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CHAPTER – I 
ADVENT OF FOREST VILLAGE IN INDIAN FORESTS AND THEIR 

LIVELIHOOD PRACTICES: AN OVERVIEW 

1.1 Introduction 

It has been observed by the scientists that an ecological system confined to a 

small area may shift abruptly and irreversibly from one state to another. A recent study 

(Barnosky et al, 2012) reveals evidence that the global ecosystem as a whole can react in 

the same way and is approaching a planetary-scale critical alteration as a result of human 

influence. This transition is known as catastrophic change in any system. One of the 

main reasons for this shift in Earth’s biosphere is off-course, human interference in 

nature in the form of deforestation. The study emphasizes the necessity to address the 

root causes of biological changes owing to human interventions. This is, however, not 

the first time that scientists warned regarding the danger of interfering too much in the 

field of biological environment. The most significant thing in this study is the scientific 

evidence that there could be a catastrophic change in the global ecosystem. This change 

is irreversible by nature and the time of the sudden jump that causes the system to cross 

the doorstep level is completely random. This situation is no doubt will demonstrate the 

extreme social conflict between man and nature. The great economist Carver, beautifully 

explained (more than a century ago) how the scarcity gave birth to a conflict between 

man and nature. He explained that the gift of nature varies with the change of 

environments; in any environment, however, plentiful it may be, there are two 

characteristics of human nature which will inevitably lead to scarcity. The two factors 

are boundless expansibility of human desires and the ever increasing growth in human 

population. He describes the scarcity of natural resources as a lack of synchronization, or 

a clash, between man and nature. (Carver, 1908) 

Since then, however, people across the globe learned little as to how to preserve 

the nature to address the conflict mentioned above. The human being gave little 

emphasis in understanding how to harmonize the coexistence of man and nature. It is 

what has been amply proved by the study of Barnosky. This is why it is predicted that 

the globe is heading towards a situation, which is termed as a global environmental 

crisis. The situation advocates a top priority for conservation of forests. The 

environmentalist discourses strongly recommend forest conservation to arrest the global 
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environmental crisis, from becoming further critical.  In most of the countries of Asia 

and Africa, strong legislative interventions are made to offer the conservation effort a 

legal framework. However, despite the legal backing, the destruction of forests continued 

on a regular basis. Some argue that this contradiction (between the advocated 

conservation policies and effectual destruction of the forest) is hidden in the legacy of 

British colonial forest policies (Ravi Kumar, 2010). This is particularly so, as most of the 

reserves were aimed at getting uninterrupted supply of forest resources, mainly timber. 

Declaring few selective areas of forest as reserved for wild inhabitants (Protected Area) 

and enacting several Acts and Policies to protect the ecosystem have always been viewed 

as the way of harmonizing the coexistence of man and nature. This attempt of 

harmonizing is effective to the extent the interest and livelihood of the people, 

traditionally dependent on forests are maintained or substituted. The fact is more 

pertinent for Indian perspective as millions of people depended on the forest for their 

livelihood, shelter and culture from prehistoric period (Rangarajan, 2012).  However, 

regulation on this dependence started to surface during colonial period through different 

forest legislations or policies.  

  The colonial ruler viewed the forest as a spring of returns. With the establishment 

of Indian Forest Service (IFS) under the forest act of 1865, the British started recording 

forests under state’s control. The 1865’s Act, however, recognized the rights of 

pastoralist communities and local forest resource users. The Act suggested forest 

settlement officer and forest officers to deal with communities and their forest use 

practices, this brought dissatisfaction among the forest officials. As a result, new Act 

came up in 1878, which prescribed stricter control over the access of forest dependent 

people to forest (Guha, 1996). Clear guidance came up in Indian Forest Act, 1927. A 

process of creating reserve got going with the help of this Act. The Act gave the Forest 

Dept. immense power to take over any forest area and also to declare any further usage 

of the forests by traditional community illegal, if the rights (‘concessions and 

privileges’) were not recorded according to the Act (Ministry of Law, GOI., 1951). 

Starting from colonial period to the decades after Independence, several forest 

management policies and acts were framed. In the colonial period, the aim of the ruler 

was to make maximum revenue out of forest. However, they did it, sometimes by taking 

into consideration the livelihood of local forest dwellers on a limited scale and 

sometimes simply ousting them from forest. After independence, it was seen that the 



3 
 

forest resources became a valuable part of reshaping nation’s fledgling economy. The 

forest dependent people became an odd partner in the process of nation building, the 

erstwhile ‘concessions and privileges’ enjoyed by them were considered as overly 

generous in the 1952’s National Forest Policy (MoEF, GOI, 1952). During the period 

1960-80, a new class of traders and contractors join hands with the forest administration 

and an extensive commercial forestry operation continued with very little emphasis on 

regeneration and reforestation. This destroyed the forest, its ecology and the forest 

dependent people’s livelihood [Poffenberger, McGean, & Khhare, 1996 : NFFPFW(a), 

2001]. The Wild Life Protection Act 1972, aimed at conserving wild lives and forest, 

ironically, gave scant emphasis on making local forest dwellers as partners in 

conservation [NFFPFW(a), 2001]. This Act seriously regulated the traditional 

livelihoods of the forest dependent communities and the brunt of the restrictions is felt in 

those forest areas where commercial forestry was in full swing. The Forest Conservation 

Act, 1980 (WPSI; Justice Kuldip Singh, 1998) had aims like controlling logging 

operations, restricting conversion of forest land and creating of new livelihood options 

for local forest dependent people. It is observed by scholars that the Act succeeded in 

performing the first two aims but failed in creating livelihood options (Poffenberger, & 

Sing, 1996). However, the policies of 1988 (i.e. National Forest Policy 1988) and the 

Scheduled Tribe and Other Traditional Forest Dwellers (Recognition of Forest Rights) 

Act, 2006 (popularly known as FRA, 2006) have unequivocally accepted the fact of 

‘historical injustice’ done to these communities. The policy of 1988 became successful in 

some places but failed in most of the places of the country due to its inherent weakness 

(Saxsena, 1996). On the other hand, the Forest Right Act 2006 is yet to show its impact 

as it is in the process of execution. It is understood that right from 1865 to the age of 

Joint Forest Management (JFM); in the name of resource extraction, resource generation, 

resource utilization, conservation, and joint forest management the forest and the forest 

fringe villagers got gradual alienation from forest, and for that matter alienation from the 

traditional livelihood. This separation from the resource base is not studied adequately. 

The change in the livelihood pattern of forest villagers owing to the forest policy 

interventions is not studied empirically. 

1.1.1 Forest dependent communities’ livelihood 

It is estimated that more than 1.5 billion inhabitants across the globe are 

depended on forests for their livelihood, though, the degree of dependence vary 
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considerably depending on the accessibility to forest resources and people’s customary 

practices. A conservative approximation, reports that nearly 350 million forest dependent 

communities live in and around forests of India. These people are heavily reliant on the 

forests for livelihood. Moreover, around 60 million forest dwellers are found to be 

completely dependent on forest resources (Banerjee & Choudhury, 2013). The survival 

and income generating options of forest dwellers to a great extent depended on the 

resources available in the forest itself (Barbier, 1994; Peters, 1989). An early estimation 

by the researchers showed that forest resources like timber, Non-timber forest produce 

(NTFP) contributed almost US$100 billion/year to the global economy for several years 

during the 20th century (Sharma, 1998). The contribution of NTFPs is found to be a 

major source of livelihood to the forest dwellers of the tropical countries (Larsen, 

2000). It is well recognized by various authors pursuing research on the livelihood 

opportunities in the tropical regions that the resources of forests are used by the forest 

communities for their survival (Martin, 1995; Wollenberg, 2000; Wollenberg, 1998).   

In recent times, it is also revealed by researchers that people living in the vicinity 

of forests extremely rely on various types of flora and fauna and the products made using 

them, for their own consumption and selling the same for commercial 

purposes (Sundriyal, 2004). The forest communities’ livelihood is so heavily dependent 

on NTFP that researchers of the view that it causes harm to forest ecology. The 

academicians looked for alternative ways to support the livelihood options of the forest 

communities. They are of the opinion that the farming of NTFPs on a commercial basis 

may generate substantial income and also help to conserve the forest (Richards, 1993; 

Ruiz Pérez, 1996; Neumann, 2000). The reservation of forest caused a loss of livelihood 

and hardship to forest communities in the country. The Dooars of eastern Himalaya 

(foothills under Jalpaiguri and Alipurdooar districts of West Bengal) is not an exception 

to this. During Colonial period the forest communities of the Dooars of North Bengal got 

an unfavorable deal as the then forest department went ahead to reserve the forest of the 

area. The colonial state put forward a shoddy logic, that the reserves are created from 

the wasteland, so the question of prior rights of the forest community does not arise. It 

was done so to deny the legitimate forest rights to the very small population of forest 

communities (Choudhury, 2015).  There existed different types of forest communities, 

practicing their traditional farming techniques. In this region of eastern Himalaya, 

the livelihood, of forest communities was primarily dependent on subsistence level 
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agriculture (shifting cultivation) which was again supplemented by the gathering of 

several food items, fodder, and fuel wood from the forest. So, access to these resource 

bases (assets) becomes imperative for the communities to continue with their livelihood. 

However, the enactment of different forest acts during the colonial period as well as 

during independent era prescribed curtailment of access to these resources.   The forest 

communities of North Bengal got gradual alienation from the forest as one after another 

forest was declared as reserved with the help of the subsequent Acts. Rights enjoyed by 

the forest communities in those forests (customary rights) were either written off or 

converted to concessions/privileges.   

1.1.2 Nature of forest use during colonial period 

Forest resources of different parts of the world were indiscriminately used for 

British colonial expansion. The demand of timber for building ships to cater the need of 

the British imperialist power, for its naval force and merchant navy, was enormous. 

Initially, the timber required for the shipbuilding industry in Britain was mostly supplied 

by the North American continent, which was ceased after the American Revolution. This 

forced the Britain to look for another source of timber and India became an important 

hinterland for the supply of shipbuilding timber. Indian teak, in particular, became 

heavily in demand. The East Indian Company began to exploit south Indian forests to 

procure timber for shipbuilding. This process consumed an enormous quantum of 

accessible forests, soon leading to a shortage. Excessive exploitation of teak forests 

created a crisis especially from 1830 onwards (Ravi Kumar, 2010). Apart from the 

timber for shipbuilding, the forest became very important to British Colonial Ruler due 

to the general industrial expansion in England. An important aspect in the history of 

Indian forestry was the initiation of construction of railway network after 1850. In the 

year 1832, the first Railway running on the steam engine was launched in England. 

British industrialists felt the necessity to establish the same railroad connectivity in 

different Indian waterfronts having rich hinterlands of raw materials. Railway 

connectivity (railway track building) along with coach building was heavily dependent 

on timber. The enormity of this requirement and the extent of extraction of timber from 

the Indian forest may be amply clear from the following quote from the writing of a 

scholar. “The construction of the railways required an enormous amount of timber 

because to build two kilometers of track almost 900 sleepers were needed. Indian trees, 

particular sal (Shorearobusta), deodar cedar (Cedrusdeodara), and teak 
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(Tectonagrandis) were much used as sleepers, because of their strength and perceived 

resistance against rotting. Already severely depleted by the clearance of forests for 

commercial purposes earlier in the century, India experienced a resource crunch, and 

the authorities realised that the intensive extraction of timber could not be sustained 

indefinitely” (Oosthoek, 2012). The network of railway tracks increased from 56 Km in 

1853 to over 51,650 Km by the year 1910. This expansion activity in different parts of 

the country had a deep impact on forests in the following manner: 

(i)  Railroad required the supply of the huge quantity of wooden sleepers made 

of grown-up trees; as a result, unexplored forests became accessible zones, 

(ii)  This consequently required enormous extent of the felling of trees leading 

to deforestation, 

(iii) The requirement of labor supply in different remote forests made it 

imperative to have migrant settlements within the forest. 

The prevailing situation at that time is vividly described by Hugh Cleghorn, the 

first Inspector General of Forests (He shared the post with Dr. Brandis) in India, in his 

address to the Royal Scottish Arboricultural Society, in 1874. He told the audience that 

“the government in India began to be seriously embarrassed by the scarcity of timber; its 

attention was directed to the management of the indigenous forests”. Timber resources in 

India were declining rapidly under the pressures of the high timber demand in the British 

Empire, local use for railroad construction and shipbuilding. Moreover, the rapid 

expansion of colonial agriculture which resulted in the loss of forestry cover in India 

during the first half of the 19th century was responsible for the rapid decline of forest 

resources (Stebbing, 1922). 

1.1.3 The commercial forestry to conservation regime  

Reserves in the British period were created primarily for the commercial gain of 

the state and its vested interest group. Sometimes reserves were created to provide the 

elite ruling class enough game species to hunt. The concept was popularly known as 

‘Game Reserve’. However, both types of reserves greatly regulated the local uses of 

forest resources (Seberwal, 2001). The first three decades after independence witnessed a 

continuation of the earlier policies. In view of some scholars, the rate of destruction of 

the forest was more during this period as the industries (including public sector units like 

rail, electricity etc.) of the country received forest resources at throw away price 
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(Fernandes, 1996; Guha, 2000). The political environment of the time sacredly believed 

that the country needed foreign exchange, and the way forward is, heavily subsidized 

forest resources for industrialization. However, the 1970s saw a turnaround after the 

conference of IUCN in 1969, in Delhi. The country witnessed a new group of people 

called ‘conservationist’; ‘naturalist’; ‘wild-life activist’ etc. The concept of ‘protected 

area’ came into existence and conservation regime got going. (Rangarajan, 2012) The 

concept is greatly indebted to the philosophical writings of romanticists such as Thoreau, 

Goethe and John Muir who were in many ways regarded as the founder of the National 

Park movement in the USA. The writings prescribed a necessity of a fundamental 

relationship of an individual with the natural world to rejuvenate personality. The 

theoretical construct of these writings in support of protected area are based on two 

mythical concepts of the existence of pristine forest and human use of forest resources 

are detrimental to any ecosystem. They also recommended for setting aside such forests 

for the betterment of the spiritual health of present and future generations. The wildlife 

sanctuary and the national park are two types of such forests. However, there are 

scientists, ecologists who provided the counter-narrative of this theory. They proved that 

a limited degree of human interference in ecology is fruitful in gaining the diversity in 

the flora and fauna variety. In fact, they proved that the major bio-diversity hotspots of 

the globe are due to human intervention (Seberwal, 2000). The wildlife sanctuaries and 

the national parks that are witnessed today in North Bengal are also largely a 

contribution to the society by the 200 odd forest villages (NESPON, 2000).  

1.1.4 Forest types and livelihood options 

Until the enactment of the Wild Life Protection Act, 1972 Indian forests were 

categorized into three types namely (a) Reserve forest (b) Protected forest and (c) 

Unclassed State forest. Even today this categorization is very much present in different 

forest reports and documents. This classification is primarily based on the Indian Forest 

Act, 1927 and its various amendments thereafter. If a certain forest area is declared as a 

reserved or protected forest by the Government, it implies the imposition of a certain 

kind of restrictions or prohibitions on activities within the region. The section 20 of IFA, 

1927 states that in a ‘reserve forest’ all activities are prohibited unless specifically 

permitted. However, ‘protected forests’ are those forests which have limited degree of 

protection. According to section 29 of IFA, 1927 ‘protected forests’ are those forests 

where all activities are permitted unless specifically prohibited. An area recorded as 
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forest but not included in either reserved or protected forest is called in different names 

like ‘Unclassed State Forest’, ‘Village Forest’ etc. (Directorate of Forests, GoWB, 2012). 

The enactment of Wild Life Protection Act, 1972 or WLPA, 1972 brought the concept of 

protected area management i.e. forest areas dedicated to particular wildlife for 

protection. Some protected area concepts are a) Wildlife Sanctuary, b) National Park, c) 

Biosphere Reserve, d) Tiger Reserve etc. However, in a tiger reserve both the concepts 

of wildlife sanctuary and national park may coexist. Usually, the areas under the core of 

a tiger reserve are governed by the concept of National Park, whereas the buffer zone of 

the reserve comes under the concept of Wildlife Sanctuary. (The WLPA 1972, as 

amended on 2006 had brought the concept of Critical Tiger Habitat or CTH in core area 

of tiger reserves) 

Section 2(21) of WLPA, 1972 states “Sanctuary” means an area declared, 

whether under sec.26(A) or sec. 38, or deemed, under sub-section (3) of Sec. 66 to be 

declared as a wildlife sanctuary;  and section 2(21) clarifies the meaning of National 

Parks as “National Park” means an area declared, whether under section 35. or sec.38 

or deemed, under sub-section (3) of sec.66. to be declared, as a National Park (MoEF, 

2012). If one notices the fundamentals of the provisions of the Act then finds the 

following major differences between the two concepts.  

(i)  National Parks are created after the completion of settlement of human rights, 

whereas in Sanctuaries certain human rights may remain unsettled. In another 

word, a sanctuary may allow certain livelihood of people to go unhindered but in 

an NP everything is settled, so the question of carrying on with livelihood within 

the jurisdiction of the national park does not arise. 

(ii)  Livelihood like livestock grazing may be allowed in a controlled way in a 

sanctuary but in a national park, it is prohibited.  

(iii)  A sanctuary is upgraded to a national park but for a national park, the next step is 

not a sanctuary. 

The above discussion suggests a prohibition or strict regulation of access to forest 

or forest resources for forest villagers in a tiger reserve. Now, it has been widely 

accepted that poverty trap is a spatially determined phenomenon. A study with a large 

sample drawing from developing countries (Farrington and Gill, 2002) identifies five 

spatial characteristics of the areas where rural poor are located. These are (i) low 
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agricultural potential, (ii) fragile ecology, (iii) weak infrastructure, (iv) poor connectivity 

and (v) weak functioning of markets. It does not require any empirical investigation to 

establish that three of these spatial characteristics (except first two) are present in the 

areas where forest villages are located in India.  In another study by UNDP in this 

direction, states that nearly twenty-five percent of poor in Asia live in the mountainous 

area. They include forest dwellers along with indigenous people (UNDP, 1997). Shah 

and Guru (2005) specifically observed that regions with the significantly high proportion 

of rural poverty are found to be concentrated mainly in the forest region. Under these 

state of affairs, it is fathomed a predicament in the livelihoods of forest villagers as their 

livelihood to a great extent depend on forest resources. The present study is undertaken 

to enquire into the forest policy intervention on the livelihood of forest villagers. Buxa 

Tiger Reserve or BTR is chosen as the field of the study.  

1.2 Forest Village 

1.2.1 Forest Village in India  

As per the previous discussion as noted in Chapter 1.1.3, it is easily explicable 

that the then developmental model required a steady flow of timber. In order to secure a 

continuous flow of timber, the forests had to be brought under control using a 

management institution that would protect the forests from local use and facilitate the 

production of timber (Guha, 1983). Brandis, a German botanist, and the first inspector 

general of the forest of India (share the position jointly with Hugh Cleghorn), had a 

detailed plan to save the forest of the British Empire (including Indian forest). His plan 

included large scale plantation of valuable timbers (commercial monoculture) following 

slash-burn-plant (taungia system of plantation) mechanism. This massive work of 

plantation and commercial harvesting needed a captive labor force. Thus, forest villages 

started to come up in colonial India during the second half of the 19th century as a 

settlement of labor colonies in remote places of the jungle. The Working Plans and 

Annual reports of forest department (FD) of British India make infrequent reference of 

these labor settlements but no systematic data on their date of establishment, geographic 

location, and the name of communities, are available. However, it appears from the 

documents of FD during the period of the late 19th century to early 20th century that the 

forest villages were established to execute the plan drawn by Diettrich Brandis. 
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From 1880 onward, the FD started to take full control of forest under the colonial 

state with the help of 1865’s and 1878’s Indian Forest Act. Many argued that the State 

had effectively used the mechanism of fire fighting in the process of annexation of 

the forest. In their opinion, as the majority of forest communities of India were Jhumias 

i.e. shifting cultivators, who used to burn grasslands to get cultivable land and new 

grasses for cattle, the controlling of fire in effe-ct denied those people to continue with 

their traditional practices of livelihood. This ultimately displaced the forest people from 

their resource base. (NESPON, DISA, NFFPFW, 2005). Labor colonies settled for the 

purposes of fire fighting, plantation, and maintenance of forest was termed as ‘Forest 

village’. Some of the people, who were once thrown out of the forest, denied traditional 

practices of livelihood became the first settlers in the earliest forest villages. Sometimes, 

old villages that had existed even before the enactment of Indian Forest Act of 1865 were 

also declared as ‘forest villages’. This kind of forest villages are common mainly in 

Madhya Pradesh, the then central province and Maharastra ( Garg, 2000).  

Another type of forest village that emerged during the late 19th century and 

continued even after the independence of the Country was known as ‘Taungya’. 

‘Taungya’ is a system of plantation practiced in Burma, where the traditional way of 

shifting cultivation (i.e. slash and burn method of agriculture) was successfully used to 

raise teak plantation. The ‘Taungya’ system of forestry is an important incident in Indian 

forestry sector. After the frequent failure to restore the Sal forest in the Indian terai, by 

the end of 19th century the Jhumias i.e. the shifting cultivators whom the British threw 

away from the forest, incidentally managed a comeback in the forested tracts. To plant 

the Sal and Teak forest the ‘Taungya’ system fetched back the fire element into 

the forest. The Jhumias were asked to clear fell and burn the forest and plant trees, in 

exchange, they were given a portion of forest land to cultivate for a couple of years. 

After the plantation work is over, the villagers had to move to a different place and 

follow the same process of slash – burn – plant trees. In this tremendous job, their only 

remuneration was cultivation opportunity for 3 to 4 years and some usufruct benefits like 

firewood, non-timber forest produces (NTFP), construction timber for building shelter 

etc. They had to offer mandatory free labor (begar) in the plantation. Sometimes, FD 

established permanent forest villages also, where it needed a continuous flow of labors 

for plantation and harvesting of timbers. With the permanent forest villagers, the FD 

struck an agreement where rights and duties were clearly spelled out.  The British 
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allotted land to these forest villagers for their residence and cultivation under a periodic 

agreement. Agreements had conditions such as i) Villagers will be allowed free access to 

non-timber forest produce (NTFP) ii) They will have to render a free of cost service of 

90 days in plantation works iii) After 90 days of free service they were given 

remuneration for their work. (Choudhury, 2015; Jha, 2010, NESPON, 2005). 

Available studies of different activist groups suggest that there are approximately 

7000 forest villages in the country. The independence did not bring respite in the lives of 

the forest villagers as the practice of establishing forest villages continued until the late 

70s of the 20th century and the terms and conditions lay down by the FD remained more 

or less same. But the concept of free compulsory labor i.e. begar was abolished from 

the late 1960s. Though, the statutory minimum wage provision was not maintained 

anywhere, nevertheless, the forest villagers started to get some wages in cash (Ghosh, 

2001; Jha, 2010). In the case of West Bengal, the concept of begar continued up to 

1969.  

1.2.2 Forest Villages in North Bengal 

The North Bengal’s Dooars (the land along the foothills of the Darjeeling and 

Bhutan Himalayas) was among the earliest areas in India, where wide-ranging work was 

done under the colonial forest management system. Forestry practices and settlement 

policies introduced by the British completely changed the natural features and vegetation 

of the area by early 20th century. It appears that up to late nineteenth century there were 

no regular villages in the region. The area was thinly populated. The plains were covered 

with tall grasses, rich sal forests, and scattered land holdings or jots. The Hills were 

covered by deep broadleaved forests and pastures. In the grasslands and the forests, there 

were a few human settlements.  Semi-nomadic groups like the Mech, Rava, Metch in the 

planes and the Lepcha, Limbu, Rai and Dukpas in the Hills inhabited these settlements 

(Sundar, 1895; Shebbeare 1920; Homfray, 1931). All these communities practiced 

shifting agriculture and supplemented that with hunting/food-gathering.  

Like other Indian forest dwellers, majority of North Bengal’s forest dwellers also 

regularly burnt grasslands and scrub forests for getting the grazing field and various food 

items like tubers. The banning of fire from forest brought a complete tragedy for these 

people; as their survival base was destroyed. The self-sustaining independent 

communities were de-linked from their forest habitats and became refugees as the 
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forester threw them out of the forest. However, ironically the colonial forest department 

recruited these refugees as first settlers in the early forest villages in North Bengal. 

Massive works like creating tea gardens, raising cinchona plantation, laying railway 

tracks, building roads, labor intensive forestry work all needed a huge workforce, which 

was not present at that moment in Dooars. As a result, people from the Chottonagpore 

area and from neighboring countries were forcefully migrated to this place. This 

migrated workforce was settled mainly in tea gardens and in some forest villages 

(Sundar, 1895). Today North Bengal has 168 officially recognized forest villages (Govt. 

of West Bengal, 1997). However, there is doubt on the exact number of forest villages, 

activist groups suggest the number (including unrecognized forest hamlets) to be in and 

around 250.     

‘Taungya’ system of plantation became very popular in this part of the 

country. Taungya villages created a massive resource for the state, in North Bengal. The 

system was so profitable that the FD followed the practice up to 1980. The era of 

conservation (the enactment of WLPA, 1972 & FCA, 1980) put a halt to the commercial 

forestry and at the same time made the forest villagers irrelevant in the forest. The areas 

of north Bengal, which were subject to extensive commercial forestry operation, became 

the most badly affected places. Buxa Tiger Reserve (BTR) is one of such places. 

 1.2.3. Forest Villages in Buxa Tiger Reserve 

  The Buxa forest was declared a tiger reserve in the year 1983. At present, BTR is 

one of the 48 such Tiger Reserves in India. According to the latest Review of Tiger 

Reserve Assessment Reports prepared by International Union for Conservation of Nature 

and Natural Resources (MoEF, 2005), Buxa Tiger Reserve belongs to the management 

cluster “doing well” along with ten others. BTR is situated in the district of Alipurduar 

(erstwhile district of Jalpaiguri), in the northern part of West Bengal. The population of 

BTR consists of aboriginals like Rava, Bhutia, Ducpa, Bodo and settled Nepalese; 

Santhals and Bengalis. By the start of 20th century, the Buxa region’s landscape was 

completely changed by the British forestry practices and settlement policies. Successive 

acts and policies of independent India also brought about significant changes in the life 

and livelihood of the forest villagers in BTR. 

Today, BTR has 37 forest villages amongst the 168 of such villages in North 

Bengal and several fixed demand holdings  i.e. the areas leased out to timber merchants. 
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(NESPON, DISHA & NFFPFW, 2005) The BTR has 44 revenue villages surrounding 

the reserve and 34 tea gardens in its proximity. A population of nearly 250000 depends 

on this forest for fuel wood, non-timber forest produce (NTFP), grazing, and timber. The 

principal activity in the villages adjoining the protected area ( PA) is agriculture. (Sinha 

& Das, 2002) 

BTR has 41 forest protection committees (unit of JFM) and 20 Eco-development 

committees. These committees altogether protect 59370 ha. area of the reserve. Present 

checklist shows Buxa support 352 species of trees, 133 species of shrubs 189 species of 

herbs, 154 species of orchids, 6 species of cane & 4 species of bamboos. Faunal diversity 

of BTR shows that it supports 68 species of mammals, 41of reptiles, 246 species of birds 

etc Main carnivores in BTR are Indian Tiger, Leopard, Clouded Leopard, Civet Cat, 

Jackal, Fox etc. & main herbivores are elephant, chital, Barking deer, Wild Pig etc. 

(Ibid.) . However, other available studies do not agree with the official version, they state 

that more than 50% of BTR’s forest is degraded or semi-degraded and most of its 

mammalian species have vanished. As far as forest protection committees (FPC) & eco-

development committees (EDC) are concerned they only exist on paper. (Karlsson, 

1999.; NESPON, DISA & NFFPFW, 2005). 

After the declaration of Tiger Reserve, the Buxa forest came under the 

jurisdiction the Wild Life Protection Act 1972 (WLPA 1972, MoEF) as BTR became a 

sanctuary as well as a national park. Under section 18 of WLPA 1972, The State 

Government may declare any forest as a sanctuary if it considers that such area is of 

adequate ecological, faunal, floral, natural or zoological significance, for the purpose of 

protecting, propagating or developing wildlife or its environment.  In this connection, it 

must be mentioned that the definition of ‘wildlife’ under section 2(37) of WLPA 1972 is 

not only wild animals but every single thing of the forest. According to the definition 

grass, NTFPs, fuel-woods all fall under the category of ‘wildlife’ as they form a ‘part of 

any habitat’. Apart from the above provisions the section 27(2) of the Act makes the 

forest villagers duty bound – (a) to prevent the commission, in the sanctuary, or an 

offence against this Act; (b) to help in discovering and arresting the offenders; (c) to 

report death of any wild animal; (d) to extinguish fire in the sanctuary; (e) to assist any 

forest officer in the investigation. 

Further, Section 33(d) of the Act empowers the forest officials to regulate or 

prohibit grazing in the sanctuary. Under section 35(7) no grazing of livestock is allowed 
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in National Parks (Ibid.). These provisions of the Act have the potentiality to influence 

on the livelihood of forest villagers. The Act also prohibits extraction of minor minerals 

like boulders, sand etc. from the riverbeds if river bed is in a national park or in a 

wildlife sanctuary. It is evident a sizeable population of forest villages of BTR was 

engaged in boulder, stone chips and sand lifting from various streams (riverbed) flowing 

through BTR. The provision of the Act allegedly created complexities on these 

professions. The present study makes an attempt to look into the declaration of protected 

area (Tiger Reserve) and the outcome of that on the livelihood opportunities of forest 

villagers living in BTR. 

1.3   Problem of the study 

There is no doubt that conservation of the forest and wild lives are of immense 

importance. From nearly 40 percent of country’s land mass as tree cover in 1952, it came 

down to around 22 percent in 1996. According to researchers the forest area with tree 

cover had gone down to around 10% by 1980 (Fernandes, 1996). However, the satellite 

images of 2005 (Forest Survey of India, 2009) showed that the total tree cover of the 

country was around 12.25% (including very dense forest and moderately dense forest). 

Although, there may be some disputes over the actual percentage of forest cover as 

estimated by Fernandes, in no way it prevents us to imagine where the country is 

heading. In this grim situation also, the country handed over sizeable amount of forest 

land including dense forest to different corporate houses for non-forestry activities. The 

impacts of denuded forest covers are surfacing every day in the form of drought, soil 

erosion, flash flood, landslide, decreased ground-water level, the rapid increment in 

the number of endangered species etc. The wounds of massive destructions of the past 

have not been healed due to the lack gestation period. Government wishes to save the 

forest and its inhabitants and declares plans accordingly. This effort of conservation of 

forest gives complete emphasis to flora, fauna, and scant reference to the livelihood 

problems of forest villagers. This fact also to some extent jeopardizes the effort of 

conservation in one hand and brings miseries to the villagers’ life on the other. 

Nevertheless, the currently constituted Tiger Tusk Force and newly passed Forest Rights 

Act, 2006 implicitly express the seriousness of policy makers. In this situation, where 

conservation of forest and of forest villagers’ livelihood becomes synonymous, the 

importance or the rationale of the study reaches its pinnacle. 



15 
 

In spite of different attempt to arrest the gradual deforestation process since 

independence, the erosion of forest cover could not be stopped. The mere declaration of 

newer and newer forest as different categories of ‘reserve’ could not achieve the desired 

objective. One has to understand the very dynamics where forest conservation and forest 

dwellers’ livelihood options are intertwined. The present study tries to reveal this 

particular aspect through the assessment of livelihood options loss or gain due to the 

policy interventions. 

1.4 Justifying Selection of Buxa Tiger Reserve (BTR) as the field of the study  

BTR has been selected as the study area because this forest has experienced 

virtually every forest policy and Acts; right from commercial forestry practices to the 

present day’s protected area management. 

Secondly, before the 1980s, employment in Forest Department (FD) was the most 

important source of livelihood for the majority of the forest villagers of BTR. Other 

supplementary sources of livelihood along with subsistence level of agriculture were 

NTFP (non-timber forest produce) collection, livestock rearing etc. The declaration of 

‘tiger reserve’ supposed to regulate these livelihood options. The situation provides a 

scope to compare two periods i.e. before the declaration of tiger reserve and after the 

declaration of the tiger reserve. 

  Thirdly, this forest has the relatively higher concentration of forest villages than 

other forest areas of North Bengal. Out of 168 officially declared forest villages, 37 are 

situated in BTR. 

   Fourthly, the BTR has forest villages consisting of traditional forest tribes as 

well as consisting of mixed population. This heterogeneity across the villages and 

sometime within the village will make BTR true representative of forest villages and will 

also show the level of dependence on the forest for livelihood amongst different 

communities. 

  Lastly, BTR is a part of the flagship program of ‘Project Tiger’ in India and 

among the earliest in the country to come under the project, ‘India Eco-Development 

Program’ (IEDP). IEDP was launched in BTR in 1996 with much enthusiasm with the 

intention to reduce the dependence of the local people on the forest for livelihood. To 

achieve this objective, 58 micro plans in 58 villages including forest villages were 
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prepared to generate alternative income opportunities. Here one can understand the 

changes in livelihood pattern owing to this intervention.  

1.5 Objectives of the study   

It can be distinguished from the discussion in the previous section that a 

significant change has taken place after the BTR was formed. In this context, an 

endeavor has been made to understand the occupational shifts that the villagers had to 

undergo to maintain their livelihood. The forest communities have very little technical 

knowledge and market connectivity, a precondition for diverting one’s livelihood. In 

view of these developments, the thesis focuses on the available livelihood options of 

forest villagers in BTR and how they have attuned themselves with the provisions of 

Tiger Reserve. In this backdrop the objectives of this thesis are: 

I)  to explore the changes in livelihood opportunities of forest villagers from a 

historical perspective, 

II) to scrutinize the problems faced by Panchayat to undertake land-based 

development in the forest villages of BTR 

III) to investigate the present pattern and the problems associated with the 

occupations of forest villagers in BTR 

IV) to examine the comparison between the available options of livelihood before 

the declaration of tiger reserve and after the declaration of tiger reserve  

V) to look into the relationship between the household expenditure and the varied 

livelihood options of forest villagers in BTR 

VI) to investigate the present status of the Joint Forest Management (JFM) 

especially with respect to the capacity of generating new livelihood options as 

well as perceptions of forest villagers regarding JFM in BTR 

VII)  to integrate the objectives mentioned above and to suggest policy implications. 

1.6 Hypotheses of the study  

Forest villages were established, chiefly to carry out works under forest 

department. Before the declaration of tiger reserve the villagers’ main livelihood options 

floated around cultivation, livestock rearing, NTFP collection and forestry work (Sinha 

& Yadav, 2002). It is imperative to study whether the forest villagers have drifted to 
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other occupations, due to the narrowing down of traditional livelihood opportunities 

(Poffenberger, McGean, & Khhare, 1996; Gadgil, 2000). In view of this, the following 

hypothesis has been framed  

I.  The present occupations of the forest villagers of BTR are not uniformly 

distributed.  

II.  During the colonial period the forests were seized by the state in the name of 

creating reserves but they soon became degraded as they handed over them for 

producing timber. The forest dependent people’s requirement of forest resources 

were dubbed as ‘biotic pressure’. (Guha, 2000). After the independence (since 

1970) outlook regarding forest resources changed drastically, people started to talk 

more on wildlife conservation than on commercial forestry. The policy 

interventions brought stringent acts to protect the wild lives and their habitats  

(Seberwal, Rangarajan & Kothari, 2004; Rangarajan, 2012). In view of this the 

null hypothesis is set as: 

            After the declaration of the tiger reserve the livelihood options under the forest 

department in comparison to the situation of before the declaration of tiger reserve 

do not vary for the set of paired data.  

III.  It is documented that the standard of living (consumption) is not associated with 

the reduction in forest dependence. Consumption level or standard of living do 

depend on the assets possessed, primary education, more nonfarm employment 

and business assets by the communities but not significantly on the shadow of time 

that a family spent on collecting forest resources (Jean-Marie, 2003).  In this 

backdrop the null hypothesis is set as:  

            The level of household expenditure cannot be predicted from the type of 

livelihoods the villagers have adopted. 

IV.  JFM, the first policy intervention in Indian forestry history which welcomed the 

local community’s participation in conservation. The concept of conservation took 

the centre stage; a people’s movement in this direction was initiated. The policy 

was supposed to establish an equivalent partnership between forest department and 

the communities. It got serious criticism on, the quality of partnership between 

department and the communities, as to what extent people’s role in forest 

management should be respected (Bandhyapadhay, 2005). Some scholars opined 

that JFM as a policy of managing forest jointly came into being because forest 
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department had no other way but to accept the cooperation of the communities 

(Chhatre, 1996.; Roy, 1992). In view of this the null hypothesis is set as: 

             The perception of forest villagers on the quality of partnership with forest 

department is not uniform.  

1.7 Survey methodology 

A descriptive research methodology has been followed to process the data as 

revealed by the respondents. A considerable effort has been made almost for one year to 

collect the responses from the forest villagers to identify the livelihood opportunities 

available to the villagers of BTR backed by evidential reasoning. The methodology 

involved fact finding and gathering of knowledge through continuous understanding of 

their occupational habits as well as opportunities. Structured questionnaires were 

designed to gather relevant data by mostly employing nominal scales to address the 

issues mentioned in the objectives. Considering the background of the respondents, 

multiple item scales have not been administered because they require comprehension of 

the scales before providing responses. Keeping in view the major objective of the study a 

few non parametric tests have been employed to process the data. Tests suitable for 

nominal scale data have also been employed to arrive at meaningful conclusions. In 

addition to non-parametric tests, multiple regression have been employed using a set of 

dummy explanatory variables to predict the expenditure pattern from various available 

livelihood avenues.  

The study considered a sample size of 168 household drawn from 12 villages of 

BTR following a random sampling method discussed as bellow. The total number of 

registered households of forest villagers is 1011in BTR and these households are spread 

over a vast area of difficult terrain in 37 remote villages. Regarding the random sample 

size of households, the following assumptions are considered: 

a) Population follows the Normal distribution 

b) Response distribution is 50 percent. This assumption ensures the largest sample size. 

c) Confidence level is 99 percent 

Out of the finite population of 1011 registered households, the study randomly 

selected 168 households. Then the confidence interval of the sample size at 99 percent 

confidence level is calculated with the following formula as shown below: 
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confidence level c, r is the response distribution, n is the sample size and N is the 

population size. The confidence interval is found to be 9.09 percent which is reasonably 

satisfactory for the survey of the thesis. This confidence interval at 99 percent confidence 

level justifies the sample size. Computations are given in a table below:  

 N (Population) 1011 
 n (Size of the sample selected 

randomly)
168 

 Z (Critical vale at 99 percent 
confidence level)

2.58 

 r (Response distribution 50 percent) 0.5 
   
 N-n 843 
   
 )100(*)(*)( 2

100 rrZnN c  - - (1) 1402.836 

   
 n(N-1)- - (2) 169680 
   
 Ratio (1)/(2) 0.008267 
   
 E (Confidence Interval) 0.090923 

(Hamburg,1985 : Zacks, 1981) 

Since the works under the panchayat is an important alternative livelihood 

options and most of the works undertaken by Panchayat are land based, it is imperative 

to look into the functioning of Panchayat. In view of this, a separate structured 

questionnaire is developed to interview the Panchayat members of the concerned villages 

to focus on the functioning of Panchayat (Local Government) in forest villages.  

Secondary data are used as and when needed from sources like Census, 

publications of MOEF & MoTA, Various departmental reports, working plans of FD, 

Annual Reports of FD, various Forest Acts and policies, and other relevant policy 

documents.  

1.8. The reason behind preferring the concept of Livelihood  

The reason behind preferring Livelihood as a tool for measuring the qualitative 

changes in the socio-economic condition of forest villagers due to the emergence of new 

forest policies and Acts is subdivided into three parts, part one discusses the definitions 
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of livelihood provided by several pundits, part two discusses the links between 

sustainable livelihood approach and other poverty eradication approaches and part three 

discusses the rationale behind choosing the livelihood concept as a tool of measurement.  

1.8.1 Emergence of the concept of Livelihood 

Since the study emphasizes on the policy influences on the livelihood of forest 

villagers it becomes mandatory to define livelihood and put forward the rationality 

behind selecting ‘Livelihood’ as a tool to examine the socio-economic condition of forest 

villagers of BTR after the declaration of Tiger Reserve. The concept of ‘Livelihood’ or 

‘Sustainable Livelihood’ champions people’s capacity to work and access to assets 

(resource base) as the two focal points which decide a community’s capacity to survive 

and prosper. It also theorizes the protection of the means of livelihood for the future 

generation while continuing with the livelihood of the current generation. It has been 

articulated by several pundits in the following manner. 

The notion of sustainable development approach (SLA) is lengthily 

acknowledged to Robert Chambers and Gordon Conway at the Institute of Development 

Studies (IDS). The term `livelihood’ was eloquently described by the great economists 

as: “A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (including both material and social 

resources) and activities required for a means of living. A livelihood is sustainable when 

it can cope with and recover from stresses and shocks and maintain or enhance its 

capabilities and assets both now and in the future, while not undermining the natural 

resource base.” (Chambers, 1992)   

  Here livelihoods are not merely ‘means of living’ but also the entitlements the 

community has over resources which generate livelihoods and their capability to use 

such resources. The other salient point in Chamber’s definition is inter-generational 

sustainability, at the same time strength to withstand risks. The definition articulated by 

DFID - the UK-based Department For International Development (DFID) is actually 

adopted from the definition given by Chambers, R and G. Conway (DFID, 1999). 

  Krishnaraj M. (2006) provides an explanation of livelihood which is assumed to 

be more comprehensive as it emphasizes on the process of institution building and makes 

the institution a part of the development program. The author pointed out that “a more 

realistic assessment of poor peoples’ livelihoods and the factors that shape them; 

building a policy and institutional environment that support poor peoples’ livelihoods; 
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support for development that builds on the strengths of poor people and provides them 

with opportunities to improve their livelihoods.” This is a vital and important aspect of 

livelihood. It indicates that the livelihood issue is not a static, one-time subject but a 

dynamic process. Thus it identifies how the question of sustainability is to be addressed. 

By doing so the author emphasizes on the formation of policy, creation of institutional 

environment and chalks out the concept of development that encompasses the poor 

people’s livelihood as one of the important factors (Krishnaraj, 2006). 

The definition of ‘sustainable livelihood’ is articulated by International Fund for 

Agricultural Development (IFAD) in the following manner, “the sustainable livelihood 

approach (SLA) is a way to improve understanding of the livelihoods of poor people. It 

draws on the main factors that affect poor people’s livelihoods and the typical 

relationships between these factors. It can be used in planning new development 

activities and in assessing the contribution that existing activities have made to 

sustaining livelihoods” 

In this definition, two components immerge as most vital – (a) a structure that 

enables to understand the complexities of poverty and (b) a set of principles to guide 

plans, programs to address and overcome poverty. SLA has 7 guiding principles. They 

do not prescribe any uniform solution and method but looks for a solution that is flexible 

and adaptable to the diverse local conditions. The guiding principles are- 

 Be people-centric. 

 Be holistic. 

 Be dynamic. SLA builds on peoples’ dynamic nature of livelihoods and what 

influences them.  

 Build on strength. SLA builds on peoples’ strengths and opportunities instead of 

focusing on the problems and need. It supports existing livelihood strategies. 

 Promote micro-macro links. SLA examines the influence of policies and 

institutions on livelihood options and highlights the need for policies to be 

informed by insights from the local level and by the priorities of the poor. 

 Encourage broad partnerships. SLA counts on broad partnerships drawing on 

both the public and the private sector. 

 Aim for sustainability. Sustainability is important if poverty reduction is to be 

long-term. 
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In the SLA framework, closest to the people at the center are resources and 

livelihood assets on which they have access. These may include natural resources, 

technologies, skills, knowledge and capacity, health, access to education, sources of 

credit, or their networks of social support. The extent of these accesses is determined by 

the vulnerability context of the people. The access to these resources is also influenced 

by the prevailing social, institutional, and political environment (IFAD-International 

Fund for Agricultural Development). 

The Bruntland Commission Report 1987, published by The World Commission 

on Environment and Development threw a new light on policy debates which 

materialized as a Sustainable Livelihood Approach (SLA). The report decisively placed 

the concept of sustainable development on the global political agenda. It defines 

sustainable development as: “development that meets the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. It contains 

within it two key concepts: the concept of ‘needs’, in particular, the essential needs of the 

world’s poor, to which overriding priority should be given; and the idea of limitations 

imposed by the environment’s ability to meet present and future needs.”  The much of 

the analysis of the report were well accepted in the first Human Development Report of 

the United Nations Development Program, 1990. This and subsequent reports addressed 

development in terms of individual or household health, education and well-being, thus 

shifting the focus away from the macroeconomic bias of earlier development thinking. 

Many of the points that subsequently came into the analysis of SLA were present 

in Bruntland’s Report. The focus on poor and their needs; importance to citizen’s 

participation, the emphasis on self-reliance and sustainability; the ecological constraint 

all became powerful terms in the lexicon of international development policy and 

politics, particularly in the works of the UN’s 1992 Environment Conference in Rio, the 

1995 World Summit for Social Development and the World Food Summit 1996 

(Solesbury, 2003)  

1.8.2 Comparative analysis of Sustainable Livelihoods Approaches (SLA) with 
other approaches 

Right-based Approaches and SLA: The aim of right-based approach (RBA) to 

development is to ensure human rights for all. The rights may be classified as civil, 

political, economic, social and cultural rights (e.g. the right to health, education, shelter, 

land, and livelihood). A rights perspective loosely links between political eccentricity 
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and poverty and values the issues of social differentiations and social exclusion. RBAs 

are concerned with entitlements to basic services and livelihood for individual as well as 

for the community. Thus, entitlements represent claims or demand that an individual or 

group can make to the state. RBAs emphasizes on the political empowerment which 

teaches the community to claim their legitimate rights. 

There is a natural closeness between RBAs and SLAs because both are concerned 

with the inequality of access to rights and resources. The essential components of both 

the approaches are of promoting empowerment, participation, and accountability. 

RBA ensures that the poor can enjoy their rights and SLAs emphasizes on the 

formulation of livelihood strategies. SLA can identify which rights are important for 

peoples’ livelihoods. It encourages a holistic analysis of the social and political context 

in which the rights are present or absent. SLA can help identifying or prioritizing entry 

point of the rights execution. SLA can suggest ways for improving all rights 

incrementally, rather than prioritizing one right over others (DFID, 1999). 

Participatory Poverty Assessments (PPAs) & SLAs: there are strong links between 

PPAs and SLAs. PPAs have been instrumental in counting the concern of the poor in the 

analysis of the poverty and developing strategies to tackle it. PPAs in early days were 

mostly used to prepare particular broader documents like World Bank Country Poverty 

Assessment, UN Country Human Development Report. Like livelihood analysis, PPAs 

follow the traditions of participatory research and action. The two approaches share 

many things in common like importance on vulnerability to shocks and trends and on 

various kinds of assets. However, since both vary by context, it would be wise not to link 

the two in any given case.  (Ibid, 1999)  

Sector-wide approaches and livelihoods approaches: livelihood and Sector-wide 

approaches are complementary to each other. Livelihood analysis gives heavy 

importance on understanding the structures and processes that govern peoples’ access to 

assets and their choice of livelihood strategies. Whereas Sector-wide support programs 

become appropriate when the major constraint is the bad performance by a particular 

govt. agency or department. (Ibid, 1999) 

 Integrated Rural Development (IRD) and livelihood approach: livelihood approach 

had been criticized for its close links with the allegedly failed integrated rural 

development approaches of the 1970s. Though the two approaches share common things 
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but the SLA endeavors to build upon the strength of IRD. Like IRD, SLA also 

recognizes the need of a broad-based support in rural areas. SLA gives emphasis on all 

poverty reduction factors but targets just a few core areas after thorough, analysis of 

existing livelihoods. The livelihoods approach does not have the objective of creating 

integrated programs in rural areas. The livelihoods approach gives a high degree of 

importance to a macro level and institutional factors where there are major constraints. 

Whereas IRD was compelled to function in a holistic macroeconomic and institutional 

environment.(Ibid, 1999)  

  The livelihood approach is an idea emerged over less than a decade between 1987 

and 1997, from researchers who conceptualized both emergent theories and practice. The 

development of the approach is contributed by researchers, practitioners and policy 

makers. Sometimes they worked alone within their ambit of research or within the 

boundary of a village or community; sometimes they crossed the barrier and engaged 

with others through writings, discussions, and collaborations. Important interactions 

seemed to have occurred in different time which gave a new impetus to the development 

of Sustainable Livelihoods Approach. 4 such key interactions are:  

 The emergence of SLA as a new paradigm in the early 1990s. 

 Its subsequent adoption by some development and research agencies. 

 Its political endorsement in the 1997 White Paper. 

 The operationalisation of SLA within DFID in the late 1990s. (dfid, 1999) 

1.8.3 Rationale behind choosing livelihood approach 

The paper presented by Chambers and Conway in Institute of Development 

Studies (IDS) in 1992, explicitly recognized that the concept of livelihood was both 

reacting against and building on earlier thoughts. It reacted against many previous 

analyses on production, employment and income as a misfit to the complex and diverse 

realities of most rural life. It argued that sustainable livelihoods provide links between 

the concepts of capability, equity, and sustainability. The paper also offered a framework 

for development thinking that was both normative and practical. Their concluding policy 

prescription was presented by three headings: Enhancing Capability, Improving Equity, 

and Increasing Social Sustainability. Finally, they described their purpose of the paper 

and acknowledged that they have tried to open up and explore concepts, correlations, and 

relationships to fit future needs (Chambers,1992).   



25 
 

The Livelihood approach is seen as more people centric than the notion of 

‘employment’ and ‘poverty eradication’. It is important to possess means of living tested 

over time. This does not mean a particular way of earning livings but the availability of 

alternatives even in changing environments. The alternatives may appear sound today 

but might bring vulnerabilities to future livelihoods. The glaring examples of the cotton 

farmers of our country who are committing suicide due to excessive loans, repeated crop 

failure and fall in market price. It is understood that the poverty is not a static destiny; it 

is an episodic phenomenon, people fall into it and comes out of it. The scholars think that 

the income measure of poverty is one dimensional and there are serious limitations and 

misgivings in the concept of the poverty line.  This approach often ignores the overall 

development perspective that would enhance peoples’ power to manage their livelihoods 

(Krishnaraj, 2006). In the present thesis, the search for alternatives in the wake of new 

forest policies and Acts is one of the main objectives of the study. 

Calorie requirement approach is based on many methodological assumptions 

(Saith 2005; Agarwal, 2004). The large regional variation of India negates the 

meaningfulness of any national poverty line. Using 17 indicators Shaban and Bhole 

(2000) inferred that social transformation of rural India is possible through planned 

development by improvement in health, education, income, safe drinking water, 

sanitation, energy, housing, transport, and communication. The regions that are 

developed had a high degree of co-linearity among the 17 indicators than others (Shaban 

& Bhole, 2000). 

A future orientation to livelihoods research paves the ways of delicate differences 

as compared to economic calculations of farm viability. This future orientation to 

livelihoods also provides a more nuanced picture as compared to economic calculations 

of the ability and willingness of different household groupings to invest in agriculture. 

By employing this approach, the probability of identifying the groups that will suffer 

chronic poverty is enhanced. Finally, a future orientation to livelihoods helps to identify 

those institutional and structural conditions that adversely shape livelihoods, and as a 

result, proper treatment can be provided (Jakimow, Williams, & Tllaprogada, 2013).     

Social vulnerability is more important parameter than only income or food 

deficiency. The ambiguity involved even in the interpretation of changes in consumption 

pattern is well debated. Considering all these shortcomings of different poverty 
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eradication approaches, a livelihood based approached is adopted to study the influence 

of policy intervention on forest villagers’ life.  

1.9 Plan of the Study 

The thesis spans over six chapters including, the present one as Chapter I on the 

title “Advent of forest village in Indian forests and peoples livelihood: An Overview”. 

“The Review of literature” is presented in Chapter II. It is divided into three parts to 

understand the perspectives placed by the different sections of people of the society who 

opine, write, love and agitate for the rights of wild animals as well as for human being. 

Chapter III contains a discussion on the policy interventions at different point of 

time under the head “Policy Interventions on Forest Villagers Livelihood: A 

chronological review”. The chapter IV contains, “A specific discussion on the provisions 

of livelihood for forest villagers under different forest policies and Acts.” 

The chapter V shows the results of the survey in different tables. This Chapter 

also investigates the results with the help of different statistical tools. A significant 

portion of the chapter is dedicated on the examination of the performance of Panchayat 

and The Forest Rights Act, 2006. Chapter VI provides summary conclusion and policy 

recommendations. 
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