emphasise

this point we wish to point out that we are callino all farmeré

with less than 1.5 ha small farmers. This is fairly generous.

Analysis of the distribution of bari land among small

farmers does point to an area where there is some potential 8

reach the land-poor. Table 8 shows the distribution of bari land
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1iy according to landholding size categories. A significant amount of .
S T Lo ‘ : o o S . . :
\..ibari land (9 ha) ar 40 % of all bari land)' is owned by farmers in" . g

. tHE3iess;£haﬁ 1.5 ha category. _However, the impnrtan:e_of bariiii_ﬁi‘; f S

| léh&‘ﬁfb subsistence suggests that poor farmers are not likely to- :L :
substantially increass tree planting on bari unless they have - }' i

alternative souyrces Df-incnmé._ The thenfprEFVed phenomenan of

trees on bari (Gilmour- 1987) is probably particula?ly'ﬁnmhon'iﬁn;.-

larger landholﬁinga.
CTonclusion }
lf' The_.USAID,.repDrt.refEFred to earlier (Kernan et al. 178&)
C lmadéﬁa case for increased privatisation of common land for forest
w f purposes. = FRobinson acknowledges that there may be some. . -
radvantages in the equitable privatisation of some land" but goes . ||
;o 0h to say: i
"The need fnr'any\privatisation,tﬁ'beﬂequitébie‘ﬂwou}dh bel _ f
" essential; small farmers often rely more on land other than R
. .. ', their own for fodder and other foliage, compared to o
[ wealthier farmers." (1986:115 ). K
This " iz an extremely important point. We believe that Loy
increased privatisation, ‘uniess accampanieq' by extensive | D
redistribution of land could unly_decreasé ﬁhe access of poor .
farmers .to forest prbducts. They would not only be relatively t
ﬁGhsé.fo,' as'larger_farmerSVbecomE absolutely better off, “but
they could easily become. absolutely worse off. :

jﬁ‘ :Dﬁ .the other 'hana it may be that iihcreased pléﬁtihg on
pﬁivafe land (as opposed to privatisatian'of comﬁdn land) will

reduce  prESSUfElDﬁ common land and that tﬁislﬁill‘be Df_benefitf

Eoﬂsmaller landholders, but this_femains=tc_be proved. There is

15
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no gdarantee that reduced pressure on common land will translate
to Lntreased access to resources by the poor, althouéh ?t $ay éu
éou bﬁe reason fof'doubt here is that iﬁcreased pfivate planti6g
ma; lead fo iargéé landﬁoldérg-serling-prnducts for cash, thle
cﬁnti%uing to use commop resources for their own 5ub§istente
pufpéseé.

The__ whole question of monetizing forest produce has
impﬁrtant implicatinﬁs to eguity. -hubley {1987) points out that
the sale of fnrgst products from forest land would impose qguite
different demaﬁda on the well-off (for whom a few rupees per

head41uad is a minor matter) compared with the pooar (for whom a

few rupees may represent a day’'s work). A major increase 1n
ipffvate planting on larger holdings would probably 1lead to
moretization. @

An  analysis of the fihdings from Pandegaon and Buchakot
leaves _iittle room for nptimiém about the potential for brivate
planting programs for the benefit of small farmers.  Equity in
" tree awneéship is .clearly impossiblg in the cantextf of the
dramatically skewed distkibutinn of landhplding-'in - Nepal, and
there is little roﬁh to incéease the égsolute numbers of trees’

‘ \ - :

owned by poorer farmers. Nevertheless, in the context.of very

small absolute numbers of trees, small inceases may be of value.

Bur figufes are very tentétiye and based on small samples.
While they are Eansiétent with other evidence from the litergture
it is essential that much larger studies should be carried out to
confirm or deny our suspiéions. Further, éyen if cur ocbservations
'appeér to be generally true, there may be some 1Dcation§ wher e

the land distribution patterns 'wilg allow private ﬁlanting
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59§h1-aﬁfpﬁngkéh{-t6 work it would be - necessary to’

concentrate activities on small farmers.. One element of this

"would L be i1nereased extension work aimed at making small farmers

i

faware'uf the progr am. butbit‘is;unlikEIY sthat- awareness ' alone

‘}prbféctfﬁnuhnd utilization of common lands.

YR

'could _ba-provided-at a_small #ee.

-pléﬁtingllasfpart;ﬂf a broad range of approaches.. = In  order tof

<

is 5 soiution, since farmer-ignorance (is almost | certainly

overratad  and. unjustly assumed to be ‘an explanation for  failure

to ﬁéfé upjpfpgram‘“benefité“..

' . . . .
L]

. In order to prevent monopolisation of benefits by‘rELathély; |

wealthy_ﬁfarmérs j”11:"1:1;1‘(;'!1.1': be worth ﬁhinkihg about a system 6*}5‘

Vi - _ . o o - :
fqhaﬂges.;i Seedlings,  4dp to a ;ertain‘nuhber (say 20}

1

ph&ﬁe&ﬁ

could he ﬁrbviﬂed free, while‘nuMUers in excess of this maxiaum;

fJFinally, while prograﬁs ‘EmphasiSing'private; piénting onf

. . [ . -_._I . ‘ v «h‘,=. .:‘- n L St ) v ot
existing:. private land .may bhave - their placehf¢- we “are’

Dvéhwﬁéfﬁlnélyf'in“favour_ of a ‘ﬁdlicy ‘which" freats’ pF?Yﬁtéﬁ

.

5

-maihtéiniény‘equitylof access - to resources, private p1anting:mu§t.

béf”§ 5ubp1emént to, hnt_an'altérnative.to, :cuntinued'plénting,
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Table 1’

Distribution of agricul tural land in Nepal,
1981 /8Z. Source: Wallace (1987) based on 1981/8L census
of hNepai.
% Fop 7 Area
* .
Mon ~ &gricultural iS.! h a.9
s

Mo 1land o 0.3 e.e

@ - 8.5 ha 42.5 b&.64
2.5 - 1.@ ha 13.7 10.8

1.8 ~2.0 ha i4.7 1?.9
Over 2 ha 13.6 . - &L.8

Total ) 126.@ 106.0

¥ No land or livestock

# No land, but own livestock

7
Table 2
Sample sizes
No. of households _ Total No. of households
for which interveiws in villages
held. ,
Pandegann 14 31

Buchakot 17 49 (approx.?}

[
1



- Table = . .
Fattern of land di;tribution for Fandegaon and Buchakot.
(Nota: all types of land combined. !} . ' '

_ LANDHOLDING SIZE (ha) .
8 ©-6.49 .5-0.99 1.9-1.4% 1.5 % cver

=y

Fandecaon

i

Mo, hpuse-— i 4 9 2 -
nolds

“age house— &l 25 S5&.2 12.0 -
halds '

Buchakot

No. house— - "-3 =z = Q
holds ) : o
“age house~ - 17.6 11.8 17.6 S2.9
holds ‘ :

ComGines

NG.'hDuae¥ 1 7 i1 ] G
holds ) '

%agse house-— z 21.2 ZI.3 1S.% 27.3
holds ’

Table 4

Density of trees according to size of landholding.

Tree density per ha.

Laﬁdhnldiﬁg size o .Fandegaun . Buchakot Combined
a _ B _

- @2-0.49 =36 33 112
A.5-0.99 ' 126 42 112
1.6-1.49 - ies - IS 87
1.5 & over - ' 229 225

2



Table 5.

Average numberse of trees per farmar within each landholding size—
of farmers are in brackets. Landless farmer

category.
omitted.

lLandholaing
sSide

A-3. 47
B.5-8.9%7
1.0-1.49

= %

1.3 &% above

Numbers

Fandegaon

28
75

199

&)

(7}

(2}

Buchakot

k]

44

&71

3

[ s

Caombined

1% (7).

186 (5)

&71 ()
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Table 6 0 L RERET REANS
“Tree density by landhaid1ng 51‘9 ~and tyrn uf ;and.
(Zero landholdlngs EAcﬂuded ) -

1
'

- : ' . Landhclding%sizei fnoe
Location . 2-8.49 @.5-0.99 1.8-1.49 1.5 % over
*and land ' ' ~ S0 ' o ;
type®
Pandqgann'
L | .. ‘, ! " n11 "‘, ‘.23" :.  ipir ‘: S 7.‘_ :
S-S VY T V- I B
3. - v . o.nil 265 v ipity S
c4 0 - i1a@@ ' 284 s =L
Buehakdf

1 v \nil nil ~ nil S5

4

Coe o tas nil 11 842

4 :;.3‘5112 176 216 1786

v “":
Cambined: i Do, '
. “.“’:; N ! : ’ ' e ; o .
I SN e il o 0 21 nilc o =1

200 ne@9n [ 157 L 135 . a9

2
[
L2

LA RN § R . -

a i 1ame ', ‘220 385 1706,

1 - khet

2 - bari

3 ~ marginal land-intiuding abandoned terraces

3
'

3 4'f.stream'bank5, gu11ie$ and landslides



iand

Typex

1

2

3

g

Total
Key#
1 =k
‘2 -~ b
=
4 =

%aﬁlé 3  :

Distributiron of
landholdings omittéd.) Both villages combined.

Lénd
Eategériés
m+a.4§
B.5-8.9%
1.0+1.49
over

1.9 %

otal’

Z.4

and available
Fandagaon
<$4LSZ:
S.75 (SB.9%
2.2 (2%)

.41 (4.7%

G.76 (99,91

tet |

aii

marginal land

streaft banks,

mmm—
ey

f i .
Bari

Area tha)

land by

' Buchakot

16£6.9  (T0.5%)
S OAR. AN

1.86 (5.7%)

32.68 (1860%)

T
L et

‘ha.) for whole sample.

" Combined
4.7 (3.6

1andholding

L T T =
2.5;- o J

(52.4%)
3.2 (7.5%)

2.29 (5.4%)

42,446 (P9.9%4)

ingludihg abandoned teérraces

ulliss and landslides

Y“age of all Bari

categories.

(Zer:
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