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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Social Forestry programme with components like farm forestry. extension
forestry and others was initiated in India since the cighties 1o meet the needs of local
rural communities for fuelwood. fodder. food and small timber., as well as regencrate
and improve the tree cover on degraded forest and common lands. Thereby. it secks
to reduce pressurc on surviving natural forests which are depleting fast due to
economic and demographic factors. as well as improve the natural resource base of
the ecologically fragile regions. It also sceks to regenerate and make productive use
of the country’s degraded and extensive wastelands estimated at over 129.5 nul.
hectares. Farm forestry programune was intended to induce farmers especially in the
cecologically fragiic and cconomically disadvantaged regions such as the and. semi-
arid and hill regions of the country to take up tree growing activities. This would
help the Tarmers to make better and optimuny use ol their lands, as well as carn
income by meceting the needs of rural and urban markets for fuchwood. bamboo,
pulpwood. small timber, cte. Although the terms social forestry and farm forestry
have been ambiguously used, the two are strictly speaking not the same. While farm
forestry has been promoted largely on commercial considerations and with profit
motive in view, the same is not the case with social forestry which has broader
social objectives in view, such as improving the tree cover on degraded forestlands
and village commons, making productive use of the country’s wastelands,
promoting soil and walter conservation and improving the landscape.

Tree growing activities are especially advocated for environmentally fragile

regions like dry and  semi - and regions, cte. on economic and cnvironmental
1



considerations. But most often land is not used according to its suitability. For
instance, irrespective of the inherent characteristics of soil. land has been used
mostly to produce food to meet the needs of an increasing population. Lands like
marginal lands. wastelands, arid and semi-arid lands are less suited for cultivation of
annual crops due to their less lavourable agro-climatic conditions. but cven these
lands are also put under annual crops. Morcover, with increased demand for food
and wood more area was brought under cultivation by felling trees and clearing
forests. This led to various economic and environmental problems like deforestation.
soil erosion. and scarcity of fuclwood and industrial timber. These problems can be
tackled by creating awareness about alternative uses of resources. ‘Tree growing can
be an alternative (o reduce the problems of the above said arcas, as it would be more
productive and profitable than growing annual crops. This alternative of large-scale
tree plantation can not only arrest the process of continuous deterioration in the
productive capacity of the marginal agricultural lands but also over time improve the
natural resource base of these regions. Social Forestry, and FFarm Forestry
programme assume significance in this context.

Trees play an important role in the development of agriculture by mixing soil
nutrients, increasing the fertility of soil. attracting rain bearing clouds, maintaining the
temperature on carth and helping the cconomy as a whole by providing food.
fuclwood, fodder. small timber. industrial timber and other services. Trees act as a
source of income to the rural people and also serve as a savings bank o larmers o
mecet contingencies. From an cconomic perspective benefits of trees can be categorised

as direct- local private benelits from fruit. fuclwood. construction wood. wooden



utensils, honey. wild fruits and medicinal herbs, where value are a function of their
immediate consumption: indirect-- local benefits {from nutrients (such as leaf litter and
soil from termite mound) which are transterred from woodlands to fickds and fodder
and browse for livestock grazing. where value is mainly derived from benefits which
arc used i agriculture and in livestock management; regional- semi-public benetits
from soil retention, stream [low regulation and recreation; global- public benefits from
carbon scequestration and the preservation of biodiversity (Bradly 1994). Apart from
cconomic benelits, trees are also beneficial from environmental point of view. It has.
for instance, been stated that cach day @ tree accepts 2352 kgs. of carbon dioxide from
40 cu. mts. of its surroundings and emits 1612 kgs. of hife-giving oxygen: ten modern
air conditioners may be less cffective than a tree in cooling down the surroundings: it
both sides of a road are hned with trees temperature on that road decreases by 3.1
degree centigrade: and also trees control noise pollution (Gupta and Mohan 1982).
Trees also protect against soil crosion (Current et al 1995),

With increase in population and demand for tood more arca has been brought
under cultivation by felling trees and clearing the forests. This has led to deforestation,
soil croston. and scarcity of fuclwood, industrial timber and other cconomic and
envirommental problems. Consequently. rural people are compelled to spend more time
tn collecting fuelwood and fodder which affeets their daily livelihood activities. And in
an agriculture-dominated cconomy optimum and cfficient utilisation of available land
is necessary for development. Available land may not be wholly suitable for cultivation
ol annual crops, some land being marginal or wasteland. Cultivation on such lands is

also not casy and profitable. Duc to their inherent characteristics such as low



availability of plant nutrients, poor status of organic matter and coarse texture these
lands are incapable of sustaining stable and dynamic culuvaton. For environmental
sustainability most, if not practically all expansion of cultivated arca would probably
impose greater environmental costs than food benefits (Goodland 1997). Besides.
transfer of marginal lands to cultivation will not serve the food requirement problem
because of croston and other constraints; istead 1t will result in loss of bio-diversity of
such lands. Erosion has become a major problem, as about 0.7 per cent of the world’s
total topsoil is lost annually. Thus, about 30 pereent of topsotl would be lost by 2050 A.
D. unless crosion is slowed or halted. During the last 40 years nearly one third of the
world’s arable land has been lost by crosion and continues o be lost at a rate of more
than 10 million hectares per year. This shows that there is little scope for expansion ol
agricultural arca as a whole, although there is considerable regional variety (Goodland
1997). Considering the benefits of trees and the problems of dry land arcas. agricultural
and land usc practices that increase the productivity of these resources and improves
the natural resource management in these arcas arc essential. Hence. this calls for
measures to usc these lands productively for development and solving other cco-related
problems.

These problems could be tackled by growing trees on environmentally fragile
areas. as it would be more productive and profitable. as noted carlier. This alternative
of large-scale trec plantation would not only arrest the process of continuous
dctcrioruﬁon in the productive capacity of marginal agricultural lands. but over time
would also improve the quality of such lands in particular and natural resource base

and ecosystem in general (Gupta and Mohan 1982). Trees can provide protection from



soil erosion gencrated by water and wind, thereby protecting future production
potential and preserving important watersheds that feed hydroelectric projects and
supply water for population centres (Current et al 1995). The World Development
Report (1990) citing the experience of Loess Plateau region in China notes that tree-
growing activity is one of the essentials to remove poverty and achicve sustainable use
and management of environmentally fragile regions. Considering these facts tree
plantation activitics such as Social Forestry and Farm Forestry acquire signilicance.
The Social Forestry Programme implemented in India from 1980 onwards aimed at
raising trees on various kinds of lands with different models of aftorestration. Farm
Forestry, a component of the Social Forestry Programme intended to involve farmers in
tree growing activity on farmlands. Relevance of these tree growing activities lies in
their contribution to rural cconamy in terms ol supplying products hike fuelwood.
fodder, small timber. cte. in addition to generating income and  employment
opportunities. as noted carlier. Besides. these activities also act as a major check to the
pressure on natural forests and improve tree cover on land which is essential in the
present circumstances of environmental degradation.

But. despite their importance and contribution trees were relatively neglected
for a long umc in the mainstream ot development, particularly in the context of
development ol semi-and regions, Also, until recently tree growing activity did not
attract farmers on a large scale due o the long-term nature ol investment and the
associated risks and uncertainty. Increased deforestation, depletion of resources and

the need to meet people’s demand for food. fuelwood, fodder and timber attracted






