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1. Introduction

Satinginealy 1996, under the buming sun of Bangkok, morethen 10,000 peoplefrom all over the country gathered
infront of the parliament building foraprotest. Cdling themsdvesa ' Forum of the Poor,” they wereagpontaneousorganization
of farmersdemandingjusticefor thar land andlivdihoods In March 1997, an NGO supparting thislagting demondration reported
theidentification of 121 potentid Stesinthecountry for vidlent conflictsbetween thegovernment and thefamers Amongthose
sites about 7% invalved the use and ownership of land and forets and 129 rdlated to dem congtrudtion (Samedrea KhonChon

1997).

Inthe pegt, Thelland was asparsdy populated country with an abundance of openland. Thelegd disinctions between
agicutureand forest land, and fundtiond divisons of unusad pubdlic land were unimportant nat only for the fammers but dso for
the govermment. With the increesed scardity of land, however, alegd framework limiting the rights to land use hes graduelly
devdoped. To hdt further encroachment on dateland, the government hasinitiated projectsfor land dlotment, purportedly for
thelandesspoor. It hed dsoinvested intree planting and expanding protected aressfor theenvironment, particularly sncethelae
1960s Despite these massive initidives in the pubdic land, illegd logging hes continued, forest cover hes dedined, and the
soao-economic conditionsin rurd arees have nat improved asintended. Thalland isnow congdered as one of theworst manegers
of forestsin tropica countries (Poffenberger ed. 1990).

Thesefailures can be explaned by theinherent conflict between the centrd govermment and thelocdl people over the
ueand menegamat of pubdicforest lands Theformer daimslegd and officd rightsintheinteres of Satein generd, wheressthe
latter mekethar damson thebedsof customary rightsin theinterest of defending tharr liveihood in aspedficlocde

Praditionersand schalarsin Thalland ssamto bedivided intotwo campsabaut thelink between forestsand locd people
The fird condders loca people a thredt to the forests and gives supreme priarity to forest presarvation. Thus, from this
perspective, forestsshouid be “protected’ fromthe peoplewho heppentoresidenearty. Thessoond emphasizestherightsof locd
peopleto stay wherethey are.and attemptsto find albelance betwieen mesting locel nesds and achieving consarvation objedtives
Thetwo paintsdf view even dvide various govemment agendes and NGOs Thiscontregt became mare sdiant in the process of
drafting anew community forestry hill, whichisyet to beenected. The.central point of digoutein thisdrafting has been whether
thelocd people can betrugted ml‘nerwpwtyto menege afored.

As for the shalaly literature, recant studies on community-besad resource manegamant condude that commund
resources (eg., imgdion, forests) found throughout the world are, in most cases, not opan+ancess regimes s they are often
midakentobe Thus aslong asthesydemisnot didurbed, theresource can avaid the “tragedy” of over-exploitation (Bdandand
Fatteu 1996; Taylor 1998). Thesedudieshave no doutat enviched the atherwise soldy theordica andyssof the commonswith
empiricad ocbsavations On the other hand, one cannat hdp but ask: within the condraints of land tenure system of the date, on
whet kind of land canwefind these “tight” common property arangements and how importart are (and will be) thoseresources
rddively, for the livdihood of thelocd people? The former questionsthe place of villege-leve resource usein relation to the
offidd legd sygem and the answer will affect the incentives of farmersto invest in those resources. Thelatter partainsto the
sgnificance of the commund veraus private resources; the ansiver will dfect villagers willingnessfor itssudtaineble use Thetwo
questionsaredosdly rdated, but the direct focus of thisstudy isto answer the former in the context of Thalland.

My oosarvationsin Thalland suggest thet few forests are cdllectively contralled by local communities, and those that
genarde direct and Sgnificant economic bendfitsto thelocd peopleare evenrarer. Thisis o because (1) fatileland suitdblefor
agricdtureismogtly privatized, and the remeaining commonland (i.e, modtly grazing land) isnolonger ariticd for the production
of avillage economy; (2) productive forests, induding watersheds, are modlly “protected” by the Sate for consarvation, and the
direct use of theseforests hes becomeincreasingly limited. Evermﬁmtherelsahedthyfdasﬂamtiyna’egajwmlaa
people, without legd title to secure its ownership, the forest can be confiscated by the sate a anytime”. In light of these
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! Thehill containsrulesand reguilaionsregarding the use of staeoNnedforeisbyla:d commurity membears Thecontent of the
bII hesbeen much discussed sncethelae 1980s

? Inoue (1995) diginguishes two types of commons “tight” and “loose’: tight implies those under intentional menagament for
aHanahIeusegwemsd by explidt rdesand regulations and looseimplies thosewithout explidt ruesand regulations

° Bveninthenorthem part of Thailand, whereonecenfind ardatively rich array of watersheds, afidd survey conducted by ateam
of NGOsand universtiesreported thet among theeight community forestsexamined, only onewasidentified asrichand productive
Whereeslheraweredegaded (Rumingione d. 1993.122).

“ In Prattlung province, for example villagersintimidated by the extractive adtivities of outsiders, attempted to call theforestry
department for hep only tofind their forest later hed been dedared anationd park. Ironicaly, thevillagerswhowanted to protect



conddarations sesking asudainable use of forest land with exdusivefocuson thevillagelevd mechanicsof cdlledtiveactionwill
not suffice Giventhat themgjarity of forests arelegelly under theownership of thediate, therdationship between resources and
people hasto be examined propedy in abroeder palitica

For example, the Karen hilltribe, who have resded in the forests of westem Thiland for over 200 years, have bemn
evided from their homdand thet hes now bean designeted awarld heritage site They havebeen squeszedintoasmdl ot of lad
in the buffer zone surrounding thar home forest. Ratationd shifting cultivation, now considered an environmentaly sound
pradticesamong foredry exparts (Dove 1983) waslliterdly abdlished for the sske of “glad” environmental concems Endoaure
by the govamment |ft the locd people no room to manage their surmoundings. Having deprived them of thar own system of
resource U, it isfutile to debate whether villagers have the capedity to manege aforedt.

I will not discusstheaften switching contert of thel ong debeted community forestry hill nor itsexpected conseouences”®
Ingteed, | would liketo find aplace within the exigting land and foredry policy arangement that might mativateloca peopleto
exadsethar potentid capedty. Before asking whet the new bill ought to lodk like, one should ask what will likdy bewithwhet
isdready there This study, thus, outlines the higoricad competition over land and forets examines the palides thet affected
pubic and commund lands and discussestheinditutiondal foundation for the development of community forestry in Thailand.

2 Earlier policies: Forest dearanceand agricultural expandon

Uniil thefirg half of thiscentury, Thalland wasliterdly akingdom of foreds The Tha word for forest,“padl” Sgnifies
not only acallection of treesbut dso adate of “undvilized’ or “savege” (Scott 1991). Paa asaauffix indicates “wild” wherees
baan (ahouss) asaaiffix implies* domedticated.” Civilization and devd opment, therefore, often meant thelinear evalutionfrom
theformer dagetothelatter. Infact, until recently, foredswere percaived as dengerous dark junglewhere brutal animesresided;
they weresdldom conddered economicaly valueble and something to beowned, Evenin thelate 19th century, thewestem loggers
hedtorely for most of their |abor onthehilltribes for thelomand Theisfeared goinginto theforest (Flcus1990). Smilaty, from
the govemment’ s paint of view, forest land was conddered redundant and something to be devdoped. In the legd code of the
Ayutayaperiod (14-18th canturies) , encroechment into theforest arealy the villagerswias described as  bukr K (pionesy) rether
then “bukourk’ (enaroachment) now often usad to dendte the same conduct (Ramithanon et d. 1993). Thisindicatesthet forest
degrance waas dffididly encouraged rather then disoouraged for along pariod of ime

Soarse populaionin rdation to land abundance causad thefeudd chiefsto concentrate on labor asacantrd meensfor
ganaraing wedth. Savery exiged in Thalland until the beginning of the 20th century, and the ownership of Scarcce menwasan
indication of economic power (Feany 1989). Acoording tolngram, agricuiturd land accounted for only 2%af thetotd land around
1850 (Ingram 1971). Feery esumetesthet the forest coverage in the early twentieth century wis about 75% (Feany 1989)°. A
lower populaionandlesscompetition over land gavetheland tenureissueal ower prfileontheppalitical agenda Fromthefamers
paint of view, on the other hand, the lower prafile mede the vadt land and forest resources avaladle to them with only limited
medding from the govemment’.

As Thalland entered the warld market in the mid-19th century, the rdaionship betwean its forests and people hes
gradudly been changing. From the 1960s in particular, fdlowing the introdudtion of new roeds and harvedting techniques the
logging business hes anoderated. By 1963, logging concessions have extended to mogt of the regionsin Theiland. In designeted
conoession aress locd villagers have Sruggled to saoure resouroes before the compeniestook them away. Thearesswherellarge
tressarelogged havetumed aut to be auitable spatsfor land hungry famersto moveinto (MIDAS 1991).

Thalland hesincressad itsagricuitura productionthroughterritorid expansgonandvay littlerdianceonintendfication
(DeKanidk and Dery 1998: 15). Land areadlocated for agriculture hes doubled betwean 1910 and 1940 and tripled agein between
1940 and 1970. Although some planned resstlement programs have bean initiated by thegwerrmeﬁ mog of the taritorid
expandon oocurred as aresUit of pontaneous settlement of the villagersthemsdves (Uhlig 1984)°.

Thalland hes supported its successful growth up until the 1980swith the messiveloss of itsneturd capitd. Diminution
of forest areas has been dearly detected, particularly since the 1970s, by satdliteimages Officid datigticsreved tha the 38%
forest cover in 1970 has bean reduced to 26%in 1995, Even the aften underedtimated offidd figuresshow thet Thelland heslogt
50% of itsforest in the pest 30 years.

Thergpidlossof forest resourceswas dameging to thegovernment, becausetimber exportswereone of themain sources

theforest werethefird to be kidked out (Ridmontri 1997).

Forareoent review of the dreft bill, see Pearmsak (1997).

® Ingram rUesthat“Thefremmoajdtakepowmd uncultivated land aslong ashewent ebautt it property. Indl partsof the
oarnyimewasm ebundance of unused lands which only nesdled to be desred and aultivated.” (Ingram 1971:12).

" Itisestimated thet inearly 18th century, thetotal population was approximetdly fivemillion, whichislessthan 10%of today's
gxp.jajm (Skinner 1957).

Uhlig notes thet forest derance by fammers wias not necessatily caused by population growth, but thet the pressure of delot
repayment cregted by the rgoid incorporation into the market econony wasimportant asamativating factor (Uhlig 1984).

® Onthetedhnical and political biases of these government satistics see Lynch and Talbott (1995).
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of fordignexchange. In 1975, thegovamment banned theexpoart of raw timber, and, in 1977, Thalland becameatimber importing
country innet. Theiland wasforced to ebendon forestry besad on neturd gands 1n 1988, whenlarge scdeflooding dlegedly caused
by exaessve logging killed hundreds of people in the southem region, the media and NGOs aregted a mess moveman agand
commedad logging, which resLited in 1989, in an offiad pdlicy to halt commerdd logging in sete-onned public land.

Theinareasing scardity of land insteed of people, athough an aggregete figure, can be detected by comparing arees of
agricuturd veraus forest land. In 1938, the population wes edimeted to be 15 million, wheress in 1997 it is 60 million. Now
agricuiturd land cooupiesmorethen 40% of theland wheressforet arealislessthan 30%6. Thearossng paint of thetwo dominent
usss of land oocurred around 1978 (sse Hgure ).

A scadty of land introduced changesin the tenurid arangement of land. In mogt placesin Thalland, the treditiondl
right to land waslimited to usufruct rights (it khroopkihrong). Rightswere given to the current usar of thelland, and the conoept
of owning theland in amodem sanse was dosant (Kamp 1981). Locdly known as chapchoog (occupationd right) sysem, this
system continued to be practioad in many places until a deer private ownership system wias introduced. In fadt, many of the
cultivators despite their defacto private use, possessno legd documentseven today. They aredestribed astheillegd oocupants
of sateland (Thompson et d 1992).° Thisambiguity about ownership in rurdl sodety, particulardy in colledtive lands such as
commund forests rdigousforests and agricuturally fallow land, hes medeit essy for the govemment to confiscete these lands
Into Sateterritory.

3. State protection of foretsfrom thevillagers

During the rgpid expandon of private agricuiturd land, the govemment pad little atertion to unoccupied places
(excent for the private domain of the government that contained va ueble goods such as teek). These places primaily covered
with forests were open accessland. It was evenrarefor the government to padificaly dlocateapieceof land s * publicland for
the people”** Desgnation of “public land,” in mogt cases, meant exdusve “sate land’ reflecting the seif-interest of the
govenmant (Sayamon 1995). For thefamers pubic land chiefly meant resarvesfor privateland, and, unlessit was aweatershed,
the economic function of pubdlic land was not considered riticd to their production. People have pioneered to those open acoess
foreg lands only in Stuations of disedter, land shortage due to population growth, or to escgpe aplague

For thegovemment, themanegement of publicland isprablematic, particulaly whenthereare corflictsbetwennillege
encroacharsandtheregiond foredry offidastryingtomaintaintheboundariesof forest resarves (Gienty 1967). Thisevalvesinto
anisslewhen govemmentsbecome sandtiveto thair land baing cooupied by farmers Conflictisbetwean famearsand dificidshave
dimulated govemments to drengthen their prafection messres Some stholars have desribed this process as intamd
“territoridization” (Fdusoand Vandergesst 1995).

Ingeed of esteblishing extamd boundaties which is conventiondly meart by territoridization, aress of exdusve
contral by the date can be creeted even indde the country itsdf. As the modermization and centrdization of resource control
deveops pleoces are arested within a country where use and ownerdhip are limited to oartain categaries of people (Vandargeet
19963). Theareawithvaueblenaturd resourcesisthefirg placeto be* protected’ under thismovemeant. Theterritoridization of
forestsin Theiland prooeeded in the fallowing manner.

In 1896, the Royd Fores Department (RFD) was edablished in the Minidry of Interior under the directorship of an
Endlishmen, H. Sade, to contrd thetimber trade previoudy &t the digoosd of feudd chiefs Legdly, thisdlowed the depertment
responsihility for dimost 70% of the country covered with forest. The department was ariginally esteblished in Chiang Ma where
mogt of the timber trade took place, and then later moved to Bangkok, the capitd of the kingdom. Edteblisment of the

Wasfeltneoﬁay because of escdaing evidence of excessivetimber harvedting, tax evagon, and increesing power of
feudd chiefs (Felkus 1990). In the Forest Protection Act of 1913, the coverage of State protiection wias extended to non-teek
tress because of excesive extradtion and conflicis™ By theend of the Seoond Waorld War, meny rules and reguiations hed been

'° Bagad on the latest avallable dataon private land haldings land with full ovnership title (chanoot) amounted to 54 millionra
whichisonly about 30% of dl cultivated area For the histaricd separation of usufruct rightsand oavnership rights, see Kitahara
(1973). Itisimportart to nate thet even afull ownership of land does not indude the ownership of cartain vauddletresson the
land. According to the Foresry Act (1941), aneis required to obtain parmisson from the local foredry offidd to cut catain
spa:iessmasm(ard yaang, even thase standing within ong soan land.

“Legdlly, however, there was a provison for commund land (often grazing land) to be protected from private encroechment
(ZS“igaom' 1997).Thelegd foundation of cdlledtive rightswill be discussad in alater section.

*2 Various regulaions rdaed to the protection of trees existed from late 19th century. Thefirgt forestry law thet refersto the
protection of treeswasestablished in 1887. It bescaly identified oartan pedies concentrated inthe northin order tolog themiin
the neer future (Rumination et d. 1991). Prior to the centrdization, which formally took placein 1899, forestsin the northen
patt of the country were divided among thefive feudd diefis of Chiang Md, Lampoon, Lampang, Prvag, and Nean. They were
recognized in generd as propaties of these chifsand thar hars (RFD 1971).

¥ InthisAdt, al tresswerelegally dassified into two categories: resarved and unvesarved. Resarved tresswerethen dassified into
three groups besad on their percaved scaraity.



established, yet most wereto protect the economically valueble tressin the northem region.™

In 1938, the Forest Pratection and Consarvation Law for thefird time defined not only the particular Soediesbut dso
theareato be protected, and thisalowed oartain foresisto be permenently resarved.,  Large- scdlegoatial protection hesincresssd
dnce 1938, which hasinddentally generated conflictswith peoplewho were using theresourcesfor tharr livdihood. Inthe 19505
bessol onarecommencition medeby the FAO (Food and Agricuiture Organization) missonin 1948 (FAO 1948), ° thegovernment
dedided, in prindple, to protect 40% of thetotd land asforest (20% for consarvation and 209 for production). The enactment
of the Land Codein 1954 stified this prindple with practicd guiddines The Land Code damanded thet dl landsin the netion
should be dassified acoording to etablished aritariaand gpadfied the particular use of those lands Surveying and dassification,
however, took alongtime Only in 1961, whenthefird fiveyear Nationd Economic and Sodd Devd opment Flanwaslaunched,
wasthe demarcation of permenent forest finally pproved by the national land diassification committiee (Chirgpenda 1985)."

Permenent faretswere areawaiting to be legdly gaproved by the subsequently enected Nationd Fores Resave Ad
(1964). Thisact wasintroduced to Smplify the procedure and acoderate the Sate forest demarcation practioed Sncethe at of
1938 With thisact, forest resarves could now be designated without royd decree Thiswasaproosdurd decentrdizationactinean
attempt to rgpidy centrdizeforest contral. Despite the planned god of 50 % forest cover, it took 14 yearsto demercate 329%;
in1985it hed reeched 4294° . By thetimeforest |and hed been desgnated esstateforest, thereweredresdy peopleresidinginthose
aeas, which causad additiond conflict® Thetotdl areaof forest resarve, not to mention the actudl forest cover, thus, fell short
of the 50% target because of these bureauaratic ddays

Sncethe 19805, fundiond teritaridization or sientific zoning basad on Soil typesand land dopeshasbeen practiced
(Pdusoand Vandergeest 1995)° Zoning of forest resarvees conducted by the RFD, which | shll examinelater, isacasein pairt.
Inthe practice of zoning, aress are ddinegted nat to consarve tressfor production, but for the protection of an entire ecosystem
and the identification of potentid planting arees From this period of time, whet is meant by “consarvaion” in redity, is
“presarvaion.”

Sae endoare of remnant forests as protected aress (eg., wildife ssnduaries; nationd parks) isthe find dage of
territoridization. Protected aress, in prindple, are dassfied according to their size, biodiversity contert, and virginity; this
determinestheextent of accessdlowed to people. For example, wildlifessnduarieshavethe drictest ruespertainingto accessand
aeopenonly for researchers nat eventouridsaredlowed to enter. In comperison, tourigtsareencouraged to vist nationd parks
Ineither of the sites legally Speeking, even adeed tree branch cannat be teken away fromthearea™ In 1967, thetotdl areaof
protected arees amounted to ori;/ 1% of dl aress now it comprises about 15% of tatd land (induding forest parks botanicd

gadans, and nonHhunting ares).”

* Thelegd definition of foresrdieson the Forestry Act (1941): “ Forest isaland without ocoupantsin acoordancewith theland
law’ (Praraachabanyat Paamal Po. So. 2484, Matraa4 (1) [Foresry Adt of 1941, Artide4, Section 1]. Asnated eatlier, however,
thosewho havelegd ownership of land inthe country sidearetill aminority, and this pessive definition of forest certainly heped
the govemment to legdly confiscate some of the ambiguous land into stete property. Thisdefinition of forest detesback & lesgt
asfar asthe Royd Decreefor the Pratection of Forest promulgated in the Buddha Era 2456 (1913).

** Theimplementation of gpatid endosure of forest land as wes pradtioed in neighboring countries, wiss alreedy suggested & the
pdicy levd in1916. However, the palitica ingtahility of thecountry anditslow priarity ontheagendacaused theideatto teagnate
for the next 30 years (Khambenonda 1972).

*® Thiswas thefirgt time thet conservation was given an expliaitly quentitative godl, but the rationdle for dhoosing 40% was not
prhg/idajinl‘nerqaort Thisunfounded number, 40%6, hes unexpectedly influencad and shaped forest land palicy in Thailand snce
then.

Y Theoffida designetion of parmanent forest is based on the cabinet resolution on the categories, dassifications, and survey of
land in November 14, 1961

' In 1964, Sate forest covered only 19.58% of thetotal land (Khambenonda 1972).

' Incessant encroschmeant of farmersinto the forest ares, depite the incressingly rigid reguiations; ooourred partly because the
govemmant tumed a blind eye to the famers Paticulaly in the 19705, forests were places for anti-government groups and
communigsto hide Fores degrance, therefare, was condudive to uncovering and suppressing the movements of these people,
while co-opting for the farmers by nat punishing them for their illegd forest desrance (Hasharty and Jangjdem 1995).

% A functiond Survey of the nation, induding thet of forest reserveswias conductd by the Land Development Departmentwiich
was edablished in 1963,

% Theintroduction of aprotected areasystem in Theiland was late compered to neighbaring countries The early adoption of a
protected areasystemin Burmaand Indiaisatributed to thehunting hebitsof the colonid Eurapeanswhowereconcamed withthe
rgoid reduction of game MacKawze 1988). The asance of Europeen cdlonization in Thaland may explain this dday
(Vandergesst 19969). Theintroduction of the netiond perk ideaiin the 1950swas srongly encouraged by Fidd Marshd Sait, who
attempted to cregte nationd symbals (Kasatsart University 1987).

? After thelogging benin 1989, thegovermment reduoedlitstariff sothat lurmber could beimported from neighbaring countries i .e,
La:s)Carrboda Buma). Thiswas pat of the srategy to co-opt thelogging companieswho were againg the banning (Ghimire
1994).



Diminishing forest resources and the expangon of protected aress dtered the nature of forest adminidraion in the
country. Forest resarves in the tradiitiond sense, were petch of forests wiating to be harvested. The manddte of the RFD wias
therefore to menege these resarvies in an economicaly sound way. However, the depleion of forest land and the unavaidddle
banning of commerdd logging in 1989 cregted an identity crids for the RFD, and it ws foroed to trandform its manciete from
production to protection.

Thergoid expanson of protected aresswasimpartant for maintaining the sudainghility of theinditution. Thesearess
scaterad dl over the country aretheregiond colonies of the RFD in Bangkak. There, in the complex bureauicratic comptition,
theRFD could havedmogt exdusvedamover theuseof forest resouroesandland. Anincreeseinthebudget wsj udtified tosupply
and srengthen locd forest guards and to enhance monitoring capeillities The protection of forestswasjudtified not only onthe
bedisof environmental objedtives but dso asaway toatract foreign essstance Thalland hasemerged frombeinga“ poor” country.
Asonedf itseconamic Sraegiesto abtain foreign currency, Thailand is using these environmeantd prgjedts Anincreeseinthe
avalability of economic asssance and the expected income from touriam are the besic mativations behind the expangon of
protected aress (Ghimire 1994).

Hauel Dexessein Fores Cover and Exppandon of Pratedted Aress

Decrease in Forest Cover and Expansion of Protected Areas
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M forest area
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Note: protected area represents the added area of nationd parks and wildlife
sanctuaries. (SourceRAD [199)).

4. Carving out the degraded forets: Land reform and forest conservation

Comptition for land hes evenintensfied among the different departmentsin the govemment, particulaly land where
property demarcations are dill vegue These aresstypicaly caled the degraded foredts (paa suam soom). Degraded forets were
formerly covered with forest but have now bean trandformed into agriculturd land. Mogt of thisland islegdlly owned by the ete
and hes become the target for future plantation Sites by the RFD, or land handed over to the Agriculturd Land Reform Office
(ALRO) tobedidributed tothelandesspoor. Thegtausof thisland, therefore, isambiguousand controversd inmany ways ™ The
precise number of famers adtudly living on these landsis uncertain, and estimates vary betwieen 1.5 million to 8 million (sbout
13% of thetatd populaion) (Chriglensen and Rebibhedena 1994; Lynchand Alcorn 1991).

Asillugrated in thefigure above, fores resarvies (46%0) meke up dmod twice as much aeaasthet of theactud foret
cover (26%0), and it becomes dear thet theword “resarves’ isdevaid of meaning. Particulay since 1989, when the govaemment
dedared aben on commerdd logging, rights to lands under pest concessions have beoome vague and, as a conssquence, invited
many landessfamersto encraech on those lands The manegement of the these degraded forest lands nonethdessis ariticd to

% Lohmam esimatesthis areaito be about 5,600 knf which is goproximeately 10% of thetotal land area (Lohmann 1996).



ourtail further “environmental refugess’ from encroaching into the pratected forests or into dumsin the dities”™.

Thareaeampeexamplesof acute corflicts betwean famersand the govermment over the degraded forests Themogt
pubdiazed conflict was Kho Cho Kho(the land dlotment prgject for the poor farmersliving in theforest reserves) in 1991. This
prdai,aarﬁmlwtbe/ﬂenilitay, amedtoevic famersfromtheforest resarvely compensating themwithasmall pieceof land
outsdetheresave™ Thedisgppearance of the communis’ sthreat and the profit potential from eucelyptus plantation tempted
the RFD to dignwith pulp companieswith assgance from the military. Thus meny famerswere evided from thar dwellingsto
mekeway for theeucalyptusto beplanted. Theinddent supposedy helpedthemilitary toredaimitspresencedfter thecommunist
insurgeny (Fhongpaichit 1996). . g . -

Granting plantation rights to private companies gopeared to be promising way for the RFD to survive diter lodng its
centrd sourceof revenuefromlogging. However, theattempt to expend theforest cover (to achievead(0%otargel), whichjudified
themilitary involvement, met with srong ressancefromthevillagars Themain causeof ressancewasnaot theavironmentaly
harmful neture of fagt growing eucdyptusplantation, but rather thelocation of theland uponwhich thegovernment choseto plan
thetress Eventhoselandslong cultivated by thelocd villagerswere assigned as plantation aress and, in many cases thenaturd
forest was destroyed to meke room for the mono-arop plantation Stes

To counter the prodem of people illegdly residing on date-owned land, the govemment hed implemented oartain
“participatory” projects that would give vaious degress of land rightsin an attempt to protect the remaining forest land from
further encroachment. Prgjectsthet took placein the forest resarve wereimplemented by the fallowing govermmentd agendes
without much coordination among eech ather: (1) the RFD for plantation projectsand forest village projects (mubaan peaimai) ;
(2) the Fores Indugtry Organization (HO) for plantation programs, (3) the Agricuiturad Land Reform Office (ALRO) for aland
reform program; (4) the Department of Pubdic Wdfare (DPW) for sdf-hdp settlement projects, (5) the Departmant of
Cooperative Promation (DCP) for cooperative land alotment projects

Up until the 1960s themain dgjedtive of plantation prajectsimplemented by the RFD and HO, for example, wiastesk
production for indudrid purposes Thefamers “participation” was meant to contribute labar to the production process Thus
neturdly, little attention was paid to thewdfare of the participating famers In HO projects; one househdd will begiven 10ra
(Lra =0.16hg) of land for plantation, Srai for itsown famming, and 1 ra for itsdwdling. Because of low wageand irregular labor
ghedules thisproject oocas only mativated farmersto destroy thetreesthey themsdveshed planted. By doing this farmerswere
ableto sscure plantation work (Mehl 1990). With thisand Smiler design problems; forest plantation mede little progress And,
?obly enou%h in 1985, the amount of illegelly logged timbers confiscated by the court excssded thet of legelly produced timber

RFD 19%).

Foret villages sdf-hdp satlements andland dloiment projectsthat began during thelate 1960sand 1970s weredften
tided to netiond sscurity concamns particularly targeted towards communigt insurgency. Consarvation and rehdhilitation of forests
wearemady the dated ojectivesto mahilizelocd villagersto counter thecommunigs often hiding intheremoteforest arees As
areslt, many of thefores village prgjectstook placedong thebordars of Laosand Cambodia (Hafner and Apichatvullop 1990).
Road extensonintofores aress, for thesameressons not only desroyed forestshut d o ettracted morevillegersfromather aress

Insum, these prgjectswere darived from pdlitical mativetions of various Sae departmentsto enhanceits bureauaraic
gausin the goverment and lacked coordingtion, which in many cases induced further forest dearance, despite the purported
objective of its congervation. (Uhlig1984).

Among the projectstha took placein theforest resarves, the most notable for the purpose of this artide, istheland
reform programimplemented by the ALRO. Thisisbecausemodt of the projects mentioned aboveno longer datain funding, even
those by the RFD. There has been a cabingt resolution ordaring the AL RO to be soldy responsible for land dlocation projects
rdated to foret resarves Becausefored resarves are date-owned land, the RFD prgedtsinddetheresarveswere apposad togive
only theusufruct rightsand nat thefull titleto theland. Land reform, onthe other hand, wiill dlow farmersto havetheir ownland,
though with cartain resridions It isthe mechenism for faamersto redaim land rights over ambiguous lands with offidd means

Tobriefly outling theland reform program isascheme whereby the govemment obtains unusad land from landords or
gate-owned land to bedigributed to landessfamers®” In addition, the ALRO will suppart infragructure development (eg., pond
digging, roed congrudtion) aong with the provison of land oartificates Theland to be dotained was origindlly sought from lage

# The immediate aress surmounding the protected aress are cdled the buffer zone, where a patticular form of development

interventioniscarried out to meet theneadsof thelocd residents expecting thet itwill leed tothereduction of pressureonthecore
aea For the devdopment of buffer zone conogat in Thalland, see Puntasen et d. (1996).

# Acoording to the arigingl plan, more then 250,000 households (about 1 million people) were to be moved out of the forest

resarvehby theend of 1996. However, srong protest by thefarmersa the early stage of the plan forced the government to cancel

it.

#* Many of theseprojedistook placeingdeor next toforest resarve aress However, therehavebeenfew studiesof theconnedtions
between these projects, or the palitics of Site sdectionin relation to eech ather.

# Under thisschame famarscen dotaintheuufruct righisover their land up to 50ra and the cartificete can beusad ssacdllaterdl to dotain creit from
S e e
e, X w et e1or al aag on

landessfamars (induding sl Mdasardfarrﬂsvé ary%/aﬁﬁcae) (I'Dag]RI 198914). a



sdelandords However, it soon became gpparant thet dataining land from powerful landords would be pdliticaly difficult, and
evenif thiswereposshle therewasnat enough extraland. From themid-1980s, thegovernment hesshifted itsattention toforest

resrves asapotentia source of land to be givento the landess Thismove, naurdly, hes mativated some farmersto encroech
further into forest land (sometimes hired by locally influentid people), and, asaresult, an attempted “reforn’ hesin some casss
intengfied the concentration of land with the dites (Cherasdam—ong 1997).

Le us now look dosdy @ the connections between forest consarvaion palides and land reform. To srengthen
consavation (i.e, consarveupto 25%of thetatd land) and accd erateland reform havebean cantrd objedtivesof thegovemment
for thepest decades Torecondlethepossihility of theseconflicting djectives, the RFD hasconducted adetaled zoning operation
inddethefores resrveareasincethelate 1980s Thezonesaredassfied into three categories (1) consarvation zones (C zones)
for protection, (2) economic zones (e zones) for plantation and utilization, and (3) agriculturd zones (A zones) to betrandared
tothe ALROfor digribution. TheresLitsof thiszoning exerdsewereussd assaguicdineto bepursuedinthe 7" Nationdl Sodd and
Economic Deveopment Flan (1992-1996) in which consarvation zones were spedficaly gven atarget of 25%.

Theproblem becomesdear from an examination of thesetables For example, and mogt importantly, whet will heppen
tothosewho liveingde C and E zones? Some peope who live in those aress have dreedy been evided, yet there are dill meny
livingthere. According to unpublishedinformation presented to theauithor in 1994, even oneof themog dridly pratected wildlife
sanduaties contans a large number of famers (see Table 4 ) .The growing pdliticd power of NGOs working ageingt foroed
rd ocation and themerelack of land ontowhichmovethese peoplehave cregted cartain tend onsind dethe sate-owned forest land.
Inthepedt, asaresult of famers and NGOspratests thegovemment didissuethe cebingt resolution of May 1993whichbesicaly
dlowed those to say who could prove tha they hed been living there before the demarcation of the protected areas These
resolutions, however, tend to be revoked when there are diengesiin palitical droumstanoes®.

Table 1 The Numbar and Propartion of Landless Famarsin Thailand (1987-1991)
land halding 1987 1901
landess (O rd) 463,635 500,398
(8-29 (7-89
near-landess (lessthen 5ra 576,019 828,265
(10. 199 (13.199
gvdl halding (5-10r4) 670,015 818,14
(11.8%) (12.94
morethen 10ra 3,982,197 4246212
(09 (66. 24
Totd 5,691,866 6,393,069
(10079 (10079

note 1lra 016ha souce Chirgoanda(199%).

Table2 Zoning by theRFD
Categories conservation zone eoonomic zone land reform zone
Czoe Ezore A zore
Criteria  Thelandinthise zoneiscovaad with  Thefarestson land inthesezones  The lands in this zone have bemn

foredt trees tha are hedthy and ae
qitsble for presavaion. If RFD
falowsits cutomary precticg, these
arees will be liged as gopropriate for
desgnationasndiond perksor wildife
snduaies

have been deyaded, but the soils
capetility assessment indicates that
thexe aees ae nat aitadle for
cultivation of rice or upland aops
The aess ae glitdde for the
cdtiveion of tree aops
paticualy forest tree plantion
aops

Odoreded and ae ocopied by
pamanent stlers Thecommunities
in thee aess ae pamanat ad
people are cultivaing acombination
o ricg uydand ceh aops ad
pamanat free aops Thee aess
have been desgnaed for

fdlowing nommd procedures and will
be taken out of the foredtry sector.

*The mmﬁgvaiasﬂraegsto deflent locd residanisfrom the protected
e@r;%nggmrg isto sopdl infrasrudLresaviossto thearea(eg, aut

inthebuffe zned Hua KhaKheeng wildlife ssnduiery inwesam

hesheppened

aressbesdesmenipd n]; pdidesad
md@%@rﬁm peodewill “valurtan

dions For

V' moveaut of thearea This



(source MIDAS 1991, Appendix 11, pp.d).

Thebescundalying fait isthet thereisno land availablefor thasewho have been evidied. Althoughit hestakenalong
timeto reech that point, the government isnow forced to recognize the presence of “illegd encroechers’ onstateland by issling
them land catificatesto curtall further encroachment.

In May 1993, the government issuied acabinet resdlution to trandfer atatd of 44 million rai (about 30% of theforest
resrveared) of land from the RFD tothe ALRO to aoderate theland reform program. Theimpartance of these degraded forets
both as apatentid plantation Stes and asthe land to be given to the landless, created certain tension between the RFD and the
ALRO. Fior to 1995, for example, there hed been no explidit arangement between thetwo agendes regarding the trestment of
foreg land thet remained insde theland reform area.

TheALRO hed no ddligationto reumthoseforest landstothe RFD. Aninformd agresment westhet theALRO should
mantain 20% of the land under forest cover ether by planting or consaving the existing forest. In the agreament reeched in
Augug 1995, it was mede explicit thet arees defined asfarest now haveto beretumed to the contrdl of the RFD (RFD and ALRO
1995)”° . Based on thisagresment, gpproximetdly 10000 million ral arenow under survey to beretumed to the RFD (RFD 1997).
Thefigure bdow summaizesthe complex foret land dassificationin Thailand.

Table 3. Didribution of Lands basad on the RFD Zoning unit: millionra

area (%
National Forest Ressrve 14734 (459%0)
Consrvaion Forets  (Czorge 823 (275%)
Good Forests 7156 (23%)
Forestsfor Rehablitation 785 (24%)
Other land uses 882 (28%)
Economic Forets (E zone) 51.89 (162%)
Good Forests 882 (28%)
Forestsfor Rehdhlitetion 1546 (4.8%) 2 t0ALRO
Other land uses 2761 (86%) > ALRO
Land Refam Aress (A zone) 72 (22%)
Good Forests 016 (00%)
Forestsfor Rehabilitation 04 (00%)
Other land usss 72 22%)
OutddetheForest Reserves 17335 (540%)
Good Foredts 489 (15%)
Forestsfor Rehablitation 144 (04%)
Other land uses 16702 (521%)

(Souce MQAC RAD.Thalland Foresry Sedor Mader Flant Vd.5: Subsediord Flan for People and Foredry
Environment, pp.29 [Bangkok:Royd Forest Department, 1993]. Arrowsin the table added by the author).

Among the categaries of foregt land, wildife ssnduaies netiond parks and forest resarves each have their own
legdation, wheress ather aress are protected under cebinet resolution or minieria and departmentd regulaions To ummarize
the sequence of forest land demarcation: in 1961 pemanent forest (the outer boundary, 50% of the totd land) was demarcated
besad on the policy esteblished by the land dassfication commiittee in 1957. To acoderate the legdization of this foredt, the
nationd forest resarveact (1964) was promul gated. Because of thetimelag betweanthetwo, however, theareacovered by thislaw
wasmuchamdler theanintheorigind plan. It should benoted d o thet thereissomeforest left, even outdde the permanent forest
boundary. Thisforest category indudes private foress and forest on public land under the Land D

Thaeis ds alayered aea (dgpicted by the gray arowsin the figure) whare wildife senduaies and retiord paks
ovalgpwithfores resarves It showsthat thebesc drategy of the RFD isto sacurethe maximum areawith thestrictest reguilaions
(which are lavs on wildife ssnduaries and netiond perks). If it finds a subdtantid number of villagars indde the aress it will
downgrade the datus of theland to foret reserve Thefind line of defensefor the RFD isthe C zone, which it eventudly wants

29

c—so‘ land thet isto beraumed tothe RFD are (1) land covered with farest, (2) land nat siteblefor agriauiturdl procludion, (3) GJdogo'in
arees (4) aresstobe ascommurd foreds (5) ladwith anaveragedaped morethen 35 dagrees (6) wetershed eress (7) land et

udertrespa\nsmd RFD acoording to the law and regulaions (8) mengrove faredts and (9) degraded farests thet heve nat yet ben
%Wfams(H:DadALROBI;) 0 o ® @ v



to pr%edwith novillagersliving indde. Parts of the E zone areto be privatized and encouraged to plant trees on acommerdd
beds

Thefact thet the RFD hasto giveaway 30% of itstaritary to the ALRO dearly manifessthe conssouence of forest
mismenegement by the 9ate. Forest demearcation thet is not based on the incantives of the locd villagers, but thet reflects the
paliticsof departmentd interessis promisng to fail. Technicd solutionsthet failed to addresstheinherently palitica neture of
the problem leed to further deterioration of theforest.

5. Publicland for thepeople

Giventhe pdides and legidation outlined above, where can wefind aforest thet might mativetelocal communitiesto
utilizeand manegeit colledtivdy?L et usfirst look a therdevant legidation. Theonly law thet definesthe collective spacefor the
peopleisthe Givil and Commerdid Code of 1932. Inartide 1304 of thiscode, thereisaredferenceto aconoegpt cdled cdlletive
assts of andion (satharana sombat khong phaengdin). There are three components in the artide: (1) degraded vacant land
(thidin rokrangwangplao), (2) colledtive assatsto be used by the people (sapain sanrap phonla muang chai ruamkan), and (3)
astsfor theexdusveuseby thegovemment (sapain phua prayat khong phaeng dindoi chogpho), namdly, fadllitiesfor military

Caegory (1) can be privatized if onefdlowsthe gppropriatelegd procedure Categary (2) isto protect the cdllective
astsfrombeing privatized. However, theexamplesilludratied in thelaw refer only toroeds lakes coedd linesand not toforests
Also, itisimportant to notethat common landsinthe pest weredesignated not to pratect the commund or collectiverightsof the
villagers but to secure the openness of the resourcesin quetion (Shigetomi 1997).

Inthe 19505 wefind an explict govermenta datement pertaining to the commund forest. In 1956, asan gopendix to
the land code (1954), the Minidry of Interior issued an infomd agreement among the land rdated departments about the
conditionswhich dl land dloment projects should fallow. The agreement made exliat thet, when the govemment redistributed
pat of the gateland to the people, 20 % of theland should be ket asforest to be used by theloca people (MO 1956). Though
thisguiddinewasnever fdlowedinadrict sense recognition of itinan offidid document desarvesdtention. Thedocument refers
totheecdlogicd importance of the forest for giving moidure to the soil eswel asitseconomic Sgnificance (eg., asasource of
timber for house condrudtion and firevood) for thelocd people Thestatement, though never legelized, may beconddered oneof
the earliest recognition by the sate of the function of community foret.

Table4 Numbe of Fammers Cultivating and Residing inside and around the Wildlife Senctuary (in 1994)

number of Resdence and Famland bathinddethe Reddanceingde but famland outside

Regos protected aress protected area

No. of No. of

housshdds populdion  aea housshdds populdion  aea
Centrd 9 2156 9879 53229 1163 4483 39,686
North 23 4622 23682 75691 5212 14604 72440
South 14 369 13834 97,762 5228 13131 68,679
Northesst 12 636 3163 26047 1978 10,706 55845
Tad [o'e] 11.113_505R8 252729 13681 42924 236650

(note) unit=ra
Source informetion provided to the athor during aninterview a RFD in Bangkaok, Decamber 199%6.

** The govanment’ shidden objedtivein privatizing E zoneand expanding theland refarm ares, Some NGOsdaim, isto dlow the
dreedy wedthy section of sodety to legdly grab “unused’ land (IUCN 1996).



It is undeer why the govaemment promated this kind of arrangement, given the fact thet there mugt have been an
abundance of fored, in generd, surounding the fam lands in the 1950s A possible explandion was provided by a retired
government officer (aformer director-generd of theland department) in an interview with the author. Acoording to the officer,
because most land dlomant projectstook place doseto theforest resarves where one could find veacant date-owned land for the
people, the aregtion of acommund woodat inddethe nemy established village boundaieswas encouraged. The govarment dd
not want theloca people to seerch for wood in the reserved foredt. It is quite possible then thet, exigence of rich foredts rather
thentheladk of them mativated the govemment to promoate commund forests This20% prindplewas sddom refarred to snce
then, until themid 1990swhen the RFD begento redamitsjuristiction over theforeststhat hed been hended over tothe ALRO.

From thedestription of theland dassification system above, we can now identify the possible specewherelocd people
cendamthar usufruct rightsover theforess Thecommunity foresstha the RFD dfficidly providesfor thepeoplecan befound
only inddethe E zone, and the use of forestsin C zone are nat permitted under the current sysem. If hedthy foressarefird to
be protected by the RFD, then, in generd, the forets for people have to be found in the degraded forests An offidd document
procuced by the RFD corfirmsthis obsarvation: “ community forests are those under the Forestry Adt and Forest Resarve Act thet
donat exig indde nationd parks wildife ssnduaries nonthunting arees, nor watershed aresswhich are pratected by govemment
regulaions Inaddition, they cannat beonthoselandswhich thegovernment prohibitsfrom being entered for the sske of netiona
interests (RFD 1997 27).

Wherearethe productiveforestsfor the peoplethen? Therearethree possibilities Thefird is asl indicated eatlier, the
foreds outsde the permanant fores area (sse Figure 4). Thisisacategary of public land, though limited in gpece, thet can avoid
themedding of theforedry patral becauseit ismostly under the supervison of theland department (moredirectly under thelocd
ddrict office). If regigtered propaty, it can be protected by atide 1304 of the Givil and Commerdd Code and the Land Code
mentioned eatlier. According to thelatest avalableinformeation, thereare 17,000 sites (tatding .08 millionral) inthiscategory
with the largest portion registered as grazing land (DOL 1998).*" In 1997, those registered as community forests extend over
116,000 rai (Somthegpand Thegparit 1997), and theareaiisinareesing, according to the officer respongblefor regigraioninthe
land department. Evenif thelandisoutd dethejuristiction of the RFD, it il hesthedamover thetressstanding ontheland. Y,
ouddethe RFD' starritorid contra literdly impliesoutsi detheinfluenceof Forest Resarve Act (1941) which reducestheintensity
of paliang by thefores guards

The saoond possible place on which to pramoate community forestry ison land trandferred from the RFD to the ALRO
for land rform. Sincethe agreameant betwean the two agendiesin 1995, remnant forests on land reform aress should officidly be
reumed to the RFD. However, again, the definition of what conditutes of aforest isarhitrary, and itisup to thelocd officds
Thus thereisroom for locd peopleto take advantage of the ambiguity. In the land reform areg, moreimpoartantly, people are
gvenlegd t_iEt(]at(gzlawdfor cultivation. In other words thereisapasshility for locd peopleto obtain bath private and commund
resouroesjaintly.

Thethird possihility for forestsfor thepeople, whichismost commonly practiced now, istheinformd useof datefored.
Inmany locations locd government offiddsand thevillagershavereached eninformd arangement that dlowspeopleto collect
forest products nat only on a subdgence beds (eg, firawood, hebs, amdl animas) but dso as resourcess thet can gengrate
upplementary income (eg., mushrooms, bamboo shoats). A detalled casestudy of thistypeof community forestry isreported, for
exarnplein Poffenberge and MoGeen (1993). These gpparantly flexible and prevdent informd arrangements however, are
vunerddeinthesansetha thesysem can betskenaway a any timebecausethereisnolegd foundetion to bedk it up. Inaddition,
thisis nat the kind of forest use that has the potentid to develop into a commerad forestry by the community providing a
subdtantid economic retum to people, uch asthose pradticed in parts of India, Nepdl or Jgoen.

Wedo nat know how the new community forestry bill would or will &ffect the collective oecefor thevillagers But the
RFD isnat likdy to giveaway eventhe manegeid rightsof theforessinddethe C zone Theonly right it might gpproveisthe
legd recognition of thethird type that we discussed above. Evenif some kind of forest userightsare parmitted indde the C zone,
thereisno mention of thelegd Satusof agriculturd landingdethe C zone Onthecther hand, weeshould nat forget thet theoentrel
source of livdihood for farmersis farm land and nat forest. Commund rightsto forestswould only gain significanceif they were
combined with privete rights over thar fam land.

6. Condudon

* delandwith no cooupertsis by Igﬂ ddfinition, a“fores” repprdessof theadLel treecover (sefoonote 14). Honever, idelerdcmbere];jsteaj
dther s vecat land’ (thii din rakrangweeng plao) o “land for odleiivelﬂéfésapsin sarr;gjimanwgdei riemken), fdloning
thelLad under thespavisond theLand Departmant. Becausedf thelarger number of locdl S, land undier the RFD isdriatly mornttored. Thus
if gven adhaics, people tend to regider their aommon land &s nontRAD land. Villagars: roam for menewver in teking edvertee of vatious ete
reglaiarsisapromisng agandafor future reseerch

** Becausethe AL RO cartificatewill begiven to thosewho dreedy haveland to autivate, it will not rescuethosewho areliterally
landess Giventhelikdihood that thesetruly landlesspeople are mare dependent on forest resources; therigidimpostionof aland
reform schame (i.e, the demarcation of private land boundaries) may ditort the informd arangement often mede among the
villagersto accommodate the poar.



Sate-owned land in Thailand oooupies about 50% of thetatd land area. Manegament of thislarge portion of land hes
sgnificantimplications not only for thelocd villagers who ill depend on forestson adaily bedis but dso for larger issues such
asenagy and waer aupply and consarvation of biodiveraty and environment & the globd levd. To adanetly menege these
vaiq;s resources soad mechenias to organize links betwean the govemmant, village communities;, and individugls become
audd.

Onecannat focusexdusvdy onasnglecomponent of asysemwhileignoring theathers With regard tothe date, we
mugt ask whet kinds of resources are given to the people, whet forces are dfecting aperticular dlocation, before asking how those
resouroes can be sudtainebly maneged in participetory fashion. With regard to anindividud or ahousehald, wemust pay atention
not only to forest resources under collective use per g but dso to private prereguisites (do people have adequatefarm land?) thet
encble people to effedtively take part in commund adtivities

Inthisatide | have attempted to locate the place for community forests under the exidting legd framewark of the
govemment to expliatly addressthe sructurd condraints and prospectsfor thar further devdopment. | have assumed thet the
introduction of onenew legidation ater another would not dredtically changethebesic power rdaionsundartying thedidribution
of lands Theso-cdled “land boon” sncethelate 1980s hesreveded thet the target for competitionisno longer forest resources
done but is moving toward the unocoupied land as such. The provison of legd saaurity to farm land hes therefore becoming
incressingly important.

Basad on the argument outlined so far, two rdated issues reuire further invedtigetion in- understanding the palitics of
foredry in Thalland. Thefird isthe land rights of the large number of people residing inddethe C zone and in protected arees
Agan, debate on the community foredtry bill tendsto direct our atertion to forest usebut, & the sametime, divertsusfromthe
isueof rightstofam landsinsdethe pratected area. Evenif thenew bill parmiit villagersto manage aforest indde the pratected
aess, ather legidation regarding theland ownership may blodk them to do so.

Saoondly, implications of the changing neture of economy to the rdationship between foredsand people, and therde
aof the government reguire dtertion. The government’ s atempt to isolate pegple from the forest by zoning and paliang hes
neturdly, suppressad the number and <kills of peopgle who are most capable of maneging the vary foret thet the govemmart
intendsto protect. It istruethat economic deve opment often shiftspeople seconomic arientation awvay fromtheforest. But this
tendency is nat homogeneous aoross regions, and the hunger for land will cartainly invite new projects even diter the previous
resdentshed been rd ocated. Unlessalegd recognition isgiven to those communitiesthet have proven their capeaity to carefor
their forests community-besad resource management will bedevoid of itsbest modds At leest outs dethepratected ares, | seeland
reform combined with community forestry as the modt redlidic and promising way to expaiment the potentid of commund

resouroe manegamat.

Therdationship betwean resourcesand peopleis dter dl, ardationship and competition among different peoples The
avaenessof thenecessity tordy oneechothers organizationd srengthisthekey tomanaging resourcesthat arescattered inthe
country. In Thalland, unfortunately, this awareness and trugt for each ather will teke along time to meture
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