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Collective Management of Forest Resources in India:

Lessons for policy formulation and stakeholders involvement

V.L.V.Kameswari*

Abstract

Management of common pool resources for sustainable use of natural resources had been a matter
of much debate and discussion in recent times. Different criteria have been used to define the
successful management of common property resources. These include ecological sustainability,
economic profitability and institutional efficiency.

Large body of literature also exists on the conditions under which institutions governing the
management of common pool resources will function effectively. Notable among these are the
works of Wade (1988) and Ostrom (1990). These conditions (popularly known as design
principles) are also seen as requirements/ preconditions for successful collective action in
common pool resource situations. Many scholars, however, point out that this approach
essentially narrows down the collective action process solely to internal dynamics.

There is significant evidence to suggest that socio-economic factors, political environment and
legal issues play an equally important role in the success or otherwise of common pool resource
management institutions. Literature also points out that external factors play a crucial role in the
management of common pool resources as they influence decision making by the resource users.
This paper highlights a different but critical aspect that influences the management of common
property resources, viz. the scale at which governance decisions are taken and the level at which
collective action is enacted.

During the last decade or so, forest resources in India have increasingly come under the ambit of
common property regime. Though many of these efforts are a result of the felt needs of the
resource users, an equal number have sprouted under the directives of the State. Relationship
among the users and resource use pattern, under the later, are governed by national level policies
and macro perspective. Drawing from a study conducted to understand the management of forest
resources through collective action in a state in Central India, this paper examines national
policies, their implementation and needs of the resource users. It was found that while governance
decisions are taken at the regional and even national level, peoples’ involvement in common pool
resource management is essentially influenced by local factors. This mismatch has important
implications for stakeholders involvement and access to resources managed under the common
property regime. One reason being the fact that the government has its’ own idea of local level
organization, which does not always correspond with the realities in the field and what is optimal
for the equity and the ecosystem. The other reason is that the policy guidelines are formulated
taking broad categories of stakeholders into consideration while completely ignoring intra-
category variations that play a significant role at the micro level. The paper concludes that
government dominated / directed arrangements are unsuited for management of the common pool
resources as they fail to address the needs of local resource uses who influence the management
outcomes.
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Introduction

Sustainable management of common pool natural resources' had been a matter of much
concern in recent times. Broadly speaking, three options are put forth for their effective
and efficient management, viz; privatization, centralized management and local control
by the user group. Management of the common pool natural resources by the local user
group is often referred to as common property regime”.

The view that management of common pool resources is best done under the control of
the local community enjoys much support. First, it is often pointed out that much of the
common pool resources in the past were managed by the local communities in a
sustainable manner and that state interventions over the last century have eroded these
local institutions leading to resource degradation (Gadgil, 1989; McKean & Ostrom,
1995; Jodha, 1995; Sarin, 1996). Secondly, it is felt that management of natural resources
through common property regime ensures their sustainability (Li, 1996; Ahuja, 1998) due
to definite incentives, restrained use of the resource, restricted membership and control
over free rider problem (McKean & Ostrom, 1995; Blair, 1996). Thirdly, resolution of
conflicts over sharing of resources and ensuring contribution by all users towards
resource maintenance is another important function of common property regimes.
Evolution of rules commonly agreed upon by all members become especially important in
resource scarce situations (Berkes, 1986). Finally, common property regimes also receive
support on grounds of resource conservation and ecological sustainability. This is ensured
via social sanctions against excessive individual exploitation of the resource and evolving
an elaborate set of resource use rules (Berkes, 1989).

Despite these arguments in favor of local management of common pool natural resources,
there is a belief, specially among western society, that such arrangements are inherently
unstable, subject to inevitable pressure from free riders and are bound to be degraded into
‘tragedy of commons’ situation. Consequently, resources that are likely to be better
managed collectively are either kept under state or private control leading to their
depletion and degradation (Gibbs and Bromley, 1989). This has mainly happened in
post-colonial states through new legislations, technological changes, new economic
arrangements, commercialization of subsistence resources earlier held in common (Gibbs
& Bromley, 1989; Grima and Berkes, 1989; McKean & Ostrom, 1995). However, there
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by local communities does not always ensure sustainable utilization of the resource
(Wade, 1988; Steins & Edwards, 1999 and Petrazelka & Bell, 2000).

In light of these divergent evidence and views, extensive work has been done on the
conditions under which people will cooperate to manage common pool resources
sustainably. Notable among these are the works of Wade (1988) and Ostrom (1990).
According to Wade, these factors can be divided into three categories, viz; those related
to the resource itself, nature of the user group and relationship between the user group and
the state. Further, conditions necessary for successful functioning of collective action
institutions include clearly defined boundaries of the resource, congruence between
allocation and access rules and local conditions, user’s ability to modify operational rules
through collective choice arrangements, monitoring mechanism, prevalence of sanctions
against breaking rules, conflict resolution mechanism and absence of external threats
(Ostrom, 1990). Pinkerton and Weinstein (1995) view accountability, effectiveness,
representativeness and adaptability as four basic features of self sustaining local resource
management institutions.

These conditions that are deemed essential for cooperation among the resource users have
formed the basis for many state sponsored/ promoted community based management
systems (Mosse, 1997). Further, these conditions (popularly known as design principles)
have acquired a prescriptive status. It is often presumed that, if government sponsored/
promoted community institutions meet these criteria, successful collective action is likely
to prevail and that local level resource management institutions will then form a critical
component of environmental outcome (Hanna et al, 1995).

Drawing from a study carried out in Central India on the management of forest lands by
local user group, I argue that prescriptive policies regarding the functioning of local level
institutions adopted by the state have failed to involve the user group in resource
management. This is primarily because, governance decisions are taken at the regional or
even national level, whereas peoples’ involvement in common pool resource institutions
is essentially influenced by local factors. While the government has it’s own idea of local
level organization, this does not always correspond with the realities in the field and what
is optimal for equity and ecosystem (Andersen, 1995). Equally important is the fact that
policy guidelines are formulated taking broad categories of stakeholders into
consideration while completely ignoring intra-category variations that play a significant
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arrangements are not suited for management of common pool natural resources (in this
case forest resources) as they fail to address the needs of local resource users who
influence management outcomes.

Rest of this paper is divided into five sections. Section One gives an overview of forest
management in India including recent attempts by the government at involving local
communities. Relevant literature is also sited at appropriate places in this section. Section
Two covers Joint Forest Management efforts in the study site. Section Three gives a brief
outline of the study including description of the study area. Section Four presents the

findings followed by concluding remarks in Section Five.

Section One: Forest management in India

Prior to the Declaration of the Chapter of Indian Forests, 80% of the country’s forests
were common property resources and were managed by local communities. This
Declaration marked the beginning of the state initiated forest management in India and
was followed by the first Forest Act in 1865 and the first Forest Policy in 1894.
Majumdar(1999) says that the first forest policy of the country was pro-people and
provided plenty of benefits by making income considerations secondary to the
satisfaction of the peoples’ needs. Forests were classified into reserved, protected and
village forests in 1927 and the last category was meant to be managed exclusively by the
communities.

Whether people came together to manage the village commons including forests or not is
a much debated issue. Studies (Gadgil,1989) have revealed that such community
institutions did exist and had even survived the colonial onslaught in some places in
southern India. Sarin (1996) supports this view and cites “ Kanns” of Uttar Kannada, the
sacred groves in the Himalayas, the “Orans” in Rajasthan, the”Shamilat” forests in
Punjab, the supply and safety forests in Mizoram and the “Cummindad” lands of Goa as
examples of community resource management systems in different parts of the country.
She further adds that that the state’s attempts at appropriating access and control of these
community managed resources have been replete with uprisings and rebellion in various
parts of the country.

The view that the community management of natural resources was extensive during the
pre British period is contested by many. Nadkarni (1989) says that forests in the past had

survived more due to limited biotic pressure rather than efficient community management



systems. Buchy (1996) feels that resource use in the pre-colonial period was characterized
by prohibition on certain kinds of use, which need not necessarily constitute a well-
established community management system. Locke (1995) supports this view by saying
that reduced rates of destruction/ degradation during the British times was due to
culturally determined patterns of behavior and low demand.

Existence of strong community management systems in the past has also been denied
based on some sociological observations. Gaikwad (1981) says that Indian villages are
inhabited by individuals who are not organized in any fold except as a family or extended
kinship groups. This according to him prevents the evolution of common institutions.
Bandopadhyay (1983), however, says that there were no structural barriers preventing
community participation in rural India. According to him, common pool resources were
governed by communally shared norms and the self-sufficient nature of the Indian village
economy required prudent exploitation of these resources even by the well off sections of
the community.

Despite the controversy surrounding the nature of the common pool resource
management before the British, there is a general consensus that though the government
had taken over the responsibility of the forest resources, it lacked the organizational
capacity to regulate access. As a result, use pattern became erratic and unsustainable
leading to degradation and depletion of the forest cover (Poffenberger, 1990). Tightening
of governmental control increased progressively till forest policy formulation was
restricted with the central government.

Majumdar (1999), traces the genesis of the idea of “Joint Forest Management” to the
Indian Forest Act of 1972. According to him, the Act stipulated that “possession of the
village forests shall remain with the community whereas the ownership with the
government, a concept which enjoys close relationship with the present ideology of Joint
Forest Management”.

In the post independence period, initial attempts to give say to the people in forestry was
in the mid- seventies. The National Commission on Agriculture had then suggested that
people’s subsistence needs from the forests should be met from the non-forest lands so as
to check deforestation. This gave rise to the social forestry programs in many states of the
country under which fuel wood and fodder trees were planted in non-forest lands. In a
complete reversal of the then existing management system, the National Forest Policy of

1988 emphasized the role of forests in meeting the basic needs of the forest dependent



communities and protecting their rights and concessions. It further advocated the
involvement of local communities in managing the forest resources of the country.

The Government of India issued guidelines in 1990 for involving local communities in
forest management. These guidelines formalized the concept of Joint Forest Management
and provided an operational framework for peoples’ involvement in the management of
degraded forestlands. Joint Forest Management (JFM) is commonly defined as the
sharing of products, responsibilities, control and decision-making authority over the forest
lands between the forest department and the local user group. It further involves a
contract specifying the distribution of authority, responsibility and benefits (Moench,
undated). Kolavalli (1995) stresses the property rights aspect of Joint Forest Management
by stating that it involves alienation of some of the rights over the forest produce to the
communities by the forest department in exchange of participating in the management of
the state owned forestlands.

Since the issuance of the Government of India guidelines regarding Joint Forest
Management in 1990, 22 states have passed the formal JFM resolutions. West Bengal and
Orissa are the pioneer states with Joint Forest Management already in the third i.e. benefit
sharing stage. On the other hand, states like Assam, Sikkim and Mizoram are the latest
entrants having issued the enabling orders recently. Joint Forest Management resolutions
of various states specify membership norms, benefit sharing and protection mechanism,
among other things. However, discussing the institutional structure in Joint Forest
Management, Raju (1999) concludes that there is a mismatch between JFM rules and the
design principles necessary for successful self governance institutions in managing
common pool resources.

Data available from 17 out of 22 states that have passed the JFM resolution indicate that
33,343 committees are protecting 77,20,293 ha of forestland. Madhya Pradesh has the
largest area of 38,46,824 ha under Joint Forest Management arrangement, whereas West
Bengal leads in terms of the extent of area protected under JFM vis-a-vis the total forest
area of the state (Sethi and Singh, 1999). Summing up the efforts at managing the forest
resources by the local communities, Sarin (1996) identifies three broad types of
community institutions that had emerged across the country:

Type 1: These have emerged out of local initiative, primarily as a response to the
hardships of scarcity faced by the local villagers due to the degradation of forests in these

areas. Local leaders, youth groups, concerned outside individuals; including local forest



department personnel or local NGOs; often acted as catalyst for organizing villagers.
Such groups are primarily confined to the areas where communities continue to have a
strong economic dependency on the forests.

Type 2: The second type of community organizations engaged in forest management are
the ones promoted by the state forest departments. The earlier versions of these include
Forest Co-operative Societies, Van Panchayats, etc. These attempts, however, failed to
empower the people fully. More recently, attempts are being made to solicit villagers’
cooperation in rehabilitating degraded state forests under the more formal JFM programs.
Type 3: The third type is sponsored by local government or NGOs to carry out a more

general rural development mandate.

Section Two: Joint Forest Management in Madhya Pradesh

Government of Madhya Pradesh order on JFM was issued in the year 1991. Following
this, about 200 Forest Protection Committees (FPC) were formed by the year 1993.
However, prior to issuance of government order, joint forest management efforts have
been most successfully pursued in Harda and Jhabua divisions of the state. In Harda,
about 190 FPC’s have been protecting over 4,600 hectares of forestland. Joint Forest
Management efforts in Harda aimed at providing alternate sources of income and
employment to forest dependent communities who participated in forest protection. These
arrangements were popularly referred to as “ecodevelopment”.

Government order on Joint Forest Management in the state has since been revised and a
fresh circular was issued in the year 1995. This prescribes the formation of two types of
committees for forest protection in the state. Forest Protection Committees (FPC) are
formed in closed forest (density above 0.4) to elicit people’s participation in forest
protection . In such cases, the villagers are entitled to full nistar’ rights and non-timber
forest products, but not to a share in the final harvest.

On the other hand, people are expected to form Village Forest Committees (VFC) in open
forest (density below 0.4) where the primary objective is the management of degraded
forest lands. In this case, the villagers’ are entitled to intermediate products and a 30%
share in the final harvest.

Presently, Joint Forest Management programs in the state are being implemented with
funding from the World Bank under the Madhya Pradesh Forestry Project. Main objective

of the project is to assist “with the implementation of Government of Madhya Pradesh



strategy for development of forestry sector with peoples’ involvement” as per the
guidelines of the Government of India. Apart from other things, the Project aims to bring
about 1,140 villages under Joint Forest Management arrangements whereby local people
will manage an area of 74,000 hectares of forest land along with generation of alternate

resources and/ or sources of income.

Section Three: The study

The methodology used was designed to be a judicious mix of quantitative and qualitative
techniques. This method was adopted so that the scientific rigor of the former
compensates for the subjective interpretation of the later and vice versa. Also this
technique would enable the cross verification of information at different stages.

Two forest divisions of undivided state of Madhya Pradesh; viz.; East Mandla division
and Hoshangabad divisions were selected for the study. These two divisions were
selected randomly out of the divisions where Joint Forest Management activities were
being undertaken by the Madhya Pradesh forest department, in the year 1996-97.

East Mandla has four ranges; viz.; Mahgaon, Motinala, Mawai and Jagmandal and
Hoshangabad has six ranges; viz.; Itarsi, Bankhedi, Pipariya, Sukhtawa, Bagra, Sohagpur.
From each range, one village was selected randomly for in depth study. However, while
selecting the villages care was taken to ensure that they had no special feature which was
atypical of the region and no characteristics which would effect the program in a decisive
manner. From each village, 10 % households were surveyed using pretested schedule.
Proportionate random sampling was followed while selecting individual respondents.

For the purpose of this study two types of questionnaires were designed, one to collect the
village level data and the other was household schedule. Following the pilot visit,
household schedule was slightly modified to be effective in the field conditions. Primary
data collection was done through non-participant observation, focus group discussions,
interviews and survey through structured questionnaires. Schedule was used to collect
data from the sampled households on the functioning of the VFC/FPC and participation
of individual members. Interviews were conducted mainly with the department staff to
understand their side of the story and assessment of the situation. Focus group discussions
with vocal section of the community and non-participant observation were carried out to
understand the overall functioning of the village society and the factors which are

influencing the Joint Forest Management process.



Undivided Madhya Pradesh was the largest state of India and was spread across an area
of 443,000sq.km. The state can be divided into five physiographic regions: (a) the Grid
to the North and North- East of Gwalior; (b) the Malwa Plateau between the Vindhyan
ranges and the area South of Gwalior; (c) the Satpura ridge stretching across the state
from the Maikal range in the East towards Nimar in the West; (d) the Narmada valley
bounded by the Vindhyan hills in the North and the Satpura range in the South; (e) the
Chattisgarh plains on the East of Satpura Range. According to the 1991 census,
population of the state was 66.18 million. About 41 per cent of the rural population and
20 per cent of the urban population is below the poverty line. It is estimated that,
approximately 30 percent of the population, majority of them tribals, live in forests or
forest fringe areas. Tribal population constitutes 23 percent of the total population of
the state. There are 46 tribes in the state concentrated mainly in six districts in the
Eastern, South-eastern and south-western parts of the state.

In 1991, the livestock population of the state was estimated to be 26.8 million cattle, 7.4
million buffaloes, 0.9 million sheep and 7.3 million goat. The state also attracts an
additional 1.5 million livestock from neighboring states. The total quantity of feed
available from all sources is estimated to be 42 million tons. A large part of the fodder
requirement is met from forestlands by letting the cattle graze in them, which puts

tremendous pressure on the state’s forests.

Section Four: Findings and Analysis

Translation of policy prescriptions in the field

Joint Forest Management envisages active participation of the forest dependent people
in planning, decision-making and implementation of all forest management activities.
However, policy prescriptions made to realize this objective often do not get
implemented in the field due to various reasons. Reasons include shortage of manpower
and time, divergent interpretations and interests of the stakeholders, pressure from
various quarters, etc. But, more important is the fact that policy provisions are made
taking regional or even national factors into consideration whereas implementation of
the same is influenced by local factors. Some of the Joint Forest Management guidelines
of the state of Madhya Pradesh and their actual translation in the field are analysed
below to highlight this discrepancy.
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Formation of the VFC/ FPC: Joint Forest Management resolution of the state stipulates

that the forest department should hold a preliminary meeting in the village to explain the
concept of Joint Forest Management, following which a VFC/ FPC will be constituted if
a minimum of 50% adults pass the resolution for its formation. However, it was found
during the study that, often the VFC/ FPC is formed by the department and the people
are "told that a committee has been formed in their village for forest protection".
Whatever little consultation takes place prior to the constitution of the committee is
between the forest department and the socioeconomic elite of the community. In some
cases, the villagers are also told that they cannot have access to the forest unless they
agree to form the committee. With respect to VFC/ FPC formation, 39% respondents
said that they were not involved in committee formation. An equal number had no idea
of how the committee was formed but were informed that their names were in the list of
general body members. Only, 12 % respondents said that they were involved in the
formation of the VFC/ FPC of their village.

Election of the executive body: All the VFCs/ FPCs had an executive committee, as per

the stipulation of the Madhya Pradesh Joint Forest Management resolution. The strength
of the executive committee varied between 7 to 15 members. According to the Joint
Forest Management resolution of the state, the executive body of the VFC/ FPC should
have a minimum of 2 women members and 2 members from the landless families. The
Sarpanch, all panch, Beat Guard/ Forester are the ex-officio members of the executive
body. The resolution also stipulates that the executive committee members will be
elected or nominated by consensus by the members of the VFC/FPC. During the study,
it was found that 32% of the respondents were not involved in the election of the
members of the executive committee. This is because the members are often selected by
the field staff of the forest department either on their own or in consultation with some
male opinion leaders of the village. Further, 54% of the female respondents said that
they did not know how the executive body members were elected whereas only 14% of
the male respondents said so. This indicates that whatever little consultation takes place
between the field staff and the community is confined mostly to the men folk. It was
also found that the two women members in the executive body are nominated by the
field staff or the men and the concerned persons are informed about the same. Such one
sided decisions lead to non-participation of the concerned women members due to lack

of interest, cultural reasons or family pressures. For example in Khatama village in
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Hoshangabad division, one of the female executive committee members was not
allowed to attend the meetings by her husband and had to eventually resign due to
pressure from the family members.

Though the state JFM resolution stipulates the reconstitution of the executive body
every year, the normal practice is to let the members continue unless there are some
serious problems with the functioning of the committee. The executive body had been
reconstituted only in village Dungaria in East Mandla division due to requests from the
villagers. It was noticed that the male executive committee members usually happen to
be the opinion leaders of the village or are chosen by the men folk. Women members,
on the other hand, are nominated by the field staff or the men and the concerned women
member is never usually consulted. It is interesting to note that, in some villages though
the executive committee is headed by some one who enjoys the backing/ confidence of
the field staff, decisions are influenced by the traditional leader of the village (often
called “Patel” in the study area). This highlights the dichotomy that arises when newly
created institutions are superimposed upon traditional structures that already exist in the
village/ community. In village Pathrai in Hoshangabad division, the President of the
FPC is a tribal youth, but the functioning of the committee is controlled by the Vice-
President who belongs to the economically, politically and numerically powerful
community in the village. During informal discussions, it was revealed that the tribal
youth had been made the President to meet the “official” requirements only. This shows
how best of the policy intentions can be circumvented to suit the needs of power elite at
the local level.

Composition of the executive body: The JFM resolution of the state stipulates the

presence of a minimum of two landless and two women members in the executive body.
All the VFCs/ FPCs studied had two women and two landless members in their
executive bodies (except village Jhiriajhora in Hoshangabad division which had no
women in its executive body or general body). However, composition of the executives
bodies in the studied villages gives some very useful insights into the power dynamics
that operate at the field level. In villages that are dominated by men belonging to higher
socio-economic strata, this provision has been surreptitiously manipulated to suit their
needs. For example, in Dungaria village in East Mandla division, total strength of the
executive body is 15. Out of this, two are women and both of them are landless. As a

result, instead of a minimum of two people representing each category, the two
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categories have been combined to reduce their strength and hence their influence in
decision making.

Decision making in group meetings: JFM resolution of the state provides for active

participation of the local user group in forest management by involving the villagers in
micro planning, committee formation and decision making through regular consultation.
Three types of decision making arrangements were found in the study area, viz
decisions making by the forest department (either directly or indirectly), by the president
alone or in consultation with the field staff and by the villagers following discussion. It
was found that in 5 out of the 10 villages studied, decision-making in group meetings
was influenced by the field staff of the forest department. Decisions were taken
completely by the villagers in only 3 villages only. Under these circumstances decision-
making is not only influenced by the forest department and the socio-economic elite
among the user group but also leads to decisions that are not in the interests of all the
members. For example; it was often noticed that menfolk impose closure in the allotted
forest patch to help in regeneration. This often adversely effects the women, who are the
primary collectors of fuel wood and fodder, forcing them to break the VFC/ FPC rules.
On the other hand, consultation with the women members during taking such decisions
could lead to compromise use system.

Communication of directives in Joint Forest Management: During the study, An
attempt was also made to understand the reason for mismatch between the policy
provisions and their implementation in the field. It was found that the flow of policy
directives within the forest department is predominantly one-way. Decisions are often
taken at the top and they originate from the Ministry of Environment and Forests,
Government of India and reach the state forest department. However, it would be
pertinent to point out here that, in case of donor driven Joint Forest Management
initiatives (like the one in Madhya Pradesh), many of the provisions within Joint Forest
Management are a consequence of pressure from the funding agency. At the state level,
information flows down the departmental hierarchy to reach the division, which is the
planning and operational unit for most Joint Forest Management activities. As per the
Joint Forest Management resolution of Madhya Pradesh, Divisional Forest Officer
(DFO0) is vested with all the powers regarding the functioning of the Joint Forest
Management committees constituted within the division. This includes power to

constitute the committee, review its working, allocation of benefits and derecognize the
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committee. As he/ she rarely has time to look into the functioning of the committees on
a regular basis, the Range Forest Officer (RFO) is deputed to take most of the decisions
and the role of the DFO is usually confined to periodic monitoring. The RFO may either
look after the functioning of the committee himself or may delegate the work to the
Deputy Range Officer (DRO) of the concerned area.

At the village level, the Forest Guard (FG) of the concerned beat is responsible for
functioning of the Village Forest Committee/ Forest Protection Committee. During the
study, it was found that communication of between the department and the village
community is often unidirectional-from the field staff to people. All directives and
instructions regarding Joint Forest Management come to the FG and he in turn passes
them on to the VFC/ FPC (usually the President). The President then communicates the
information to either selected few or to the all the committee members through a general
body meeting. The President decides (alone or in consultation with some executive
body members) the date, venue and time of the meeting and tells the village Kotwar”
who assigned the task of informing the members. Since, the Kotwar is a male, he
normally never bothers to inform the female members of the committee. Also, when the
male members have information regarding the meeting they never go back and tell the

female members of their household about the same.

Section Five: Conclusion

During the study it was found that only 44% members of the local level resource
management institution were involved in activities that would contribute towards
sustainable management of the forests. One of the reasons for this apathy and apparent
lack of interest in the common pool resource management institution is the feeling of
helplessness and powerlessness among the resource users. These feelings stem from the
fact that the actual users of the resource and members of the local level institution have
very little say in its functioning. All decisions making powers regarding the functioning
of the VFC/ FPC are vested with the forest department, which only tells the community
what should be done. While conditions deemed necessary for the effective functioning
of self-governing institutions are provided in the policy guidelines, they rarely get
implemented in the field, under the department’s control. While providing policy
guidelines may be one of the important functions of the government, local level resource

management institutions dominated by the government rarely function effectively, as
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their functioning is influenced by local factors. Hence, effective management of
common pool natural resources through Ilocal level institutions requires that
government’s role is confined to providing guidelines and periodic monitoring but does

not extend to creating and running these institutions.

Notes
! The term has been used to refer to resources where exclusion (or control of access) of
users of the resources is costly and problematic and where each user can subtract from the
other person’s share.
%, The term has been used to refer to sharing of resource use rights and duties by an
identifiable group of users. For a detailed discussion on the use of the term “common
property” see Ostrom, 1986.
3 Provision of forest produce based on the bona-fide requirements of the dependent
community. The system has evolved from the traditional rights enjoyed by the people
with respect to the use of commons; specially forests and is prevalent in Madhya Pradesh
and some other neighboring states in India.

* Person traditionally in-charge of disseminating information/ news in the village.
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