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CHAPTER 1

Introduction


In quantifying and qualifying on our own bastions of “knowledge,” we too often neglect to reflect our epistemology, how we know what we know. The types of influences on individual epistemology and societal ideology may have been more restricted in past times of greater isolation, yet knowledge is and has always been dynamic. Worldviews are constantly reformulated when met with new information, or when different societies meet. In the modern era, cosmological collisions occur like dominos, and the principles of Western Science are constantly being translated with indigenous systems of knowledge in policy discourses and on the ground within communities all across the globe. 

Particularly of interest to discussions surrounding the environment, Western scientific inquiry offers important tools for measuring climate change, biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. Yet while science may offer strong tools for documenting complex environmental phenomena, its proposed solutions for how humans should interact to the environment are not necessarily universal. Nevertheless, Western notions of environmental management have been adopted by developing countries all around the world. Today, just as was seen in colonial times, the negotiation of foreign environmental paradigms in new cultural contexts has brought about unintended results. Ecosystems have certainly, but more subtly, indigenous peoples’ systems of knowledge and ways of life have been fundamentally reconstructed.  


The small Himalayan nation of Bhutan provides a very unique case within contemporary discussions of globalization, development and environmental conservation. Bhutan has attempted to resist foreign influence all throughout its history, from fending off British imperialism in the 18th Century to forbidding the entrance of TV and Internet until the final year of the 20th Century. Despite being surrounded by two of the world’s greatest superpowers, China and India, the Bhutanese government has expressed little interest in competing economically with their neighbors, or on the global market in general. Rather, Bhutanese officials believe that the nation’s unique identity may be perhaps their most essential asset. 

It is important to realize that culture and the environment are especially interlinked in the case of Bhutan. Over two thirds of the Bhutanese population lives in rural areas and is heavily dependent on forest products for livelihoods. Ever since ancient, villagers have cultivated and applied intricate place-based systems of knowledge in stewardship of their local mountainous environment. Fascinatingly, the syncretism of Buddhism with local animistic Bon practices has resulted in a religious tradition that engenders particularly unique and powerful environmental ethics and modes of conduct. Villagers strongly believe in the notion of inter-being, because we are all connected by a shared karma. Villagers not only act with respect and admiration for all living beings, but also worship local deities that live in boulders, rivers and trees. 

Yet since modern development began to take off in Bhutan in the 1960’s, the national government has enacted a slew of policies largely based off Western Scientific models of centralized environmental governance. Shifts in land tenure regimes inherently facilitate the reimagining of “environmental subjectivities,” how people see themselves in relation to their environment. Likewise, the formal delegation of resource ownership on paper largely influences how people conceive of and interact with their abiotic, biotic, and human neighbors. The ecological and social effects of these policies are difficult to quantify, yet it is apparent that these foreign paradigms do not seamlessly harmonize with the Bhutanese “traditional” relationship with the environment. 

In the 1990’s, the Bhutanese government, with considerable advise from European Development agencies, began to realize that the centralized forest management system was damaging to both local communities and the environment. In response, the government adopted a framework for “Community Forestry.” While this new model “gives back” forests to rural communities, in practice, devolving forestry responsibilities has led to the direct transmission of Western ideas of scientific forest management onto the villagers themselves. In light of Bhutan’s national goal under “Gross National Happiness” to promote and preserve culture, it is important to study what traditional ways of knowing environmental policies like Community Forestry have “preserved,” versus what emergent environmental subjectivities they have created. 

I. RESEARCH QUESTION
This Thesis asks: how has the implementation of the Community Forestry paradigm in Bhutan affected that national pursuit to preserve indigenous “culture” and “ecological health?” More specifically, this study asks how have rural environmental subjectivities in the case of the small village of Ugyenchoeling been negotiated within the new forest management model, and how has the knowledge translation process affected the relationship between rural Bhutanese and the environment? 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW
The Brief History of the Discourse on Indigenous Knowledge 

The use and acknowledgement of indigenous systems of knowledge across the globe has evolved considerably over time. During the era of colonization, this discourse was largely paternalistic, with Western “explorers” and colonists viewing native communities as ‘wild,’ ‘brute’ and as part of a landscape to be tamed. In creating colonial environmental policy, invading European ideologues often gave little attention to the intricate placed-based knowledge systems of indigenous peoples (e.g. Richards 1985). Indeed some colonial “botonizers” (Augusto; Middleton 1999), ornithologists (Jacobs 2006), and ecologists engaged indigenous peoples in roles such as interpreters and field guides in “frontier” territories. Yet, these scientists did not exchange knowledge so much as they appropriated ancient wisdom in the formation of universal biological and “natural history” accounts within European systems of taxonomy. 

During the colonial era, and again in the twentieth Century development era, nations of the Global South imported, or were forced to adopt, a variety of Western-derived environmental management strategies that separate human “civilization” from “nature.” Some areas have been marked off as “protected” areas to be maintained for primarily recreational purposes including National Parks, game parks, and “wilderness” areas. In order to create these ‘pristine’ spaces, indigenous peoples were forcibly removed from their ancestral homelands. These policies were not only socially but also ecologically damaging. No longer having incentive to steward their own lands, native people continue to enter the parks illegally, dawning the new role of ‘poacher’ (Neumann 1998; Gomez-Pompa & Kraus 1992).  

Much of the land that was not set aside for preservation purposes became areas of planned conservation for resource harvesting. “Scientific Forestry” emerged in eighteenth-century Prussia and Saxony as a sub-discipline of what was called “cameral science,” the study of how to codify all fiscally managed areas of a kingdom within rational and efficient scientific principles. What was new about this innovation was not the utilitarian manner of extraction, but the emerging ability of the state to “impose that logic on the very reality that was observed” (Scott, 1998:14). States took well to scientific forestry as a standardized way of quantifying natural assets for the ‘public good.’ Through application of science, states could provide a long-term vision for poor indigenous communities, who presumably could only think for themselves in the short term (Agrawal 2005:23). To extract a tree, indigenous peoples were either to cut it down illegally, or deal with an alien and arduous bureaucracy of forest ‘specialists’, land clerks, purveyors and judges.

Indigenous peoples around the world were exploited during the colonial era, and often ignored during the period of Western industrialization of the 19th and 20th Centuries. However, since the 1980’s, there has been a strong global movement to preserve and empower their systems of knowledge. The efforts of many indigenous communities to obtain citizenship rights and reclaim customary lands have brought indigenous politics to the forefront of discussions on international development and environmental conservation. Nowadays, it is common practice, if not mandatory, for scholars and international agencies to look beyond Western traditional conservation towards a pluralistic approach to protecting the environment. This growing awareness is exemplified in the following quotation from Our Common Future, a report by The World Commission on Environment and Development convened by the United Nations: 

“Tribal and indigenous…communities are the repositories of vast accumulations of environmental knowledge and experience that link humanity with its ancient origins. Their disappearance is a loss for the larger society, which could learn a great deal from their traditional skills in sustainably managing very complex ecological systems.” (WCED 1987, 114-15). 

This passage is striking given the importance of this particular report in lunching the strategy of sustainable development onto the global stage (Escobar 1995:192). 

There have been an increasing number of international treaties that recognize the inherent rights of indigenous peoples and the importance they hold for environmental protection. The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, for instance, calls for a recognition, “that respect for indigenous knowledge, cultures and traditional practices contributes to sustainable and equitable development and proper management of the environment. (UN 2007:13). Similarly, the Convention on Biological Diversity, created at the landmark UN Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, calls for the respect, preservation and maintenance of the “knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities embodying traditional lifestyles relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity” (UN, 1992:Article 8, line J). Yet the Convention holds that mere recognition of indigenous knowledge is not enough. There must be efforts to develop methods of cooperation for the use of indigenous and traditional technologies, as well as cooperative training and exchange of experts (UN, 1992:Article 18, line 4). 

Community Forestry
In response to the recent shift in international norms in the last few decades, many development and environmental management projects have attempted to involve indigenous peoples through a more “participatory” approach.  In his ethnography of development, Cultivating Development, David Mosse writes, “No longer moored to the assumptions of the old colonial and Cold War world order and its ‘science of development’, notions of growth, progress, modernization, aid or development demand constant conceptual work to remain politically and morally viable” (2005:1). Project “viability” in this contemporary international climate calls for a “participatory” nature, also known as “community,” indigenous,” “local,” or “people’s planning.” This rhetoric now seems to be inserted as a perfunctory prefix, manifesting in “participatory planning process (PPP), participatory plant breeding, participatory varietal selection, etc. 


Ostrums’s breakthrough study Governing the Commons (1990), synthesized the importance of common property management, building off a decade of previous work (Alexander 1982; McCay and Acheson 19878; Netting 1981; National Research Council 1986 – as cited in Agrawall 2005:206). Ostrum’s work emerged during somewhat of a minor renaissance of locally-based studies which pointed to the feasibility of community-based environmental governance.  The central feature of what was thought to be a “new” form of management was closer involvement of those most dependent on environmental goods such as water, fisheries, pastures and forests, in the planning structure (Agrawal 2005:202). 


A new model of forest governance in “Community Forestry” emerged from these academic findings. In this system, communities are given authority to manage small plots of forest for themselves. The goal is to facilitate equitable decision making between all community members to decide the rules of the forest, such as how many trees each family should be allowed to cut down for year, or what sensitive areas should be kept off limits to all parties, or how much lumber can be sold to outsiders, etc. The idea is that communities themselves are most familiar with their ancestral lands, and therefore know best how to steward their resources. Furthermore, if community members are given back certain ownership rights, presumably they are more likely to recognize the financial incentives and reap the benefits of conservation and sustainable management. In the majority of Community Forests, technical forest “experts” are brought into communities to help them set up management plans and are then subsequently called upon to mediate problems that arise between community members. 

Community Forestry is now being employed all over the world. More than fifty developing countries have moved towards environmental regimes based on locally based systems of forest governance (Agrawal 2001b; FAO 1999 – as cited in Agrawal 2005). Many global and regional environmental planning groups have set targets for expanding Community Forestry initiatives. The proceedings from the first-ever Asia-Pacific Forestry Week (APFW), held around the 22nd Session of the Asia-Pacific Forestry Commission (APFC) in Hanoi April 2008 recognize that:

“For effective participation, local people need to have more decision-making power. Fundamental structural changes in power relationships are necessary to achieve this…The role of the state in decision-making processes that affect local people and forests need to be better understood. Greater attention should be focused on its policy and regulatory functions, service delivery, and relationships with civil and political society.” (RECOFTC, 2008:1)

 A number of case studies have been done that have studied the impact of community forestry projects all over the world, such as in South Asia (Agrawal and Chaatre 2006), North America (McCarthy 2005), and Amazonia (Pokorni and Johnson 2008), yet these have delivered mixed results. Studies tend to focus either on ecological or social criterion. A project may be deemed successful on promoting biodiversity all while ignoring gender, socioeconomic criterion or knowledge studies.


Nevertheless, Community Forestry has been documented to provide a number of benefits for indigenous peoples. Many communities have been able to generate significant income and employment opportunities through the sale of timber. In addition, Pokorny and Johnson  (2008) document a number of indirect economic benefits provided to communities through the advent of Community Forestry, including improvements to infrastructure and road access, improved marketing opportunities for agricultural products, and better access to credit and information. In addition, through increased cooperation and communication with environmental Transnational Advocacy Networks (TANs), indigenous communities have been able to use their Community Forestry projects as platforms to legitimize other struggles for rights and to help incorporate their voice into policy and decision making processes (Keck and Sikkink 1998; Pokorny and Johnson 2008).   

While Community Forestry has mediated ecological, economic and social concerns in some indigenous communities, a number of critical challenges have emerged as well. Firstly, it is important to note that, as in most development projects, there is a large gap between the theoretical policy model and what is practiced on the ground. “Ideas like ‘participation or community, which are strategically or politically useful (Li 1996), lack conceptual clarity and are deceptively weak” (Mosse 2005:15). National governments may feel rushed by development agencies or multilateral organizations to decentralize environmental management. In the Asia-Pacific region, for instance, the forest area actively managed by tens of millions of local people exceeds 25 million hectares and is increasing. Yet, as the deliberations from the first Asia-Pacific Forestry Week reveal, “decentralized bureaucracies are often weak, politicized, and unable to address the real needs of local people” (RECOFCTC, 2008:8). There is a need for expanded program reevaluation and integration of indigenous peoples and local communities in national and international Community Forestry model design, not just in the context-specific management plans. 

Community Forestry in theory fosters equity in management, yet in practice cannot avoid the historical power dynamics of local communities. Higher-level management and office positions are often only available to those literate men of higher social status (Nightingale 2005:586).  In addition, Community Forestry often requires more work for villagers, many of whom cannot afford to sacrifice time out of work scheudles to attend various training events and carry out their newly found shared responsibilities. Lastly, the ultimate sustainability of the Community Forestry framework comes into question when faced with the fact that many programs could not exist on their own where it not for the persistent external support provided to overcome technical, legal and financial barriers (Pokorny and Johnson, 2008) 

This is not to say we should do away with the model all together. It must be realized that there can never be a universal model for forestry, neither a singular framework for community forestry. Different communities respond differently to certain forestry practices, designs and defined relationships with each other and “experts.”  The following sections explore how different camps in the literature explain the sociological effects of introducing Community Forestry. In light of Bhutan’s demonstrated goal to empower indigenous knowledge, it is important to explore different theories for how policies effect knowledge, which systems of knowledge are empowered in the new system, what new knowledge has been created or introduced, and if ways of knowing have been hybridized.

Traditional Environmental Knowledge (TEK)

The TEK Explanation: In giving indigenous peoples back management authority, community forestry directly empowers their Traditional Environmental Knowledge. This inherently facilitates success, as indigenous peoples know best how to manage their own lands.   

Many authors have created conceptual maps for analyzing the formation of TEK across societies (e.g. Kalland 1994; Orlove and Brush 1996; Stevenson 1996). Banuri and Apffel Marglin (1993), for instance, use a comparative approach to systems-of-knowledge analysis in which TEK is characterized by an interconnectedness of nature and culture, community-based stewardship practice, and specific geographic and temporal dimensions. Meanwhile, Bunuri and Apffel Marglin view Western science as a universalist, utilitarian, and “resource-oriented” system of knowledge removed from cultural heritage. While this generalized binary is somewhat all encompassing, as we will see, it is far too simplistic. Fikret Berkes, on the other hand, offers a more sophisticated model called the “knowledge-practice-belief complex,” which explains the emergence of “Traditional Environmental Knowledge” (TEK) from four interrelated levels: worldview, social institutions, land and resource management systems, and local knowledge of land and animals (Berkes, 1999:13). Berkes notes, “there are feedbacks among these various levels, and the linkages are in dynamic relationships” (1999:14). 

“Traditional Ecological Knowledge” (TEK) has become a key concept in these discussions surrounding environmental conservation in the Global South. Many have used TEK as an alternative, prescriptive toolset to counter the dominant positivist-reductionist paradigm in Western Science. Berkes (1999:8) defines TEK as “a cumulative body of knowledge, practice, and belief, evolving by adaptive processes and handed down through generations by cultural transmission, about the relationship of living beings (including humans) with one another and with their environment.” 

It is important to look at TEK as distinct from similar conceptual terminology.  For example, “Local Knowledge” is thought by some to be a less problematic term than “traditional” (Ruddle 1994:161), but is quite broad in its scope, conveying neither the ecological nor the cumulative cultural transmission aspects. “Indigenous knowledge” refers to the local knowledge of indigenous peoples, which includes agricultural, medicinal, craftsman knowledge in addition to ecological knowledge. James Scott (1998:313) offers the concept of “metis,” which “represents a wide array of practical skills and acquired intelligence in responding to a constantly changing natural and human environment.” Scott (1986) writes  “against an imperial or hegemonic planning mentality that excludes the necessary role of local knowledge and know-how.” Just as in riding a bicycle or reading the waves, Scott argues, the most sophisticated knowledge is inscribed in the doing of an action, not through reading instructions. Berkes chooses to employ the term “Traditional Ecological Knowledge” because it is specific to the environment, draws on much of the other terminology, and is considered both “cumulative and dynamic, building on experience and adapting to changes” (1999:8). 

TEK gives us tools for understanding how culture, geography and history have shaped different types of human relationships with the environment. The emergence of the study of TEK has been instrumental in demystifying hierarchies of environmental knowledge and management. However, there are a number of problems with this approach. Firstly, TEK is too often employed in environmentalist writing as a counter to hegemonic Western techno-science (Shiva 1989, Yapa 1996). This approach is too formulaic and does not account for nuance and diversity within indigenous or Western systems of thought. Berkes himself admits that a “traditional” system of knowledge does not necessarily imply a conservationist ethic or livelihood (1999:12). We must be careful not to romanticize indigenous societies as having a pre-modern, utopian environmental ethic. This type of account in fact may serve to delegitimize the potential for a “modernity” that includes indigenous systems of knowledge. 

Another problem with the TEK approach is the tendency to assume a society as isolated in specific temporal and spatial dimensions. This approach may deny any historical agency or contingent aspects of knowledge production. “Place is not simply a static setting for action, a locus of empowering stabilities. It is itself dynamically recast – remade and redimensioned – in the course of action that seeks to bring about new stabilizations” (Oppenheim, 2008 15). Berkes (1999:14). himself notes that, “worldviews shape observations and social institutions but may themselves be affected by changes occurring at the other levels, such as the collapse of management systems.” However, the TEK school of thought does not offer appropriate tools for understanding this “change” that occurs. In the current era of globalization, it is important to study how indigenous and Western knowledge systems may be influencing and reshaping each other. 

Diffusion Theory

The Diffusion Explanation: Acting under the guise of “participatory,” dominant Western agents use Community Forestry to implant their own ideological missions into nations and societies of the Global South.

Many classical sociologists and political scientists have explained the globalization of Western norms and policies as a linear process of “diffusion.” Here, knowledge is considered to be directly transplanted from production centers in the Global North to institutions in the Global South. Escobar (1995:171), sums up this bleak perspective when he writes, “capitalist regimes undermine the reproduction of socially valued forms of identity; by destroying existing cultural practices, development projects destroy elements necessary for cultural affirmation.”

Dobin et al. (2007) divide the policy diffusion literature into four different camps: constructivists, coercion theorists, competition theorists, and learning theorists. Constructivists view the advent of certain policies, like liberal economic theory (e.g. Hall 1989) as an effort to keep up with global standards, which have been socially constructed by international organizations (Goldman 2001; Buzan 1993) and other “expert” epistemic communities. Coercion theorists link shifts in policy and governance frameworks to political pressures from international political alliances like the European Union (e.g. Sanahuja 2000) multilateral organizations like the World Bank (e.g. Mosley 1995) or neighboring countries (Gleditsch & Ward 2006). Competition theorists (e.g. Castles et al. 1996) argue that countries adopt policies in order to improve political or financial standing against other players. Lastly, learning theorists suggest that countries look to new policy frameworks when their own preconceptions of cause and effect shift (e.g. Elkins & Simmons 2005). All of these camps recognize the influence of foreign actors on local policy decisions. This notion is relevant to discussions of Community Forestry in Asia where “currently the major drivers at the local level are coming from international pressure to change national practices regarding forests and forestry” (RECOFTC, 2008:11).

Diffusionists believe that policies should not be looked at only for their effects, but for their subliminal intentions. Mosse (2005) refers to diffusionists in his depiction of the “critical view” of development, writing how this perspective sees the ability of policy to “enhance state capacity and expand bureaucratic power; reproduce hierarchies of knowledge and society, and fragment, subjugate, silence or erase the local.” The history of international forest regimes may be seen as one example of diffusion after another. Scott (1998:19) portrays the diffusion of scientific forestry when he writes, “in the end, the centralizing state succeeded in imposing a novel and from the center legible property system, which, as had the work of the scientific foresters, not only radically abridged the practices that the system described but at the same time transformed those practices to align more closely with their shorthand, schematic reading.” 

The subsequent implementation of participatory schemes has also been framed as an example of diffusion. Through charming rhetoric of “participatory” or “indigenous” (e.g. Chambers 1983; 1997; Cahmbers et al. 1989 – as cited in Mosse, 2005:4) development agencies of the global north may continue to administer technocratic control all while concealing their own agency as well as local power structures maintained through such policies (Cook and Kothari 2001; Mosse 2001 - as cited in Mosse, 2005:4). At best, participatory strategies remain “incompatible with local realities and interests, resulting in a lack of local ownership and strong dependency on external support” (Pokorny and Johnson 2008).  At worst, these projects appropriate local knowledge and channel it through the rational scientific lens. As Escobar (1995:204) writes, “This new capitalization of nature…requires the semiotic conquest of local knowledge’s, to the extent that ‘saving nature’ demands the valuation of local knowledge’s of sustaining nature….By bringing them into the politics of science, local forms of knowledge are recodified by modern science in utilitarian ways.” In writing about Community Forestry in Nepal, Nightingale (2005:583) recognizes that while the framework appears to oppose neoliberal systems, “it has become an arena within which these ideologies are appropriated, contested and entrenched.”

The diffusion literature helps to reveal the unintended effects of policies like Community Forestry that while appearing to empower indigenous peoples continue to enforce global power structures. Nevertheless, this approach falls short in that it denies agency to community members and experts. The idea of a direct transposition of ideas is simplistic. Keck and Sikkink (1999) write, “Many transnational networks have been sites of cultural and political negotiation rather than mere enactors of dominant Western norms.” (Keck and Sikkink, 1998:99-100). Meanwhile, Mosse (2005:5) considers this approach as providing an ethnographic blind alley, which merely replaces the instrumental rationality of policy with the anonymous automaticity of the machine. Lastly, Latour (2000) writes, “a postmodern emphasis on fragmentation and the endless multiplicity of actor perspectives, however, provides only half the picture; and is only a partial correction to the reductive analysis that explains away a development project by substitution; that debunks, blames or destroys its object.” Needed is an explanation of how different systems of knowledge come to interact with one another, and in the process, transform each other. 

Actor Network Theory (ANT)

ANT Explanation: The implementation of Community Forestry succeeds when all relevant actors are enrolled in the ideological network. The emergent “monster” project is the result of a translation between the ideas of all actors in the network including transnational consultants, government officials, local community members and the trees themselves.  

Actor Network Theory (ANT) emerged as a response to the diffusion school, offering a generalizable approach for understanding the negotiation of disparate ideologies into powerful ideological and technological networks. The theory was developed in the late 1980s by a number of scholars working in the emerging field of Science and Technology Studies, including Michel Callon (e.g. 1986) Bruno Latour (e.g.1987) and John Law (e.g. 1987). Moving away from a linear “diffusion” explanation, ANT seeks to deconstruct the process of “translation,” a negotiation process whereby one’s interests are reinterpreted and reimagined into another actor’s interest (Latour 1987:117). Every translation is both a transformation and a displacement of knowledge (Callon, 1986: 224). What we know as ‘nature’ or ‘society’ or even more generally as ‘reality’ emergences through a series of more or less negotiated translations (Keck and Sikkink, 1998:100)
The process of translation may be broken down into four sequential steps: (1) “problematisation,” a translation process by which an actor and her/his strategy becomes ‘indispensible’ to the realization of the diverse interests of other actors, (2) “interessement,” a translation process that aims to lock actants into the roles defined in the problematisation, (3) “enrollment,” a translation process by which interested parties are transformed into allies participating in the construction of facts and machines, and (4) “mobilizationm,” a translation process that, if successful, empowers protagonist to speak legitimately on behalf of enrolled allies (Callon, 1986). ANT was originally created as a framework for analyzing Western technoscience, however its general claims on the materiality of relations have a wide number of applications. Any powerful expert, be they a scientists, politician or consultant, intricately employs human actors and nonhuman actants in the construction of facts and identities. However, the actual process and outcomes of translation are often invisible to the actors during paradigm shift. 

The emphasis paid by ANT theorists on nonhuman actants, or “things” (Oppenheim 2008) is especially interesting in the context of Community Forestry. Callon and Law (2004) write, “politics has mostly been thought of restrictively in terms of the interaction of people with people rather than permissively in terms also of the interaction of people with things.” The introduction of forestry policies in any context inherently redefines the way constituents interact with, and conceive of, trees and non-timber forest products. The success of any given project is contingent on the cooperation between ecosystem elements, human artifacts and the policy documents that bind them. A tree fungus, for instance, must be considered a relevant node in the network as it has the potential to emerge, wreck havoc on the forest ecosystem, and halt the progress of a project. Staddon (2009) provides a relevant example for how Actor Network Theory may be applied in the case of tree theft in Bulgaria. 
ANT model has itself been “problemized” for its choice to not attend to historical and cultural contexts. Focusing primarily on the formation and spread of networks, ANT has been criticized for ignoring those marginalized perspectives left out of the translation process altogether (e.g. Star 1991). Other critics (Briggs, 2004:174; Harraway,1997:34-5) criticize ANT authors for being too teleological in their approach. For them, an ANT analysis only further substantiates the hegemonic power of primarily masculine, entrepreneurial actors who “assemble,” “craft,” “make,” and “stabilize,” realities within a deterministic, agnostic field. Similarly, Bourdieu (2004) critiques ANT for removing social processes from their realities to which they theorize. He writes, “the semiological vision of the world which induces them to emphasize the traces and signs leads them to the paradigmatic form of the scholastic bias, textism, which constitutes social reality as text” (28).  

Environmentality

Arun Agrawall’s (2005) notion of environmentality brings together many of the important concepts offered in the theories above in his analysis of the effects of Community Forestry in India. Environmentality draws directly from Focault’s governmentality:  “ ‘A type of power which both acts on and through the agency and subjectivity of individuals as ethically free and rational subjects’ (Shore and Wright 1997:6) -  to show how policy regulates social life and makes subjects and citizens, not by repression and overt control, but through a productive power which engenders subjectivities and aspirations.” (Foucault 1979a: 194, Li 1999:296, 2002; as cited in Mosse, 2005:6). Mosse (2005:11) builds of this notion as well in his “new ethnography of development” which presupposes that “in the arena of development, ideas have to understood in terms of the institutions and social relationships through which they are articulated, and how relationships have to be understood in terms of ideas.”


Agrawal posits that technologies of government are not just about the formation of a new sphere in which power can be exercised, in this instance the forest. Instead, they are about three other sets of relationships: (1) governmentalized localities – shifts in relationship between states and localities, (2) regulatory communities – the emergence of new regulatory spaces within localities where social interactions around the environment take form, and (3) environmental subjects – people who come to think and act in new ways in relation to the environmental domain being governed, such as the forest (Agrawal, 2005: 6-16). Through linking environmental politics, institutions and identities, Agrawal offers us a compelling framework for analyzing shifts in, and the impacts of, environmental knowledge and behavior. 

Conclusions

This thesis will apply the conceptual framework of translation in analyzing the negotiation process of instituting Community Forestry in Bhutan. As Bhutan is such a culturally, ecologically and politically unique context, it would be inappropriate to frame this case study within such a decontextualized, pre-defined ANT model, such as Callon’s four-step process of translation. As Law (2004:157) himself suggests, ANT should not be considered a rigid and prescriptive “toolkit” ready to be applied, but rather a more open-ended “sensibility to materiality, relationality, and process.” Pairing the notion of translation with an analysis of Bhutanese TEK may help us to separate the culturally specific, preexisting knowledge from the practices that were introduced with Western scientific ecology. In looking to explore newfound environmental subjectivities and to understand how Community Forestry policy has been “indigenized” and/or “glocalized,” concepts from TEK and ANT approaches must be employed concurrently. 
· 
There have been a number of studies in the South Asian region following the TEK approach. Some have looked to Asia in seeking a spiritually and ethically based alternative approach to scientific ecology (Tomalin 2004; Bruun and Kalland 1995). With regards to literature on Bhutan, a few studies have been undertaken that explore the importance of Buddhism to environmental thought (Royal Society for Protection of Nature 2006; Hargens 2002). Yet, the literature is lacking on how policies may affect the relationship between Bhutanese civilians and the environment. While the Government of Bhutan has conducted a few case studies, which evaluate the success of Community Forestry, none have looked at the cultural effects of such a policy. Furthermore, academic analysis on policy creation process in Bhutan is lacking in general, let alone in the context of Community Forestry. This study seeks to propel a Bhutanese case into the international discussion surrounding participatory environmental management strategies and knowledge production.

III.  CASE SELECTION

This study was partly funded by the Ugyen Wangchuck Institute for Conservation and Environment, Jakar, Bumthang, Bhutan. This research institution has recently begun exploring the effects and potential viability and replicablity of Community Forestry. As the researcher could not carry out the study without heavy technical support from the Institute, the Institute played a heavy role in choosing the case and coordinating the interviews with the villagers. The Tang valley was chosen as the research sight due to the short distance from the Institute itself, as well as the fact that there were two community forests right across the valley from each other, one seven years old, and one brand new, that could warrant a comparative analysis and evaluation of project success and potential.

IV. IMPORTANCE OF RESEARCH

The results and methods of this study have a variety of important implications for Bhutan and international discourses surrounding environment and development. Firstly, very little is known about Bhutan on the international stage. Only recently has the Bhutanese government opened their doors to tourists. Very few foreign researchers have been allowed in Bhutan, and those that have are highly regulated. The literature is lacking on Bhutanse traditional environmental knowledge and environmental policy. Furthermore, this study may be the first to trace the international effects on policy implementation and local knowledge production.

This study was supported directly by the Royal Government Bhutan and the Ugyen Wangchuck Institute for Conservation and Environment. The government has carried out a few case studies on Communty Forests in the past few years. Yet, these have focused primarily on economic indicators. This study provides a needed sociological perspective on the effects of Community Forestry on rural populations and Bhutanese culture. 

V. LIMITATIONS

Problems associated with language interpretation are the central limitations of this study. Due to insufficient resources, hiring a professional interpreter was infeasible. Lack of training in social science interviews, the short time frame for the study, and multiple interpreters for the team likely resulted in some inconsistencies and limitations to the interviews. In addition, two different interviewing teams spoke with half the sample each. This means that the same questions could have been asked in different ways by different teams, leading to different responses. 

Another limitation of the study may be that villagers were informed that the research team would be coming prior to data collection began. One respondent mentioned that donations from foreigners are one of the key sources of the SCF community fund. An example was given of four Italian tourists who came to Ugyenchoeling as a stop on the cultural trek, asked to learn about the community forests, then donated a total of 600 euro. (35,000 ngultrums). It is unlikely, though certainly possible, that respondents may have responded so politely and positively about Community Forestry in thinking that the research team would donate money.

Additional Limitations (WILL TURN INTO PROSE)

a. Government oversight of project and choosing of case village

b. was not there for the whole process of CF development
i. for proper ethnography of development or translation account, need to be there over time to notice changes – this is only 2 months, asking people to talk retrospectively
c. shaky ground discussing people’s religions and worldviews as an outsider
i. being an outsider allows me to speak with objectivity though not to understand the full intricacies
ii. speaking as an outsider implies pluralism of ideas, when to them perhaps, this is just they way of interacting with the world no question
d. Short length of research period
i. Distrust by community members
ii. Can’t understand how everything works
e. Reflexivity – critiquing scientific determinism all while employing scientific methods
f. My Personal Backstory
i. Disclose my own motives, how I became interested, why it is important
ii. What was it like to do research there?
VI. (DATA AND METHODS 

Case Study Methodology

A Case Study was chosen to be the primary methodological framework for this study as it allowed the researcher to explore various themes deeply in one setting. Case studies allow for the presentation of both qualitative and quantitative data to interact in a dynamic way. 

Data Collection 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted at three villages in the Tang Geog, Bumthang Dzongkhag, Bhutan: Ugyenchoeling, Nang Nang, and Keezam. Participants were asked questions related to Community Forestry and resource management, as well as more general questions related to demography, environmental knowledge, religious practices, community dynamics, and consumption habits. In total, 34 interviews were conducted in the village over a four-day period from June 24th through 27th, 2010. The author conducted these interviews with the assistance of a research team made of three students and three officials from they Ugyen Wangchuck Institute for Conservation and Environment (UWICE), who served as interpreters. Two days were spent in Ugyenchoeling, where out of 24 village households, eighteen were interviewed and three were unavailable. One household was chosen to represent the four households living in the Dzong. Two days were spent in Nang Nang, where out of eleven possible households, ten were interviewed and one was unavailable. Due to a miscommunication error within the research team, two different family members in one of the Nang Nang household were interviewed. The data collected in the latter of the two households is not included in any calculations. Lastly, one day was spent conducting interviews in Keezam, where all five of the current households were interviewed. Two members of the research team were present during each interview during the first three days, while only one researcher was present at each interview on the final day. 

In addition thirteen interviews with government officials and other Bhutanese “experts were conducted over a three week period. These interviews were conducted in English without the use of an interpreter. Some government officials were interviewed in their offices in Jakar, Bumthang, while other government officials and experts were interviewed in Thimphu and Paro.  Foreign actors working in Bhutan with development agencies and NGOs have not yet been interviewed. 

Informed consent forms were administered in the village verbally through an interpreter, as most participants were illiterate and could not speak English. Pending their inability to sign, researchers wrote ‘orally approved’ on the informed consent forms. Government officials and “experts” were able to read and sign the informed consent forms themselves. Participants were informed that they could withdraw from the interview at any time. All participants gave consent to the use of voice recording. Confidentiality of participants was maintained throughout the entire research process. Participants were assigned a number after each interview for data analysis and publishing purposes. Interview questions were constructed to be as respectful, and unobtrusive as possible. An experienced Bhutanese research scientist at UWICE reviewed the questionnaire for cultural appropriateness before research in the field began. Upon completion of the questionnaire, villagers were given a small gift and snack, a customary act with most research projects in Bhutan. Participation in interviews presented minimal risk or benefit to participants. 

The Royal Government of Bhutan granted the author a permit. In addition, the three village heads granted the research team permission to enter the communities, and informed all households prior to the data collection period. The author could not actively select for demographic variation in the sample, as responsibility often fell on the household to elect a representative to be interviewed. Nevertheless, the interview sample includes a balanced mix of gender and age. While participants were not directly asked to report age, the research team predicts that the sample ranges from twenty-five to sixty-five years of age. Socio-economic diversity is accounted for in the sample as almost every available household was interviewed. 

To augment interview data, participant observation techniques were employed in order to explore the context behind interview responses. Observations were recorded at home visits, transition time walking through villages, and a presentation on Community Forestry given in Bumthangkha by the Secretary of the SCF to a visiting tour group from another Dzongkhag. 


In addition, various policy documents were collected at various libraries and institutions across Bhutan. These documents have been reviewed using content analysis and framing methodologies. Rhetoric in the documents was traced from Buddhist as well as foreign/Western origins. A comparative analysis was employed between past forest policies, current development policies and community forestry policy documents to address continuities and changes in overall vision and forestry/conservation methodologies.

Data Analysis 

Interviews were transcribed from field notes into an electronic spreadsheet to be analyzed for qualitative and quantitative content. Interview data was organized according to assigned participant number and village of residence. Data was organized according to the following topics: descriptions of livelihood, changes to daily life and village structure since childhood, local knowledge of the forest, resource use, community dynamics, and religious beliefs and traditions.  Frequency of responses to interview questions were generated, and the following themes highlighted: challenges related to forest health and resource management, potential or existing impacts of CF on community dynamics, individual knowledge of local plant and wildlife species, and understanding or lack thereof of the relationship between religion and the environment. Graphs of statistical data such as the aforementioned frequencies and averages of household income and annual resource consumption were generated. Responses from residents of Ugyenchoeling were further organized by categories related to changes in village life after the implementation of the CF. Responses from residents of Nang Nang and Keezam were organized under the same topics, highlighting trends and tensions of both the current stressors of the undeveloped CF plan and the potential impacts of the emerging CF.

Interview content was analyzed by highlighting key themes and tensions, connecting issues raised in the transcripts and observation notes with corresponding forestry management policies. Interview responses provided subjective accounts of a personal sense of environmental stewardship and opinions on the community forest.  Field notes and participant observation techniques attempt to provide an outsider’s perspective.

(Continue to Chapter 2)

CHATPER 2: 

Background on Culture, Environment and Development in Bhutan 

Bhutan at a Glance


Bhutan is the least densely populated nation in South Asia, home to a population of 873,000 people (as of 2003) within an area of 47,000 square kilometers. The nation is also one of the least urbanized in the world, with only 21% of the population living in urban areas. As such, Bhutan is characterized by its rural population, which relies on agriculture, livestock herding and use of forest products. Many live hours, or even several days’ walk from the nearest road (Munro 16). 

The environment of Bhutan is also quite distinctive, which in part explains the nation’s tremendous effort to preserve it. Even within such a small total area, the landscape shifts from lush rainforests at 100meters above sea level the south all the way up to dry alpine steppe at 7500m in the Himalayan Mountains of the north. Land use has remained fairly consistent over the past few centuries. Consequently, 67% of land is still covered by forest (CITE). With such dramatic ecosystem variation due to the climactically diverse mountain terrain, Bhutan is considered one of the ten global “hot spots” of biodiversity by the United Nations. 

It is important to review the political background of Bhutan in order to understand the modern context for the creation of preservationist policies. Little is known about the history of the region prior to the introduction of Buddhism in the 7th Century. Myth and fact are intertwined seamlessly in the historical narrative from then on. In fact, modern children’s schoolbooks are ripe with tales of spirits, demons and saints as much as they discuss explorers and emperors. Dates for much of the history of this period in the Early Middle Ages are mere suggestions; historical data gathered by international agencies are often quite discordant with Bhutanese cosmological understandings (Crossette 151). 

After a period of political disjointedness during the 18th and 19th centuries when the Bhutanese successfully avoided colonization by the British, they established a system of hereditary monarchy in 1907, electing the much-revered king Ugyen Wangchuck. Decentralization of monarchical authority went hand in hand with emergence from isolation during the latter part of the 20th Century under the reign of the fourth Dragon King Jigme Singye Wangchuck. In March 2008, the King voluntarily abdicated in favor of a democratic parliamentary system that would be governed by the newly ratified constitution. Nevertheless, his son, King Jigme Keshar Namgyal Wanchuck remains head of state and the royal family still holds much political and symbolic importance.

Religion in Bhutan

Bhutan is the only independent Vajrayana Buddhist country left in the world. Most of the other Buddhist Himalayan states, such as Sikkhim, Ladakh and Mustang, have been absorbed by larger foreign powers (Crins 2). The Bhutanese governance structure has become more secular over time, transitioning from a dual church and state co-governance structure to a monarchy and, as of 2008, to a democracy. Nevertheless, Buddhism remains highly influential as the national religion, with its language and philosophy embedded throughout policy documents and royal public addresses. In fact, GNH attributes its holistic and inter-subjective approach to Buddhism. Passing through the mountains and valleys of Bhutan, one finds a multitude of monasteries built on the sides of mountains, lhakangs (temples) and chortens (sacred structures) in every village, and prayer flags hung across high passes, rivers and sacred forests. Walking through villages, one sees Tantric mandalas painted on the facades of almost every structure, as well as dorjes (ritual scepters), bells, drums, costumes, and ornaments scattered throughout homes and offering sites.

Buddhism was brought to Bhutan in the eighth century by Padmasambhava, referred to locally as Guru Rimpoche. Many modern Bhutanese, and other followers of the Nyingmapa school, consider him to be the second Buddha. The legend holds that Padmasambhava flew into Bhutan on a flying tigress and subdued all of the local deities, and bound them by oath to protect the Dharma. Some local animist practices were condemned under the emerging Buddhist religion. Most notably, the popular Bon ritual of human and animal sacrifice was banned, partly because it contradicts the Buddhist tenet against killing sentient beings (Kvaerne 3). Nevertheless, many other Bon rituals and values have been woven into modern Bhutanese religious practice, particularly the attachment to deities living in the elements of earth, fire and water (Crossette 75). One renowned Buddhist teacher interviewed noted that Buddhism was able to make the deities presence more “refined,” whereas before it was chaotic
. Today, as Kunzang Choden notes, “it is difficult to say this is pure Buddhism, and this is Bon…they are meshed.”

In Bhutan, the comingling of Buddhism and the ancient Bon religion is an example of religious “syncretism.” This term refers to the “borrowing, affirmation, or integration of concepts, symbols, or practices of one religious tradition into another by a process of selection and reconciliation” (Berlin 1980:9, cited in van der Veer 1994:185). Many scholars in anthropology, history and religious studies have problematized the phenomenon of syncretism, “regarded positively by some as promoting tolerance, and negatively by others, as promoting the decline of a pure faith” (van der Veer, 185). Yet the term may well apply in this context, as Buddhism does not lose its philosophical grounding when ‘syncretized’ with other religions. In fact, in some cases as we shall see, the religion necessarily functions through acknowledging and incorporating pre-existing worldviews. In the case of Bhutan, the pre-Buddhist cosmology of the local Bon religion is conceptualized by Mahayana Buddhists as a “relative reality;” its traditions are carried on as a form of upaya, or “expedient devices” (Bielefeldt 63), as part of the ultimate Buddhist task of reaching enlightenment. 

There is a limited historical record of the Bon tradition and how it integrated with Buddhism. Yet both the modern “Bon” and Nyingmapa schools of Buddhism trace their lineage back to animistic traditions that preceded the introduction of Buddhism (Kvaerne 4-5). The modern-day practitioners of “Bon,” or Bonpos, consider their small sect a fifth school of Tibetan Buddhism that diverged early on in the evolution of Vajrayana (Crossette 75). In Bhutan, there is only a small sub-sect of strict practitioners of Bon. Nyingmapa and Kagyupa, two of the four major Tantric strands, are the two major religious schools practiced in Bhutan today. 

There are many types of deities, both common Vajrayana yidams as well as local nature spirits that play a central role in the daily life of most Bhutanese. The yidam Mahakala, the protector of the Dharma in all of Vajrayana Buddhism, is considered the arch-deity of the whole country (Crins 13). Meanwhile, there are different deities that dwell in certain mountains and across whole valleys. Many rural villages identify with a particular protector deity, and every household and family has its own personal deities. In addition, households pay reverence to other local deities living in nearby forests, in the rocks, water, air and caves (Crins 13). 

Many different types of pujas, or offering rituals, are conducted to appease the local gods and keep demons at bay. Lay people carry out rituals every day, performing prayers twice daily at household altars, and chanting throughout the day in the fields as they work. Each household carries out a choku ritual once a year, or more often if families can afford it. Here, the local Lama or gomchen (lay priest) is invited into the home to conduct a three-day period of prayer to thank the family’s deity for a good harvest and to request fertility and family health (Crins 14). Most households across the country fly a small white flag above their homes to indicate they have made their offerings to the local deities (Balamurugan and Tobgay 247).  In addition, the ngejum (shamans) and pawo/pabo (male/female oracle) hold vital importance in some Bhutanese communities as mediators between deities and gods. These figures are considered able to attract and avert good and evil, and can predict the future by reading rice. Occasionally ngejums and monks/lamas are seen performing rituals together (Crins 13). 

Returning to the legend of how Buddhism entered Bhutan, it is important to emphasize that the Padmasambhava did not destroy the preexisting deities. Instead, he transformed them into protectors of the Dharma. We may interpret this legend to mean that the local deities have been incorporated as figures present along the Buddha path, and that the Bhutanese practitioner may work through deity worship to cultivate deep wisdom and practice compassion. In Mahayana practice, what is needed is not so much a paramount shift in reality, but a more sensitive and enlightened approach to that reality. Ultimately, like humans, deities are marked with emptiness. Yet along the Buddha path, it may serve as an expedient device for the Bhutanese practitioner to worship nature deities or meditate on yidams. In doing so, he or she may harmonize the seemingly opposite movements of samsara and nirvana, (Lhalungpa xxvi).

The Buddhist tolerance for multiple co-existing religious worldviews is further reinforced by the notion that samsara and nirvana are one. An elementary reading of the Four Noble Truths may cause the student of Buddhism to dwell on the idea that we must physically exit samsara before entering the new realm of nirvana. However, the more experienced practitioner understands that our “immediate, relative reality is the ultimate, perfect reality: that matter is voidness” (Thurman 3). In this light, the rural Bhutanese world of prayer flags, fortunetelling through rice and nature deities is in fact the realm of nirvana, just as is the American city with its taxis, televisions and non-native trees planted in the sidewalk. Treading along the Buddha path, practitioners become awakened to the intrinsic emptiness in all objects that bind them, no matter their form, all the while taking active steps to improve humanity’s “unavoidable relative situations as best we can” (Thurman 3).

Gross National Happiness and National “Development”

Increased exposure to foreign influence in the latter part of the 20th Century has ironically resulted in a stronger commitment to indigenous ideals within the Bhutanese development strategy. The term “development,” in Bhutanese society, refers to the acquisition of knowledge. This definition takes its roots in Buddhism, as the individual and community undergo the dynamic process of combating delusions of ignorance while eliminating the desire for continual acquisition (Velazquez 11). This philosophy strongly contrasts with Western indicators of progress that emphasize the importance of achieving a high level of consumption and material wealth. The entire Western economic system is based on the Gross Domestic Product (GDP), which is in essence a measure of consumption. Recognizing the inherent disconnect between his nation’s value system and the foreign capitalist economic framework, King Jigme Singye Wangchuck denounced the prevailing dogma of growing a nation’s GDP in favor of cultivating Gross National Happiness (GNH), a term he coined in 1972. 

The GNH indicator moves beyond quantitative measures of success in favor of qualitative aspects of the human experience. In honoring the internal dimension, GNH moves even a step beyond the Human Development Index (HDI). The Bhutanese measure GNH through in-depth interviews, participant-observation, group interviews, and other methods. (INCLUDE MORE ON GNH). Notions of the Middle Path are embedded throughout Government documents pertaining to future development. Sovereignty emerges as the central theme within the long-term vision and broad sweeping national goals outlined in the 1999 publication “Bhutan 2020: A Vision for Peace, Prosperity and Happiness,” which states, “the socio-economic changes must be what we seek, not completely what the forces beyond our control compel us to accept,” (5). 

Meanwhile, Bhutan’s short- to medium-term planning is delineated in Five-Year-Plans, each of which has set the following goals: improving quality of life and income, especially of the poor; ensuring good governance; promoting private sector growth and employment generation; preserving and promoting cultural heritage and environmental conservation; and achieving rapid economic growth and transformation (Royal Government of Bhutan, Ninth Five-year plan 2002-2007). In analyzing these documents, it becomes clear that Bhutan seeks to grow as a nation while furthering self-reliance and GNH. 

(Add more info on Development, GPI Atlantic, Development Partners) 

Cultural Promotion and Preservation

No longer completely isolationist as it was before the early 1960’s, Bhutan is still one of the most preservationist nations in the world. The Bhutanese government has played a central role in enforcing resistance to change and maintaining and amplifying the unique Bhutanese identity. Bhutan protects against foreign influence by allowing only a certain number of tourists per year, albeit on heavily supervised and expensive trips. Furthermore Television and the Internet have only allowed been allowed in the country as late as 1999.

Since 1989, the nation has mandated a dress code called driglam namzha in which all Bhutanese, including ethnic minorities, are required to wear traditional gho for men and kira for women when entering any government building or center. A hundred thousand ethnic Nepalese were forced out of the country in the early 1990’s after causing civil unrest over this impingement on personal freedoms. The population of refugees now situated in Nepal serves as a living reminder of Bhutan’s intentional resistance to change. The retention of their medieval way of life is not a “natural” occurrence but an intentional detachment from much of the dynamic global interplay of modern history. (CITATION)

Environmental Conservation

Alongside a commitment to culturally sensitive development has come a strengthening in environmental legislation. As early as 1974, the National Assembly passed a resolution mandating maintenance of at least 60% of the total land area to remain as forest cover for all time; a decree that still stands today. While the 60% forest cover mandate stands, it does not necessarily imply that all 60% remains completely protected as reserves. Nevertheless, one fifth of the total land area in Bhutan is conserved in a comprehensive and intricate network of protected areas. All major ecosystem types are represented in the protected areas, which include four national parks, four wildlife sanctuaries, a national reserve and biological corridors connecting these spaces. 

The National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) of 2007 provides an especially interesting example of how Bhutanese indigenous cultural knowledge has been applied directly to the creation of critical legislation. While there were many notable environmental policy documents prior to this one, this act is especially important to review as it amalgamated all other national environmental organizations and policies under once central National Environmental Commission. This document serves as one of the most environmentally progressive, yet culturally conservative environmental laws in the world. Article seven reads, “In line with the Government’s Middle Path Strategy, economic development and environmental conservation shall receive equal priority,” (National Environmental Commission 2007). Here we see how the ancient Buddhist tenet of the Middle Path is directly embedded within present day legislation, guiding the conservation agenda.

Amazingly, modernization in Bhutan has the potential to decrease the nation’s carbon footprint. Among Bhutan’s Millennium Development goals is the national target of 100% electrification by 2020. Currently, only about 40% of the total population has access to electricity. Expanding electricity to rural communities may reduce household wood consumption, subsequently reducing greenhouse gas emissions in a nation with an already miniscule emissions rate of .6 metric tons of CO2 per capita, which stands at only 13% of the world average and 3% the US average (World Bank). While many nations with insignificant fossil fuel reserves like Bhutan have resorted to importing oil and coal to meet energy demands, Bhutan meets almost all of its needs with renewable energies, primarily hydropower (Uddin 2091). 

Climate change looms as a potentially devastating threat to Bhutan. With global warming set to accelerate over the coming century, Himalayan glaciers will only continue to recede, causing the creation of temporal glacial lakes held in precariously by morainic dams. If or when these dams burst, large amounts of water will rush down the mountain, damaging property, environment and life in many rural communities. Here lies a powerful example of climate injustice in which the capitalist systems of the Global North have externalized the consequences of industry into even the most remote locations. Despite standing almost completely separate from Western economic systems, and despite sequestering a fair amount of carbon they themselves emit, Bhutan will nonetheless greatly suffer from climate change.

To Add: Current Land Management Allocation: FMUs, National Parks etc.

Rural Life in the Tang Valley – Introduction to the Case Study Area

Research was conducted in three villages and their two corresponding Community Forests in Tang Geog, Bumthang Dzongkhag, Bhutan. The elevation of the cold temperate floristic region ranges from 3,000 to 3,500 meters. In 2007 temperature in Bumthang ranged from a monthly low of 10.9°C in January to a monthly high of 22.7°C in August. Monthly rainfall ranged from 2mm in January to 177.2mm in July. The Tang Valley reflects the general land distribution of greater Bhutan in that it is predominantly covered by forest, with small villages, agricultural fields and pastureland spread along and near the valley floor. Potato farming is the primary means of income generation for most households. Once a year after the harvest, families travel to the town of Phuntsholing on the Indian border to sell potatoes in exchange for a year’s worth of rice, cooking oil, salt and other household staples. The average household income for Nang Nang village is 76,890n per year. In addition to the potato cash crop, households grow wheat, barley, sweet buckwheat, bitter buckwheat and mustard for domestic consumption. Plots range between 2 and 25 acres and are owned by individual households or shared among multiple households. In addition, some families in the valley practice sharecropping. 

To supplement these staple crops, most households have small kitchen gardens where produce such as garlic, chilies, beans, peas, cabbage and sunflowers are grown. As all the available arable land in the valley is already under cultivation, new households must be relocated to Southern Bhutan to find land. INCLUDE INCOME DATA. Household income in the three villages is almost entirely generated through farming potatoes, though a few families supplement income with weaving, painting, tailoring, dairy farming or other smaller activities. Household size in our sample ranged between one and fourteen members. Most of the children and teenagers in the villages live away from home while attending school.  Many community members in their 20’s and 30’s have received between 0 and 6 years of formal education, while most of the villagers over 40 have received no formal education

History

(More on Traditional Feudal land arrangements

Kunzang Choden: “And what is interesting about Ugyenchoeling, its that they have land now because we gave them land. We gave them land and they bought land also for nominal things like one days work. Most of the land they own today belonged once to our family. But the king offered them to go and resettle somewhere else so they could start a new life. But most of them remained they did not want to go because although they were there as serfs, they felt some kind of emotional (connection), and now they work all together at the same level. So there is a shared history, a shared sense of community, even recently when they were offered lands, the people who had very little land and were offered to go settled in the south, but just one or two families left, and then they come back

· But there was kind of a free, people who needed took what they needed, there was not really a strict thing, you have to go thte Gups office you have to get this one signature, this permission. They just came and said we need to build a house (to our family) they asked and there were also others. 
Overview of Buddhist Practice in the Region

All participants interviewed identify as Buddhist. The sample includes considerable diversity in religiosity, as community members spend different number of hours per day devoted to religious practice. Respondents explained that many villagers recite chants such as the Bazagurdu and Mani all throughout their daily activities. Some even carry scripts on their backs while working in the agricultural fields. The vast majority of participants in these three villages are illiterate and therefore do not read Buddhist scripture. Yet among the literate few, texts such as Ningma and Bum are read. In addition, twenty-five out of twenty-six respondents currently perform different types of Buddhist rituals all throughout the year. The one negative respondent is a former monk who no longer performs rituals. One villager noted that income often determines how frequently a household can perform Puja. 
 Many community members noted an increase in personal and community religious practice over time with age and generally due to rural development. Nine respondents spend more time practicing Buddhism than they used to, ten villager’s religious practice has remained constant, and one villager (a former monk) has decreased practice (Figure 11). Our data reveals a positive relationship between age and daily time spent praying. Many of the elder participants expressed an increasing devotion to prayer with old age as they attempt to balance their karma and prepare for rebirth.

In addition, villagers have noted an increase in personal and community religiosity over time as a consequence of rural development. This trend was explained well by one villager who noted that Buddhism blossomed under the reign of the 4th King, Jigme Sigme Wangchuck. This period brought the construction of monasteries all across Bhutan, Government encouragement of Buddhist behavior, and successful rural development programs. Participants have been able to expand their Buddhist practice over time primarily because of increase in household income, which has allowed villagers to hire monks to perform Pujas, donate money during community ceremonies and purchase scriptures. Additionally, the increase in food production has given villagers time to conduct rituals as well as expendable food to offer during ceremonies. Lastly, the construction of roads has given community members access to religious scriptures, which are created outside the village. One participant noted that as a child, Puja was only performed when family members were sick. Now his family is able to perform rituals two times a year. 

Community Forest Overview

The Shambayung Community Forest (SCF) falls within the buffer zone of the Trumshingla National Park (excluding private land) and is a ten-minute walk away from the center of Ugyenchoeling village. The 46.56ha forest is split into two blocks, the Southern Block (Braja) is 59.54 acres while the Northern Block (Yumgang ) is 55.26 acres. From INCLUDE DISTANCE FROM BUMTHANG CHAKAR. Blue pine is the dominant species, while spruce, tsershing and zhangmai ENGLISH NAMES are spread sparsely throughout. 

The Nang Nang Community Forest (NNCF) has one block of 40ha and is located directly across the Tang valley from the Shambayung Community Forest. The NNCF will serve sixteen households, including all eleven households in Nang Nang village as well as all five current households of Keezam , which is a separate village located on the valley floor ten minutes away from Nang Nang. The Management Plan has been created, though the NNCF will not become fully established until the plan is submitted for approval near the end of 2010. The plan is currently in an incubation period while four emerging households in Keezam are being given time to reconsider their decision not to participate in the new Community Forest. 

Conclusion/Transition Needed

(Continue to Chapter 3)

CHAPTER 3: 

The Evolution of the Community Forestry Framework Bhutan
CORNELS THOUGHTS

Dear Kyle:

The chapter has most of the necessary data but needs more work. I could follow what you were trying to convey but only with some effort. You need to work more to deliver the main points but also to be more careful about how you evidence them. There is no conclusion section, transitions between sections are often missing and your analysis, while overall convincing, feels at times in need of more fluidity. Most problematically, many claims are not substantiated with evidence and the translation framework is hardly apparent. On the last point, it's totally ok if you don't use ANT, a framework that demands much more detail and process tracing that you give here. 

Best,

Cornel
· problem

· if don’t say centralized management and its problems, transnational influences on state regime and community forestry regime, problems of both regimes and transnational influences of both

· add paragraph about effects Community Forestry for the people and tell the main effects

· eliminate most information about hybridization

· (MAKE IT CLEAR THAT THIS IS ONLY TRANSLATION OF POLICY ITSELF NOT THE VILLAGE LIFE AND EFFECTS OF POLICY

Introduction

Community Forestry was introduced to Bhutan as a response to certain problems experienced in the conventional Government Reserved Forest (GRF) system. This chapter will first discuss the various challenges associated with the GRF system from the perspectives of villagers and government officials. Then, the chapter will detail the incremental stages in the process for implementing Community Forestry in Bhutan. In stage one, international agents facilitated the adoption of Community Forestry by the Bhutanese government. In stage two, the Bhutanese government began implementing Community Forestry across the country, but with little success. In stage three, the current stage, Bhutanese across the country are rapidly adopting the program.  This chapter reveals the influence of international environmental paradigms at every stage in Bhutan’s shifting forest management regime. Make this paragraph more fluid. It feels like a set of disconnected statements
Community Forestry emerged with the intention to give forestlands back to villagers and seemingly, to revert back to a traditional way of “managing” the forest. Yet in analyzing the multi-faceted process of policy creation and implementation, this chapter finds that a diverse set of negotiations have occurred from the international level to the village level, and that Community Forestry, in fact, hardly resembles the customary ways of interacting with the forest before government intervention.

Overview of the Government Reserve Forest System


The Forest Act of 1969 was one of the most important shifts that occurred during the take off period of nation-wide development in the 1960’s. Under this Act, all lands not privately owned by individuals or institutions would henceforth become government property. This territorial appropriation reflected the nationalist and centralist currents that were running all through the government of Bhutan at the time. It was now up to officials in Thimphu to facilitate “modernization” and to make decisions on behalf of the rural population. One Bhutanese Forestry Specialist notes, “As the development process started in Bhutan after 1961… the forest was seen as resource that could generate revenues for the country’s development
.” INSERT PERCENTAGES ABOUT PUBLIC/PRIVATE LAND ALLOCATION. 


The lands appropriated by the Government during this act became classified as “Government Reserve Forest” (GRF). Today, about eighty-six percent of land in Bhutan falls under this category, whereas privately owned lands only make up fourteen percent of the nation’s area. Much of this public land has been subdivided into areas with more specific frames of use, such as commercial extraction areas called Forest Management Units (FMUs), National Parks, Wildlife Corridors, and Community Forests. These lands have been codified specifically, each ascribed with a particular set of rules to promote particular development interests. National Parks, for instance, are situated in hotspots of biodiversity and are given an elevated conservation status with more stringent terms of use.   INSERT STATISTIC ON LAND CODIFICATION. Meanwhile, the remaining GRF lands that are not marked with one of these special types of classifications serve multiple functions. In fact, the Bumthang Chief Forest Officer notes that those unclassified GRF lands may suffer from greater resource degradation as, “we don’t have a defined working mechanism in the GRF.
” 


From the DoF perspective, the GRF ultimately must be managed sustainably so as to fulfill to the royal mandate of 60% national forest cover for all time. To most of the government officials interviewed, this decree has had considerable influence on all aspects of environmental governance. Yet, while the GRF may be protected national public property, it also must serve the needs of local Bhutanese communities. In fact, most rural villages in Bhutan are enveloped within the GRF and rely on “public lands” to maintain livelihoods. 


The consequences of the Forest Act of 1969 took some time to be recognized, both by villagers and government officials. Kunzang Choden said, “The forest act was in 1969 but it took a while to then reach down the grass roots. I mean, you know, first it’s done in a vacuum in the office, and then it’s brought down, and then its disseminated to the people until it reaches.” In fact for some of the more remote villages that are situated a few days walk from the nearest road, the formal switch to government ownership has had little effect on their relationship with their customary forestlands at all. But for those communities that fall within surveillance reach of the central government, the effects of tenure switch have been significant.

Effects of GRF System on Forest Use in the Tang Valley


The GRF system, as with all land management regimes, elicits a number of important physical and semiological???? implications. Government officials employ a particular policy to meet certain bottom-lines, yet the policy in action has a life beyond the rules it enforces on paper. Evaluations of forestry laws largely focus on resource assessments, with less attention paid to those more subtle effects on human identity and social interaction. In the case of Ugyenchoeling, we find a number of ways the GRF system has constructed and animated a number of different roles and relationships between villagers, the government, and the forest. 


Many villagers in the Tang valley expressed a number of challenges with the GRF that contributed to feelings of alienation from their own backyard resources. The most frequently mentioned of these challenges was the time-consuming permit system. CITE SOURCE INCLUDE DATA ABOUT RESPONSES TO CHALLENGES OF GRF. Under this scheme, villagers were required to receive government permission every time they needed to extract timber from the forest, the same forest that these communities had lived in and used for generations. In order to fell a tree to construct a house or to use for firewood, villagers had to travel to the local gewog office to get a permit, and then travel to the District Forest Office for approval. This process often would take weeks, as most villagers had no other means of traveling but walking. The Local Governance Act of 2009 empowered the gewog offices to be the sole body responsible for issuing permits
, which eliminated the time spent for villagers traveling to the Dzongkag. Nevertheless, the permit process remained a significant time burden for villagers Tell us more about that. One would expect the problem to be fixed through this reform. . SOURCES FOR ALL THESE CLAIMS?

The second most frequently mentioned challenge [MEANING X OUT OF HOW MANY RESPONDENTS?] under the GRF system was the inability to control [extraction of citizens from outside the village????]. The resources in all conventional GRF territory are available to any Bhutanese citizen no matter what region he/she is from. Because the forest outside Ugyenchoeling was a particularly healthy one, outsiders would legally request to extract timber. Villagers felt that they had very little control over their local forest, and that extraction by people from outside the village was a main cause of ecological degradation overtime. 


With few material incentives to steward a forest that was not their own, even Tang villagers themselves extracted timber illegally in order to circumvent the cumbersome bureaucratic process. One villager noted, “people would take more than 5 trees a year (upwards toward 10) - people do not trust the government and hence did not follow their rules.” As the gewog forestry department is understaffed, it could take months for a ranger to patrol the whole valley. This would leave ample time for villagers to extract what they needed, when they needed it. 

NEED TRANSITION HERE 

 Green Policemen vs. Villagers 

Some government officials interviewed were generally satisfied with the GRF system, remaining weary of the average citizen’s ability stewards the land sustainably without surveillance and enforcement. One top-level forestry advisor, who notes, 

“For the objectives set by the government, the role of the forest, and then the way that the local people look at the forest resources, the present system (GRF) is appropriate…Firstly, the role of the forest is so important for Bhutan, the constitution states we have to have a minimum of 60 per cent, that is a minimum. Then the attitude, or how the people perceive the forest, these rules are required…People look at the forest as a source of revenue, they can cut the trees and then make money out of sale of timber. Until we have alternative rules or system how we are structured, including the permitting system, we do need to have this (GRF system).
” 

Another nationally renowned conservation specialist expressed her similar belief in a revenue hungry rural population, “Till now, whatever the forest department have done, policing job, looking after each and every plant, trees. How much forest fire every year! If they are allowed, (villagers) will cut and sell it. How many contractors are there, or illegal contractors? If the government is not that strict, how are we going to enjoy this beautiful forest?
”  


From their perspective, any challenges experienced in the GRF system can be addressed by tightening bureaucracy. Both of these specialists cited the Local Governance Act as a key step towards making the permit process less of a burden for villagers
. According to Dr. Wangchuk, “now there is a paradigm shift, from central to the local communities. Therefore permitting system, and overall governance would change, and we do need to change it, so there will be very little control from the center here.” Devolution of power away from Thimphu has been increasingly recognized as a step in the right direction for conservation needs. Yet this “paradigm shift,” for this official, is one of improving governance alone, not relinquishing it. He brought up the potential for a new “service delivery exercise” to be posed from the central government onto local DoF extension offices. He notes,

“I’m a believer that if everyone works efficiently and works out of 8 hours per day that all civil servants are supposed to work, if they at least put in around 5 hours, I don’t think there will be shortage of labor. Because most of the time here, we take it very lightly, especially in the government office. You visit some office you will see people just talking, having tea, rolling doma and then the farmers waiting outside.”

Other experts took issue with the relationship between forestry personnel and citizens in the GRF system. One of Bhutan’s leading experts on participatory forest management notes, ““by nature, forest department people are top down people and we are sort of enforcers, you know, so we are always sticking to the rules, and then we do not deviate at all. So that was a problem
.”  The roles established and perpetuated by the central government [seem to be structural inevitabilities from all angles???], even though this paradigm only ONLY? existed in Bhutan since the Forest Act of 1969.  An international forestry consultant expressed his understanding of the incentives behind GRF, though notes its potentially poor execution, “Ultimately it obviously has to do with power. If forester…controls forest resources, they can decide who can use forest products on what basis and under what conditions they can fine people because they know the rules, people do not know the rules, and they can misuse power…I think that it is a global phenomenon.” THIS IS A VERY CONFUSING QUOTE….
Many of the experts interviewed NUMBERS HERE? revealed potentially far-reaching consequences of a system that separates people from a pristine “nature.” Kunzang Choden, one of the nation’s preeminent cultural experts who grew up in Ugyenchoeling, recalled, “We used to cut down blue pines because of sap we used to eat. We really felt a sense of guilt, not that we had done unlawful thing, but that we had hurt a tree and that we had desecrated nature. But now the relationship is that we are punished by forest law keepers.” Here we see how villagers no longer were directly responsible to their environment, but rather only responsible to the “policemen in green uniform
.” THIS IS INTERESTING. DWELL MORE ON IT.
The participatory forest management specialist expressed his belief that, “As a result of (the centralization policies) I think people were totally separated from the resource. Although they were staying in that area interacting with the forest on a daily basis, but still they were alien to the forest…I think the incentive that forest belonged to them was totally lost.” Similarly, Choden offered, “So you really don’t feel a sense of ownership or something it becomes a tangle of bureaucracy.” 
SO WHAT YOU ARE TELLING US HERE IS A STORY OF ALIENATION, WHICH, IN TURN, EXPLAINS THE FAILURES OF GOVERNMENT CONTROLELD FORESTRY. THIS SEEMS KEY AND SHOULD BE HIGHLIGHTED UP FRONT AND BOOSTED WITH MORE QUOTES.
These statements suggest [YOU MAY WANT TO HEDGE] that the GRF system had a large impact on the environmental subjectivities of villagers. Villagers are less likely to act as stewards of an environment to which they feel removed. As the international development consultant notes, “Only people who actually have secure tenure and secure rights have the security to think in the long term and manage resources sustainably.” This notion reflects an emerging belief all across Bhutan one that engendered the shift towards a more community-based approach to forest management. The next sections will trace how the preference for Community Forestry indeed “emerged” in Bhutan. 

Stage One: Introduction of Community Forestry to Bhutan from Abroad

The question remains, what initiated the shift towards a more decentralized approach to forestry? In addition, one must wonder why the Bhutanese adopted a centralized system to begin with? We will see that, as with a most aspects of modern development in Bhutan since the 1950’s, Bhutan has received substantial international support and guidance for environmental policy initiatives. As was mentioned in Chapter two, the international community has inserted its stake in Bhutan as one the world’s top ecological hotspots of biodiversity. For some of these international partners, conservation efforts in Bhutan have thrived primarily due to this international collaboration. As one international forestry consultant put it, 
“My guess is that its mostly under international influence that Bhutan realized, ok, we have a lot of important natural resources and there is a clientele in the wider world that values nature protection and asked us to protect our resources. A movement that started in the 1970s/1980’s, largely under international influence I guess.
” We will return to the implications of statements like these in later sections, though it is important to highlight these opinions in contrast with Bhutanese perspectives on indigenous notions of environmental protection. 
Furthermore, it may be problematic to generalize “international influence,” for different international groups EXAMPLES have offered many different environmental policy visions for Bhutan over the past fifty years..  TELL US HERE THAT YOU WILL TALK ABOUT SEVERAL MAIN INTERNATIONAL ACTORS INVOLVED 
Bhutan’s Department of Forestry was formed in 1952 with major influence from the Indian School of Forestry, which had in turn been influenced heavily by British colonial environmental thought. Indian advisors, including the Minister of the Environment and Forest himself, pushed Bhutan to adopt a “very scientific, rather technocratic, bureaucratic
” approach to environmental governance. In fact, forest officers on deputation from India controlled Bhutanese forests until 1974, when the first indigenous National Forest Director was appointed
.  The top-down environmental conservation paradigm from which the Department of Forestry was built has held its own in environmental policies ever since, yet it was only number of years before this strict protectionist system became the subject of critique and reform.

In 1979, the fourth King, Jigme Syngye Wangchuck, commanded the Department of Forestry to prepare a scheme on Social Forestry. In a famous speech delivered that same year, the King proclaimed, “the participation of the local community is the key to the conservation and utilization of forest resources.
 The King’s recognition of the importance of community-based approaches was in line with a similar environmental paradigm shift occurring across the world at this time, including India’s circles of environmental knowledge production. And even though India had imbued the Department with its highly centralized character thirty years before, they were now given the primary responsibility for building the Social Forestry Program in Bhutan. Yet during its fetal stages in the 1980’s, the capacity and understandings of social forestry, in the technical sense, were still underdeveloped. And while the government attempted to instill in its citizens a sense of environmental responsibility and stewardship by giving them trees to plant, there was considerable ambiguity and lack of accountability in the program. One expert remarked, “nobody knew who would have tenure and ownership of these resources, so social forestry really had hard time in beginning.
”   It would take until the beginning of the 21st Century for social forestry to become a robust, functioning and sustainable concept and practice in Bhutan.

 After India, the Swiss were the first to establish a development corporation in Bhutan, and have been the most influential international partner working on expanding the Social Forestry Program and implementing Community Forestry. Switzerland and Bhutan’s relationship dates back to 1949, when her Majesty the Royal Grandmother Ashi Kesang Choden Wangchuk and Aum Lisina, the daughter of Mr. Fritz Von Schulthess, a Swiss industrialist and trader, met while attending the same school
. There has been a considerable history of exchange between the two countries, including a long history of training in forestry dating back to 1969, when the first Bhutanese, Lyonpo Chenkyab Dorji, was sent to Switzerland for training in forestry.

Swiss development projects in Bhutan worked primarily through private ventures until Helvetas took over in the 1970s. Helvetas, the “Swiss Association for International Cooperation,” is a nongovernmental development organization based in Switzerland, that implements various development projects across the world funded on behalf of donor agencies or other governmental organizations. In the 1980’s, the government agency Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation (SDC), entered Bhutan primarily as a “donor” agency, funding many projects through Helvetas. Discussing the position of the Swiss in the international development sector in Bhutan, one representative from Helevetas noted that, today “SADC and Helvetas together are kind of in the midfield amongst the biggers.” Speaking on the relationship between the Bhutanese and Swiss, this Helvetas representative noted,
“One knows one another and there is a certain level of trust and appreciation for the approach of the other…When it comes to environmental policy, obviously it is the Bhutanese government that draws and prepares policies at whatever level. Especially in forest policy, swiss projects have always been quite influential and have brought in approaches or have jointly developed approaches that are still being used and are still being practiced today…the Bhutanese, they define what their problems are and what the priorities are.
”

With such a long history of cooperation, the Swiss have been able to provide the perspective of international “experts” on environmental issues for a Bhutanese government that for many years, did not have such a history or knowledge base with regards to the diversity of environmental regime types.

Even though the Government Reserve Forest was successfully conserving many natural resources in certain areas, this system had also caused considerable adverse social and ecological impacts, as has already been discussed above. Even as the Social Forestry program expanded, and signs of ecological degradation in GRF lands became increasingly apparent, the Department of Forestry still remained very cautious at the prospect of relinquishing authority. The Helvetas Participatory Forest Management Project (PFMP) consultant currently working on Community Forestry in Bhutan said, “Foresters were always reminded by their peers to explore (Social Forestry) very cautiously because they were fearing that villagers would cut down the forest, which obviously didn’t happen.”

But in the mid 1990’s, Community Forestry emerged as a potentially robust option for expanding the Social forestry program, and gained increasing leverage in the government, largely due to the advocacy efforts of the Swiss. Community Forestry was first officially tried in Bhutan as part of the Third Forestry Development Project (TFDP), a joint project of the World bank and the Swiss’ SDC
. Under this initiative, a few pilot Community Forestry projects were employed in eastern Bhutan in order to assess the potential for the approach.  
The Helvetas consultant offered multiple interesting views on the relationship between his organization and the Bhutanese government. One perspective he offered, “The fact that people from two countries have been working together for more than thirty years make things a lot easier. So there is a certain level of trust.” Expanding on these feelings of “trust,” he noted that the Swiss felt comfortable pushing the Department of Forestry to head in the new direction.  “It was an uphill battle for community Forestry, to push the approach through…yes the Swiss pushed it a little bit, there was a need to push it a little bit, so did the World Bank, it was in the framework of a joint Bank and SDC funded project. But the project was implemented by national partners.” Expanding on this, we see how the Swiss provided the initial expertise on Community Forestry, while the Bhutanese government eventually came around to implementing it on the ground.

The “uphill battle” seemed virtually won in 1995, when the 1969 Forest Act was repealed and replaced with the Forest and Nature Conservation Act of Bhutan 1995 (RGoB 1995). This act recognizes the traditional and cultural rights of local people to access and use forest resources, and set the legal framework for establishing Community Forests on government lands. In 1996, with Community Forestry now supported by law, the Community Forestry Guidelines for Bhutan were published, and the first Community Forest Management Group was established. International advisors LIKE …..provided substantial assistance in drafting the initial guidelines and procedures, drawing largely the experiences of Community Forestry in other countries. The consultant from Helvetas said that Community Forestry in Bhutan directly sprung from Western discourses on property rights, the foundational work of Nobel Economist Elinor Ostrom, and  “Collective forestry in western countries like the US, Canada, Switzerland, and other countries.” In addition, multiple other respondents highlighted the large influence of experiences in nearby Nepal, a pioneer in Community Forestry that has been derived great benefit from Community Forestry over the last few decades
. 

As with many other of Bhutan’s environmental policies, we see here how Community Forestry did not evolve purely from within Bhutan’s circles of knowledge. There has been considerable international influence on all aspects of the creation and implementation of Community Forestry in Bhutan. The Helvetas consultant noted, “People that critiqued it before are now fully behind and that is rather unusual, there are many countries where there is still a battle going on, on Community Forestry, because the government is reluctant to give communities more power. I wouldn’t say everybody really agrees in Bhutan, but the majority of decision makers does, and there is a lot of support. So on that level, it is quite nice in the moment.
”  Though it took some time, international agencies quite successfully enrolled the Department of Forest in the Community Forestry framework. Yet, it would take an altogether different set of negotiations for the Bhutanese government, in turn, to convince Bhutanese villagers of this new model. Kunzang Choden depicted the process quite well when she said, 
There had been a lot of resistance from the government for a long time and its only since some years that they were convinced and that its actually fallen into hands of the, the forest owners, communities…they just didn’t feel that we were ready to manage on our own. And I think it’s a big responsibility to give it back to the people to manage themselves. And it’s also a lot. It’s a very valuable resource, isn’t it?
 
Cornel: THIS IS AN INTERESTING DESCRIPTION OF THE INVOLVEMENT OF INTERNATIONAL ACTORS BUT I REALLY DON’T SEE THE LEVEL OF DETAIL REQUIRED BY A TRANSLATION ACCOUNT….
The Bhutanese are always very proud that they are developing their own Bhutanese approaches. It would not be true to say that Community Forestry in Bhutan was molded only after the experience in Nepal. But certainly the international experience in community forestry has a huge influence on community forestry in Bhutan.”

STAGE II: Enrollment of Villagers in Community Forestry Program


As of the mid 1990’s, the Department of Forests had adopted Community Forestry as a viable option, and rural communities could theoretically once again start to manage their own forests. Communities could now apply to the government to formally  establish their own Community Forest Management Groups. Yet, rural communities were almost entirely unaware that any conversations surrounding shifting forest user rights had taken place.

Hence, the Government employed an awareness campaign in rural areas to publicize the potential benefits of Community Forestry. The Helvetas advisor remarked that the Department of Forestry could finally promote rural development through this “change from a rather conservative approach that focuses on nature conservation, nature protection, biodiversity protection to a more holistic integrated approach that focuses more on sustainable management of resources, which always include obviously biodiversity conservation, but also includes having trees and using sand and stones for building and using naturally resources sustainably.” Yet, communities remained very weary of the government and did not take to any immediate switches to Community Forestry in the form that was initially presented. 

Merely providing a formal opening for Community Forestry in the legal framework apparently was not enough to catalyze the full on shift, as the government and communities still did not see eye to eye. According to Dr. Wangchuk, the Department of Forestry’s primary stake in Community Forestry was still strictly in natural resource conservation, “When we started it, (the objective was) to reduce pressure on GRF by local people getting whatever they need from CF and then GRF contributing to overall national objectives. Later on, all that sharing of resources, equity, empowering local people came after
.”  
This 1996 Community Forestry Guidelines were still too convoluted, technical and focused on conservation of environmental resources. For instance, a village was only considered eligible for establishing a Community Forest if the plot of interest was at least 50% degraded. Many forest extension officers had a difficult time explaining to villagers what this 50% rule meant. Even if villagers came to understand the rule, many did not have the tools or knowledge to actually assess if their forest was degraded enough, which prevented them from applying. Other rules like these kept changing over the first few years, which made villages skeptical about signing on. Commenting on the Government’s inability to create momentum, the former head of the Social Forestry Department noted,

“They were trying to start community forestry but it never moved though because we did not have rules and regulations that were supportive of the people’s needs, their aspirations. The real problem was not getting the message across to the people properly…they did not have much confidence in the Forestry Department, in the rules and regulation of the department
.” 

It was through the struggles of instituting this initiative that the Government began to deepen their concept for Social Forestry in general. Villagers could not be seen as enemies of conservation, or as potential pawns to help in conservation efforts.  Community Forests could no longer be viewed as a government program to sequester village forest use onto small, isolated plots. It had to be constructed in way that was enabling for communities, and that would provide direct improvements to livelihoods. Throughout the early first phase of the Helvetas Participatory Forest Management Project (PFMP) from 2002-2007, the government continued to experiment with different rules in trying to come up with the best framework and procedure, and a small number of Community Forests were established during this period. Another challenge, according to the Former Director of Social Forestry was that,

“In the past, sometimes it was difficult even if (forest extension officer) was there, they did not have the expertise to actually support the people. Even if they were there, even if people come forward saying that they want to take up community forestry, many of these people in the field, they did not have that skill to support. So we developed a four volume manual, if you want to initiate CF, how you should do it. That has helped our extension agents in supporting the people, initiating discussions, resource assessment, conducting boundary surveys, how they should do it through use of GPS– did not have this knowledge, skills at all.

The villagers were indeed unlikely to want to take on the responsibility of some new system that their government representatives did not even understand. Hence, with the beginning of the second five-year phase II of the Helvetas PFMP in 2007, many of the initially disenabling aspects, including the 50% degraded/50% intact rule, were eliminated, and any community who was interested in establishing a Community Forest nearby their village was eligible no matter the forest condition. 

Since the framework was revised to be more “people friendly” in 2007, everything changed nearly at once, and the rate of establishment of Community Forests has gone up drastically each year. In March 2009, there were 131 CFMGs established, consisting of 6,608 households, managing 16,379ha of Community Forests. By the end of 2009, there were 200 Community forests, covering an area of 24,997 hectares and involving 9763 rural households. It is projected that number of CFMGs could rise to about 400 or even beyond by 2013 (RgoB 2010, p.1)

WILL ADD ANOTHER SECTION ABOUT THE END PRODUCT OF Contemporary COMMUNITY FORESTRY practice in Bhutan AND CONCLUSIONS 

CHAPTER 4: 

The Material and Spiritual Dimensions of Rural Bhutanese Forest Use

Introduction

Chapter three discussed the translation process involved in formulating the current framework for Community Forestry. A diverse set of ideas went into the structure design, which has been constructed to meet multiple goals including environmental conservation and poverty reduction. Yet the translation process does not stop once policy has been written. While government philosophy and the policy framework itself were renegotiated through stages one and two, now in stage three, we must look at how villagers environmental subjectivities have been renegotiated as a result of the program set in motion. 

There are many prerogatives behind and desirable outcomes for Community Forestry. One that has been expressed countless times throughout policy discourse and interviews is the desire to devolve management rights to communities, and in so doing revert to a more “traditional” practice of forestry. Even while Community Forestry devolves user rights of forest, it does not necessarily empower traditional modes of use. We will return to the resulting relationship between villagers and the environment that is constructed through the implementation of Community Forestry in Chapter Five. But in order to understand if and how the new framework has changed environmental ways of knowing and practice, we must first expand our baseline understanding of traditional ways that villagers in Bhutan relate to their environment.

In Bhutan, rural livelihoods are extremely interlinked with the forest, both materially and spiritually. This chapter will explore the dimensions of the synchronistic relationship between villagers and the environment in Tang Valley in hopes to better understand the “culture” that is trying to be preserved on behalf of the nation. Villagers rely on the forest for a number of key wood and non-wood forest products (NWFPs) to sustain their traditional daily ways of life. Yet, as with most communities across Bhutan, religious worldview plays a critical role in shaping how local forest-based practices and rituals are carried out in the Tang Valley. The syncretism of Buddhism and the local Bon tradition has created a unique ontological relationship with the environment in rural communities, who are tied together around a coherent set of symbols, rituals and rights.

This chapter reveals that a community-based approach to environmental management, in theory, falls in line with a rural Bhutanese religious worldview that engenders notions of inter-being and karma.  In Chapter five, we will discuss if and how the Bhutanese government’s framework for Community Forestry fits within this preexisting environmental worldview, and also how it may alter certain cultural understandings during its implementation process.

Knowledge and Uses the Forest

The geography of the Himalayan range very much defines the ecological and cultural character of Bhutan’s rural communities. The world’s largest mountains running the stretch of the entire country, each valley in Bhutan is quite isolated from the next, which has caused plant and animal species to evolve in small pockets without genetic contact from closely related populations in other valleys. Culture in Bhutanese communities is quite place-based, developing overtime in response to the pressures and attributes of their home ecosystems. Furthermore, with a high variation in ecosystem composition over short distances in Bhutan’s mountain environment has also come considerable variations in dialect, dress, food, and spiritual practices from one valley to the next. The high mountains and lack of roads have isolated communities for centuries and, thus maintained cultural diversity.

In the farming villages of the Tang valley, livelihoods are very much tied to the earth. These communities have been able to survive in this harsh mountain environment for centuries without modern technology due to their complex, time-honored understandings of the environment.  For many villagers, livelihoods are carried out in synch and in response to the “signs of nature
.” Addressing her experience speaking with Tang villagers about agricultural practice, Kunzang Choden recalled, 
“Bhutanese farmers, in their homes, when you go, they show these agricultural dates, when to plant as devised by the department here (in Thimphu). But when its time to plant they listen to the songs of the bird if this bird is singing it is time to plant, when this leaf is turning green or red or yellow then it is time to harvest. They listen to what we call the signs of nature…what we call the shingdik, the time of the plants, and jadik, the time as indicated by the birds. And they even know how to forecast what kind of crops will be good based on what kind of berries come and what kind of flowers.
”

Here we see how villagers may still prefer to apply local ecological knowledge, even after receiving modern scientific knowledge. 

Knowledge Transmission


Knowledge about the forest and the environment in general is passed down in a number of different ways. When asked the question, “who taught you most about your forest,” twenty-nine respondents from the three villages offered different sources of knowledge (SEE FIGURE). “Government officials” was the most common response, with seventeen respondents citing government officials as their primary teacher about the forest.  


This is an especially important finding, because it was apparent from many other parts of the interviews that villagers contained a wealth of forest knowledge on subjects outside the realm of what forest extension officers teach. It may be that most villagers chose not to share more intrinsically known, place-based wisdom, or that they did not think of this intrinsic wisdom as relevant knowledge compared to the very specific scientific information about the forest taught by Forestry Extension Officers during the time of Community Forestry establishment. Chado Tshering noted, “The only thing is now some people may have told you that they knew about forest management from the geog extension agent. But for real science based resource assessment, if you want to measure a standing tree, how much cubic feet of timber it would provide, that type of knowledge they do not have.
” The most lasting lesson the Extension Agent offers is are those ideas and techniques for “management” of the forest. One Ugyenchoeling resident noted that he only knew how to cut trees before learning about the forest from the government. With government officials seen as the primary source of forest knowledge, ideas of management may now been seen as the most important type of knowledge. Villagers discussed a number of skills that the Dzongak Forestry Department taught them, including how to generally protect the forest, prevent forests fires, work inside the forest, and how to harvest timber. We will return to the implications of an imposed system of forest management in Chapter Five.


While the majority of the twenty-nine respondents revealed that most of their forest knowledge came from the government, six felt that other community members taught them most about the forest, while four respondents expressed that both the government and community members were responsible for their forest knowledge. Almost all current families living in Ugyenchoeling, Nang Nang and Keezam can trace their family lineage in these villages as far back as they can remember. Hence, place-based knowledge can travel down from generation to generation. Furthermore, since most respondents had spent their entire lives in the village, only a few having left for a period to attend school, they have come to know their forest quite well just by using it with community members.  


One elder in Ugyenchoeling noted that living and working in the forest virtually every day since she was born, she consistently exchanges knowledge about the forest with fellow community members. Another villager from Ugyenchoeling told that his knowledge developed through direct experience of the forest when he was a child. Witnessing wild animals with his own eyes, he would explain their figures to his parents, who would then rely other wisdom about those creatures. Another villager noted one comes to know ones own forest after seeing other forests and making comparisons. CITE THESE QUOTES.


Within the community, knowledge about the forest is given back and forth orally between generations. A Forest Extension Officer from Chamkar, one of Tang’s neighboring valleys remarked on the intergenerational knowledge dynamics in the communities he works in, “In some villages only the elders push more on the younger to do these things, ‘it is very important, it is very beneficial,’ In some villages the younger advise to the older also. In some villages there are so many educated ones – the ones that are going to school and for some reason they might have dropped out of school and stayed in villages, that kind of people advise the older one.
” An elder from Ugyenchoeling said that knowledge is not only passed on by parents, grandparents and other elders in the community, but also by his own children. He noted that the younger generation are the largest advocates for Community Forestry and that his children tried to encourage him to “please don’t leave” the CFMG
.  Another Ugyenchoeling woman noted that while the forester from the government taught her about the forest, her parents instilled in her a desire to protect the forest on behalf of younger generations, and that now she is passing down the same wisdom to her children
. 


In addition, resident and visiting religious leaders are largely responsible for cultivating environmental ethics of community members. The lama who resided in Ugyenchoeling during the latter part of the 20th Century was the chief source of Buddhist knowledge in the area. Respondents explained how he would teach villagers how to protect and serve local deities in the forest, and how certain tenets of Buddhism call for environmental preservation. Yet, this lama passed away in 1990 and all monks have since left the village, leaving religious leadership less defined. This lama’s reincarnation has only visited Ugyenchoeling a few times in his life.

Rebecca Pradhan notes, “Yes of course, being a Buddhist country, if lama or big teacher can give them some lecture…or talk about environment and conservation, I think that helps a lot. Because here in Bhutan, everybody believes in lama.
” On a similar note, Khenpo Phuntsok Tashi spoke on his experience as one of the nation’s most influential spiritual teachers, “you talk about this, harming others is not the Buddhist teachings. So then they know that this is really bad actions and really taking life. So that’s why we sensitize them, so the monks are really, they sensitize based on the Buddhas teachings. So they also really know, are becoming much and more and more aware of these kinds of things.” He noted how many of the environmental lessons are not presented directly, but are intrinsically offered within general Buddhist teachings at ceremonial events, “Whatever the gatherings, not only the festivals, they having some the death ceremony, funeral, and the fasting prayer and the first dance, anytime, any events…the lama teach in general teachings, not like a forest only, not only water, so they can pick up.

With the lama no longer present in Ugyenchoeling, one of his disciples has emerged as a primary religious leader of the village, serving the role of gomchen, or “lay priest,
” for the past twelve years. When asked the question of how forest knowledge is passed, this respondent brought up that as the village gomchen, he teaches children about religious imperatives for environmental conservation, such as the sins associated with cutting trees and killing sentient beings. 

Reflecting on how these modes of knowledge transmission may be in transition in Ugyenchoeling, Kunzang Choden recalled, 

“Knowledge was past on by word of mouth in the past. There was a very small literate group, only the lamas and some of the elite could read and write. The rest of us were an oral society, we passed on by word of mouth. Now people are getting reluctant because they think the only knowledge you can get is from schools, dysfunctional schools. Now institutionalized education is the only thing we see as education. So people are reluctant to tell all they know.
”

The knowledge that rural Bhutanese villagers share with each other regarding the signs of nature, medicinal plants, and eco-spiritual knowledge is time-honored, and has stayed alive in communities over generations due to their continued place-based relevance and accuracy. But as the national education system has improved and expanded to more remote rural areas such as the Tang Valley over the past couple decades, children now spend the first quarter of their lives away from the village, only returning on vacations. Chado Tshering recalls that until the 1970’s, parents would not send kinds to school because they wanted helping hands on the farms. Children, he notes,


“Grew with the land and grew with the surrounding environment. Even without parents having to teach them the forest livelihood interactions, they somehow knew it, they somehow learned it because they always working and living there. But now the trend is that young people don’t live in villages even if they are not that well educated, maybe gone through primary level school, want to live elsewhere like Thimphu and townships. These kids if they go back to villages, they may have some difficulty getting used to village life and farming systems. It will take time to learn, very difficult.
” 

From these expert accounts, it seems that local knowledge about the forest may be in danger of being lost with the coming generations. Furthermore, children receive very little education about the forest in schools, which have been largely modeled after the institutionalized education system in India. When asked about environmental education in schools, the Chief Forest Officer of Bumthang answered, “I think I as a forester think this is a good idea…but so far I think we have not put that in the curriculum and in general academics I think we don’t have it. But yearly we try to sensitize and try to make them aware that protection and taking care of our nature resources, special trees and all, is necessary. So for that we have the social forestry program. So yearly we do this social forestry day so messages throughout the whole country.
 With children removed from their forest-dwelling families, the Central Government’s Social Forestry Division has taken on the responsibility itself to “sensitize
” children to protect the environment by planting trees.  

Knowledge of Plants and Animals in Forest

Villagers were asked a series of questions that attempted to gauge understandings of the forest from a variety of different angles. The first question in this series asked villagers to “describe your forest,” and was constructed generally so that villagers could elaborate on the forest in their own way. Some participants offered anecdotes about their childhood in the forest, or general comments on their appreciation of the forest. Yet, most participants responded to this question merely by sharing their knowledge about Community Forestry. 

Next, community members were asked to “describe the most important plants and animals in the local forest.” In terms of number of species named, participants were most likely to respond with only one plant type (16 respondents) and zero animals (11 respondents) (Figures 1 and 2). Blue pine was the most commonly identified plant, while mushrooms and bamboo were other frequent responses. Among animals identified, sambar dear was the most frequently named animal with 12 households responses, followed by 8 responses each to barking dear and wild boar and 7 responses to bear (Figures 3 and 4)

On this issue of the ability of villagers to describe different forms of life in the forest, the RSPN nature conservation specialist notes, 

“Most of the plants, there is no name in Dzongkha…They don’t know names of any plant, only conifers they know and one or two oak, other than that they don’t know anything, all the new cultivated plants, there is no name in Dzongkha. Most of the animals, they don’t see…it is quite difficult to see – they don’t have time to go out in the forest to do things.
”

Even though the villagers interviewed speak the Tang dialect of Bumthangka, it shares about a fifty percent lexical similarity with Dzongkha
, and it is likely that villagers have no specific names for many of the plants in the forest. One Nang Nang villager remarked, "I don't know any plants and animals but when birds make noise I am overjoyed.
” Despite this comment, this woman named multiple species of plants during other parts of the interview, such as the portion on the forest’s medicinal plants. Unlike Western scientific practice of assigning names and codification schemes to all biotic life, for villagers in these rural communities, naming may not be as important as how certain elements of the environment are practically used. 

Wood


Wood is a resource of paramount importance serving multiple functions in the three villages. Firstly, firewood has always been the most commonly used fuel for cooking and heating in these three villages. Electricity reached this section of the Tang Valley in 2009, and gas, a few years before. As a result, most households now use a combination of all three fuels to serve different needs, which has reduced their reliance on wood (Figure 8). However, many households choose to use electricity only sparingly because of the high cost. What’s more, most households still prefer to use the Bhukari (a traditional wood-burning stove) to gas for heating. Only one participant out of all three villages uses no fuel-wood at all. This community member explained that he lives alone in his home and is too old to carry wood from the forest. He can afford the higher electricity bill due to the financial assistance he receives from his son, who works as a civil servant in Thimphu. 

Secondly, Blue Pine timber from nearby forests makes up the primary structure of almost every home in these three villages. The forest provides most necessary materials for household construction including, drashing (floor panes), cham (ceiling boards), tsim (rafters), and donchung (small shingle supporters). The vast majority of homes in Ugyenchoeling are constructed in the traditional architectural style. Villagers tend to construct their homes themselves and with the assistance of other community members. Only a few modern homes have been constructed using cement in addition to wood.

Beyond the uses of firewood and construction timber, villagers also wood to make products like flag poles, fence posts and handles for tools. 

Non-wood Forest Products (NWFPs)

A portion of villagers in these communities holds considerable knowledge about the uses of non-wood forest products (Figures 9 and 10).  Villagers were asked to describe Fourteen households collect five different types of mushrooms from the forests. Two households noted that they sell their mushrooms outside the village ,including the jili nimchu (“Cat Ears,”) mushroom which goes for 50,000-60,000 nu/kg in Western Bhutan. Bamboo is a very versatile product that eight households mentioned is used for making fences, roofs, mats, window screens, brooms, rope, sticks for harvesting barley and wheat, baskets and field-guarding huts. Villagers do not currently sell bamboo products but many hope to in the future. Six households noted that they collect pine needles to use as bedding for cattle and/or ritual purposes during puja. Four households spoke of using tshershing, which is defined as a scrubby bush, for making handles of spades, axes and small kitchen tools. In addition, daphne is collected for papermaking, mistletoe for tea, and branches for mulch in one household each. Two households cited domestic consumption of local berries, including the “khrung khrung” variety. 

In a separate question, villagers were asked to describe forest products with any medicinal uses. Kunzang Choden noted that herbal medicines were, “all we had until the 1960s there was no medicinal, allopathic medicine we didn’t have. I think it was in 1959 or 1960 that there was the first time we knew how to use a syringe. We didn’t have doctors. People’s life expectancy was 37 years, it is now 66.
” But since the establishment of the “Basic Health Unit” in the Tang Valley, villagers have come to rely less medicinal plants in the forest. Only 27% of respondent (7/26) knew of any plants with medicinal properties in their forest (Figure 6). Artemisia, mushrooms and ginger were the only exact types of medicinal plants mentioned.  One respondent noted that he receives products from the Institute of Traditional Medicine in Thimphu. 

· CHANGE GRAPH OF NWTFP TO INCLUDE MENTIONS OF MEDICINAL PLANTS LIKE ARTEMESIA?

Other Uses


Villagers discussed a few other services the forest provides beyond extraction of vegetation. Most importantly, many villagers, without being asked, mentioned off hand during some point in the interview the importance of the forest as the source of clean water
 Villagers use water for drinking, household cleaning, irrigation for household gardens and farms, and various spiritual purposes. In addition, some villagers rely on the forest as grazing land for their cattle. Lastly, the forest holds significant spiritual value to villagers, the complexities of which will be explored in the following section.

Conclusion

In the Tang Valley, villagers hold a wealth of place-based knowledge about the environment, and apply it in many different parts of their daily life, even if they cannot describe it in worlds. Speaking on their minimal knowledge of plants and animals, the ecologist noted for villagers, “The forest is just near by them to collect firewood…they don’t go inside forest at all…that is why there is no connection at all
” Yet as we have seen from the data above, and as we will see from the following section on spiritual ecological knowledge, villager’s connection to the forest transcends the practice of timber harvesting. Villagers may have had a difficult time expressing their knowledge of the forest in direct terms for a number of reasons. In multiple interviews, villager apologized for their inability to express concepts eloquently and attributed the briefness of answers to a lack of formal education. Yet, this inability to “elaborate
” knowledge to researchers or government officials does not reflect the modes or types of knowledge transmitted to each other.  Furthermore, as daily life is spent in and around the forest, certain obvious applications of environmental knowledge may not have been revealed in interviews, since villagers may not be able to isolate forest vs. non-forest knowledge and practice. In addition, villager’s ability to describe the “forest” alone may be complicated by the fact that, according to Bhutanese religious cosmology, there is little distinction between human and environmental realms. Knowledge and uses of forest resources in the Tang Valley as we have seen is very much influenced by time-honored, placed-based practices. Yet, there is a deeper, spiritual layer to the relationship between villagers and the forest that becomes the next section of the chapter. 
Religion and the Forest

Summary of Villager Responses on Religion and the Environment
Villagers were asked a number of questions about religious practice, the first of which asked if they knew of any relationship between Buddhism and the environment. Seventy-five percent of the sample (24/31) immediately confirmed the existence of this relationship before elaborating on its importance (Figure 12). For (HOW MANY) respondents who were initially “unsure” of the relationship when asked this questions, many spoke of the connection off hand during other points during the interview

If villagers responded “yes” to the question “do you think there is a relationship between Buddhism and the environment,” they were asked to elaborate. Here, and at many other points throughout the interviews, villagers provided a number of different ways that religion influences environmental thought and behavior (Figures 13 and 14).. As villagers spoke generally on the subject, frequency of response in this instance does not strictly indicate the percentage of villagers who believe in a certain concept. Rather, it indicates commonalities among types of responses that villagers chose to discuss on their own. The most frequently made connections between religion and the environment were on issues of ethics. XX mentioned that villagers protect wildlife to avoid committing sins and to generate good karma. In addition, XX villagers shared that Buddhism has taught them to act with mercy, compassion and respect towards all living things.

Religion not only provides certain modes of conduct, but it also determines certain functions of the forest. According to XX villagers, the forest is a site where rituals are performed. In addition XX villagers mentioned that the forest is home to a number of sacred sites, including the abodes of deities or places that Padmasambhava has visited. Lastly, XX noted that the forest provides direct materials, such as pine needles, that are used during religious ceremonies, and also a number of services such as clean air, water, and food that help one sustain good health while practicing religion. The rest of this section will reveal how experts elaborated on these connections made by the villagers. 

Religious Ontology of the Environment

The Bhutanese relationship with the material world, which includes natural phenomena as well as artifacts of human construction, is highly influenced by religious worldview. While the more experienced Buddhist practitioner strives to see the inherent emptiness in all objects, the lay Bhutanese villager finds themselves very much bound to the environment around them
. Religions all around the world evolved in ancient times as a response to conditions observed in the human sphere. Drawing from the socio-cultural language of their own specific society, religions were able to provide a philosophical explanation, as well as a practical set of rules for how one should go about their daily life in an ethical and enlightened way. In Bhutan, overall religious reverence of the earth, and the plethora of localized environmental rituals may have been adaptive cultural constructions to improve village life
. 

In almost every community across Bhutan, villagers pay reverence to local deities who are believed to reside in elements of nature such as boulders, rivers, the sky and groves of trees. Resource extraction and generally environmental destructive action may incur the wrath of resident deities, who conjure up crop damaging hail storms, wind, floods, droughts, excessive sun and other extreme weather events in retaliation. Burning too much smoke may infuriate lha, sky spirits, while polluting watersheds may anger lu, spirits that live underground or in bodies of water (Choden 9). In addition to demonstrating respect to local deities, Bhutanese people across the country tread lightly on the earth in stewardship of sa chud, the essence of the earth. Repeated cultivation, felling of trees, pollution of waters and extraction of minerals are all thought to deplete this essence. When resource extraction or harmful degradation of the environment has occurred, high lamas are often asked to conduct sa ter, a ritual which offers symbolic ingredients to replace the sa chud that was taken (Choden 11). 

 Respondents in all three villages discussed the presence of local deities who reside in the forest, village and agricultural fields. One villager from Nang Nang discussed three deities who dwell in the high pass, and others who live in boulders. Similarly, in Ugyenchoeling, villagers discussed the presence of local deities who live near the water source in the forest and those who reside in two large oak trees near the village dzong. Some villagers even conduct rituals and pray every day to these local nature spirits to keep them content.  

Multiple experts interviewed believe that the cosmological importance of local deities in Bhutan may have formed over time in a response to environmental pressures experienced in daily life. Kunzang Choden notes, 

“Admitting the fact that you didn’t understand everything and you didn’t control everything, there was some kind of respect and fear. But that is universal isn’t it? Fear for fire, fear for thunderstorms, fear for all these natural calamites that could happen, which we saw as expressions of nature being angry… we didn’t understand that electricity was passing through and that floods happen. And you saw them as, not only Bhutanese but I think this was around the world, you saw them as expressions of nature’s repulsion at your greed, at your indiscriminate desecration. And I think out of this drew the understanding that you are dependent on this and you have to respect it and be responsible to it
.”

According to Buddhism, one must not strive to continually acquire knowledge, but cultivate tolerance for the incomprehensible nature of reality, and act compassionately towards the environment, in fear of the consequences for one’s own selfishness. This is not to say that religion in Bhutan devalues wisdom, only that Bhutanese communities have developed deep respect for the environment without scientific imperatives. 

Khenpo Phuntsok Tashi offered a similar perspective, noting how Bhutanese believe that “disastrous things” will occur if humans induce an “imbalance of ecosystems.” He explained, “Why we telling don’t cut the trees, trees important? Because…when you cut the trees, all the water will be dried out. This Buddha said, it makes sense. There will be no naga spirit. There will be no naga. If there is no naga there will be no water”
.” The spiritual explanation of the interconnectedness of ecological systems has logic similar to Western scientific ecology. If trees are removed, the capacity of the forest to absorb water during a storm will be diminished, increasing the potential for floods. Even without Western ecological explanations for the environment, local cosmologies have encouraged environmental stewardship in rural communities for centuries.

Spiritually Derived Environmental Ethics and Modes of Coduct

The Bhutanese relationship with the forest is further mediated by a religious worldview that deflates the individual self all while cultivating the notions of karma and inter-being. The dharma (Buddhist teaching) views the self as a human construction, a mental formation that leads to suffering, greed and anger (CITE Thuruman). It is believed that deflating the idea of the self, as well as conceptions of ownership, will allow humans to take peaceful refuge in the sangha (community of practitioners), and in the Earth. Dwelling in the sphere of interconnectivity, one will perform every action with the intention of benefiting all sentient beings. 

This Buddhist notion is often spoken of in terms of karma. One develops positive karma by performing good deeds, and negative karma through committing sins. As was noted in Chapter two, it is believed that the cumulative consequences of one’s actions in this lifetime will determine the next realm of reincarnation. Khenpo Phuntsok Tashi revealed, “the karma is a creation, action, you have to have a some kind of, you know connection with each other, through bad or good…That’s why the Buddha said, ‘you can have connections with me.’ Anyhow, so that’s why those who are enlightened don’t run away, you try to make connections, you please him whatever you do, there will be some connections in the future.’ 
According to Buddhism, one must demonstrate respect towards all beings, including trees, wildlife, and deities in order to generate good karma. Khenpo Phuntsok Tashi noted, “If Khenpo really cut the trees, if one hundred thousands insects get killed or that…is a sinful, that’s why you have to protect because that’s what you are saving other things so that’s what Buddha said, but these people they are not thinking of taking the lives of insect. Trees very important, trees are like our god so they, before Buddhism, they believe that…” Here we see a supposed disconnect between the beliefs of Buddhist monks, and rural laypeople that practice more animistic traditions. Comparison Buddhist and Bon notions of conservation, the high Buddhist teacher continued, 

“In bonism always really evil spirit. Why? Very selfish manner, they are scared themselves to protect themselves. You see oh I really get killed…my child will be dead…or my cow will be dead...I will have problems some, very selfish…that is very much selfish and desire Bonism style. So Buddhist are not like that, its nothing, its others, if you do something than others may have some problems…Which one you like, you have to choose.” 

Here we see how from the purely Buddhist perspective, one performs environmentally sensitive action for the benefit of all beings, while somewhat paradoaxically, it is thought that rural people only conserve the environment to generate good karma on behalf of themselves.  This perspective was negated in XX interviews with villagers in Tang, who directly expressed their Buddhist belief that killing trees is a sin and/or that they protect the environment on behalf of all sentient beings. One villager in Ugyenchoeling said, “the more I understand about religion, the more compassion I feels. Every living thing is the same. Wild animals are scared of dying. If you understand that destruction of environment is a sin, if you have good environment, you have good habitat for wild animals, ultimately you are helping all living things.
”  Another villager even cited that same example of insects, “Setting fire in forest is a sin as it kills millions of insects. Even debarking tree is a sin because pests will come and kill it.
” It is clear that villagers practice a syncretized version of Buddhism, incorporating fundamental Buddhist principles with their local cosmology. Due to the syncretism of Buddhist and Bon environmental perspectives, it appears that villagers’ environmental ethic is quite strong, finding many different religious imperatives for to steward the Earth. Furthermore in this syncretised religion wheer, according to one villager, “everything is equal,
” demonstrating respect towards wildlife in so doing also honors local deities, and vice versa.  

One common practice throughout Bhutan is the ritual of asking permission of deities dwelling in the Earth before excavating stones or setting the foundation for a building. According to Kunzang Choden, during this ritual, one must proclaim to the deities, “I am not coming here to conquer you but I want your protection.” She continued, “This kid of relationship is still maintained in modern works…Unlike other religions, I think, where everything is yours to take, you are also just part of what is in the earth and that you have to be conscious of that fact.”
In the annual practice ridam, for three months during the summer, humans are forbidden from entering specially designated ecologically sensitive areas where deities reside. In certain instances, villagers have even accosted forest rangers for trespassing in these areas during ridam (Hargens 61). During the summer rainy season while laypeople practice ridam, many monastaries observe summer retreat. “Because of that,” according to Khenpo Phuntsok Tashi, “animals abundant really multiply in summer time, so that’s why they follow the summer retreat they don’t go to forest.
” As lay and monastic communities restrict human use of the forest during these rituals, both directly and indirectly, they demonstrate respect to deities and allow time for ecosystem regeneration to occur. 

Notions of inter-being and shared space are also reflected in sokshing, an important practice that was mentioned by villagers in Ugyenchoeling as well as various experts
 .  Sokshing has two meanings, forest of litter and forest of life 
(also referred to as “life force trees
). One type of sokshing includes forestlands that entire communities have been set aside on behalf of the deities who live there. Here, community members create and enforce stringent terms of use by word of mouth. The other type of sokshing areas may also contain smaller deities, but are designated primarily to individual households to ensure the sustainability of leaf litter for cattle bedding and grazing 
. In sokshing areas, any cultivation is not only forbidden, but there is the expectation that villagers will steward the lands on behalf of entire communities and deities. Speaking about sokshing practice, Kunzang Choden notes, “there would be a spirit there, protected, nepo or deda, host. And that concept again is very important, that means you did not own you were just being hosted by somebody else. So you had the responsibility of behaving like a guest, which goes back to the Buddhist concept of transitory lives. The earth did not belong to you, you are just being hosted for this lifetime.” 
Rebecca Pradhan related the traditional practice of sokshing to modern environmental protection schemes, linking the larger sokshing areas to protection forests and the leaf litter sokshing areas as “conservation forests”
. Herein lies another example of traditional practice accomplishing similar goals as scientific management. While environmental outcomes may prove similar in each, the practice of sokshing and modern “conservation forests” are derived from very different ontological perspectives. In conservation areas, one must comply with restrictions to satisfy the State, who owns the land. Whereas, in the sokshing practice, as Kunzang Choden notes “physically they might also protect it a little bit, but mentally, it was protected by somebody else, it was like an electric wire.” According to traditional cultural practice, any feelings of environment responsibility are directed towards deities, and the community as a whole, not law enforcers. 

Use of Forest for Religious Purposes


The previous section discussed the religious reasons Bhutanese villagers have expressed for protecting the forest. Yet the forest as a sacred space in and of itself also provides a number of religious functions for villagers. Firstly, villagers appreciate the forest for providing that which sustains them during religious practice. One villager believes that the environment helps Buddhism because he depends on clean air and water from the forest for survival
. Another villager expressed that he needs water and food from the forest and noted, “If no forest, how can I pray on an empty stomach.
”

Beyond the basic elements the forest provides for survival, villagers also collect materials from the forest to use during various types of puja, including daily offerings and auspicious rituals. Four mentioned that they collect pine needles to make into incense and burn as ceremonial fires
. One villager mentioned that she collects flowers in the forest to offer to local deities
. In addition, many villagers cut down small trees to carve into poles on which they will hang prayer flags. Extracting materials in the forest for religious purposes may seem paradoxical after learning about the various precepts that denounce any environmental disturbance. Clarifying this, Khenpo Tashi explained that actions like these are justified as long as the right intention is there,  

“If humans interfere and cut trees and they get killed they are very fortunate the insects…so this erecting the prayer flag, you know, carrying all this merit to all ten directions so they are contributing, they are even sacrificing their life to have a prayer flag. Insect, of course. Even if they have no intention. But by accident. So there are connections anyhow, you have to have a connections, if there is no connections, then how can you be. They are blessed anyhow by the prayer flags, they get blessed.
” 

While cutting down trees for personal use is considered a selfish act, cutting it down to erect a prayer flag for the benefit of all sentient beings is a meritorious act. 

In addition to the forest’s material uses for spiritual purposes, the forest provides the ideal space for cultivating “buddhanature” (CITE) and for performing rituals, nine villagers from all three villages citing experiences performing rituals inside the forest multiple times a year. One man from Ugyenchoeling noted that he goes to the forest every month to pray for loved ones that have passed away
. Another Ugyenchodeling villager noted that keeping the environment very clean allows her to keep her mind very clean
.  Some villagers go to the forest to meditate, one even noting, “If there is no environment, I cannot meditate.
” According to Khenpo Tashi, for monks as well as villagers, the forest is not only perfect place to meditate, but a great object of offering. The Khenpo recalled that it was all under auspicious trees that the historical Buddha was born, became enlightened, delivered his first sermon, and passed away. Just like the historical Buddha, the practitioner of religion may go the forest in retreat from society, eencountering only friendly wild animals without societally contrived ignorance and desire, ehance your calmness and “fix mental pollutions.” He notes, 

“you will see the crystal clear water, you can think this is the item of offering items…so if you see it very straight trees if you find you can think…you should be honest, very honest, not crooked…so if you see the beautiful flowers growing in the forest…you should offer that, everybody should become like flowers…this is how Buddha, my teacher, said, the natural offering is just like a mountain…you should make offerings as much as possible so you don’t have to really put effort accumulating and artificial things you buy from the vegetable market…this is like artificial, manipulated, fabricated items offerings.”
Herein likes another emphasis on the notion of inter-being. It is a clean and healthy forest that one should strive to replicate, learning from nature’s intricate natural expressions to cultivate a pure and healthy mind. 

Conclusion

Villagers in the Tang Valley have a very profound relationship to their forest.  While villagers thought of the Forest Extension Officers as their primary “teachers” about the forest, it is clear that government officials did not introduce villagers to their forest, so much as provide an entirely new way of thinking about the forest, one centered around ideas of sustainable resource “management.” The implications of this translation of ideas of “forest management will be discussed further in Chapter 5, but from other parts of the interviews, it is clear that the villagers deep, place-based set of knowledge about the forest has developed from working in and amongst the forest every day, and from living in a community in which knowledge has been passed down orally within families since ancient times.

The forest provides wood, non-wood forest products, and clean water, resources all vital to the maintenance of rural livelihoods. Knowledge of what forest products are edible, and which ones may be used medicinally is very particular within each of these communities, and may even be withheld as secret knowledge. In addition, villagers use the forest for a variety of religious purposes, providing ceremonial materials and an ideal space for practicing meditation and conducting rituals.

Layered beneath knowledge of the forests material uses is a spiritual environmental knowledge that is shaped through religious philosophy and practice. One villager’s comment combines many of the religious imperatives discussed in this chapter: “If you protect the environment for example, if you preserve wild animal, you do not need to do offering. Preserving it means that you have a good life…saving a life is like lighting a butter lamp after someone dies.
" On the one hand, villagers believe that hurting life in the forest is sinful in the eyes of Buddhism. Yet adding in the Bon element, villagers believe that the karmic consequences of damaging the environment will manifest immediately, often in the form of extreme weather sent down by local deities. Local custom implores one to act with mercy, compassion and respect towards the forest, and to make offerings on behalf of nature deities and all sentient beings. 

In Actor Network Theory, new policies, projects and ideologies take hold depending on their ability to enroll a diverse group of allies. The strength of an idea to latch is dependent upon the potential ally’s preexisting disposition and potential for resonance. It seems that proper stewardship of resources in the case of Ugyenchoeling is a priority not only for government officials, but as we have seen in this chapter, for villagers as well. It may be that the devolution of environmental management rights works especially well towards conservation ends in a community that already has demonstrated a culture of stewardship. 

While the centralized system of forest governance may have caused a number of physical and semilogical consequences for villagers, it seems that traditional ways of knowing in the Tang valley have nonetheless survived. Many environmental practices such as sokshing demonstrate customary systems of communal property rights that in turn also reflect religious notions of inter-being. In a society that is extremely community oriented, and whose religion denounces the notion self on behalf of our shared fate with other humans and non-humans, it would seem that community based natural resource management would be a culturally appropriate land tenure regime. 

Yet as we will see in the following chapter, Community Forestry, as it has been introduced to the Tang valley, does not necessarily empower traditional ways of knowing, so much as it gives communities knew approaches for relating to the environment. This chapter has given us a greater understanding of traditional environmental knowledge so that we can better analyze how the implementation of Community Forestry has translated scientific and religious worldviews into newfound local environmental subjectivities. 

Chapter 5 – Lost in Translation – Implications of Comingling Systems of Environmental Knowledge in the Shambayung Community Forest

Introduction  (NEED TO ADD)

Background on Case: Shambayung CF (THIS SECTION NEEDS TO BE WRITTEN, ONLY IN NOTES FORM NOW)

Reclaiming Ownership, Reclaiming Community - Villager Reflections


Villagers in Ugyenchoeling spoke quite positively on the changes that Community Forestry has brought to village life. The general ecological condition of the forest has improved since implementation of the program, according to villagers, who attributed the success of the program to a number of different reasons
. The most frequently mentioned change that Community Forestry has brought was the decrease in time spent applying for government permits. The other most commonly discussed changes were their new roles as active forest managers, and shifts towards an improved sense of shared ownership and responsibility. Now that user and management rights have been handed over to the community as a whole, illegal extraction from within the community, and any extraction by outsiders have been eliminated.

Changes in Forest Condition and Extraction Patterns


Out of seventeen respondents, sixteen believed that the forest condition had improved since the Community Forest was established, while one respondent thought that the condition has remained unchanged. One villager noted that he could remember barren fields that are now full of trees
. Another villager expressed that she did not know the details why, but that she had noticed a better condition in her Community Forest than other national forest areas, which appear degraded.  In addition, eleven out of fourteen respondents said that they extract fewer materials than before while two villagers collect the same amount and one believes that he collects more
. When asked if the types of materials they collect have shifted, all nine respondents noted that they collect the same products as before. According to an informal report written by the Tang Forest Extension officer, the average total demand for trees between 2003 and 2009 was 721 trees, while the annual harvesting limit as set in the Community Forest Management Plan is 798 trees per year. With documented resource demand falling short of the harvesting limit, it can be implied that Community Forestry is currently being practiced under Department of Forest terms of sustainable use
.

Active Forest Management


The second most common change sited as a result of Community Forestry was the introduction of forest management practices, with ten respondents elaborating on their newfound roles as forest managers. Villagers linked the major changes that have occurred to a few key points in the Community Forest Management Plan (CFMP), the most important of which is the fixed timber quota. While villagers noted that obtaining timber for house construction has become much easier, many noted that there is an issue with firewood demand, more on this in the challenges section below. The CFMP has not set restrictions on the collection of NWFPs, and villagers believe that their demand on these is too small to warrant management.  


The management plant states that all households are to receive equal benefits from the Community Forest, both in terms of quantity of resources extracted and share of the community fund. All fourteen respondents confirmed that they are practicing equal sharing of benefits of forest resources. Some noted that nobody takes more than their share because there is available timber supply to meet the needs of all households. With regards to the community fund, villagers explained how it still remains quite small because they have not begun to generate income from timber sales to the market. The government has promised to build a road linking Ugyenchoeling to the main road on the valley floor. But until this project is complete, the majority of the fund will continue to be reinvested into the Community Forest itself, and no loans will be distributed to the people. Furthermore, no issues regarding financial inequity have arisen as of yet.  


In addition to the fixed quota, villagers associated the improvement of forest condition to their various management activities. They believe to have directly facilitated forest regeneration through thinning the forest for unwanted bushes, pruning trees, and carrying out seedling plantations. In addition, some former practices have been banned, such as the practice of burning foliage to make the soil healthy

Sense of Shared Ownership and Responsibility

The third most frequently mentioned change that Community Forest has brought was a newfound sense of ownership and responsibility to their forest, with eight responses
. A few villagers said that even though they definitely enjoyed the sense of open extraction under the GRF system, overall, they preferred the long-term benefits of sustainable management.  One villager shared the sentiment of many respondents when he expressed his feeling that the forest, “belongs to us now and we would like to keep it for future generations.
” With increased feelings of communal responsibility has come a decrease in illegal forestry activity within the community. Villagers feel bound to the laws that they themselves agreed upon, but also feel peer pressure to obey the rules since the village is so small, and everyone watches each other at all times.

Community members attribute improvements in forest condition not only to the symbolic sense of ownership, but also to the law that makes the forest theirs and theirs alone. Villagers and experts alike spoke that because this forest is a particularly healthy one, there was historically considerable demand on its good timber stock from outside the village. Hence, six community members highlighted that stress on forest resources has decreased since the shift from a publically available land to a closed commons. 

Changes to Community Dynamics

Community Forestry has not only redefined ways of interacting with the forest, but also how villagers in Ugyenchoeling interact with each other. Villagers were asked how community dynamics have shifted. Out of seventeen respondents, only one villager expressed a negative community dynamic, noting that cooperation was fine before and that some are so honest with their opinions now that others get hurt. Yet, the other sixteen respondents felt that Community Forestry has increased cooperation between villagers, many elaborating that villagers now have an increased opportunity to come together during large meetings and while working side by side on management projects inside the forest. One respondent noted that while individuals used to narrate our own story when they came together in the past, people have recently become so cooperative that even those who used to be quiet now speak. Continuing, he shared his belief that the strong bond of the community will keep children in the village.
 Another villager expressed similar sentiments, stating that since the Community Forest was established, everyone can build a new house, everyone is even happier than before, and that households that used to share grudges have since started talking and became friends

IN establishing a CFMG, the definition of “community” is both defined and redefined by participating villagers. In Ugyenchoeling, all twenty-four households have joined the Shambayung CFMG. Though, individual levels of participation may vary on their connectedness to the community. One villager noted that her husband does not participate in meetings because he is from another village
. In the case of the future Nang Nang CFMG that will serve both the villages of Nang Nang and Keezam, the proposed management was placed on hold in order to give four households time to reconsider their decision not to join the CFMG. One woman from Keezam explained that her sister is part of one of these resistant households. Despite her attempts to explain the potential benefits of Community Forestry, her sister thinks that she does not have enough time for all of the Community Forestry activities and that she does not mind the time constraints of the GRF system. The Choekor Extension Officer explained that “villagers are not forcibly made to join in the community, it is in their own willingness to join.
” Yet it appears that there is considerable peer pressure to join in the CFMG because people are weary of conflicts that may ensue due to nonmembers being left out of financial and other material benefits.  

Generally villagers reflected quite positively on the process of the CFMG. No respondents raised any issues when asked directly if they would like to change anything about the current Community Forest management process.  Though, one villager noted that a few issues came up during the initial planning discussions. For instance, despite government advise to hold general body meetings four times a year, the community decided to meet only two times a year because of the time commitment
. 

Governance of the Community Forest seems to be a largely democratic process. Villagers were asked if they feel empowered to participate in the decision making process. Out of sixteen respondents, fifteen affirmed that they participate, while one villager noted she does not participate very much because she rarely goes into the forest and lets her son do most of the Community Forestry work. The three most educated men in the village fill the major leadership positions of chairman, treasurer and secretary. Descending from the ruling family during the feudal era, the chairman remains the richest and most powerful man living in Ugyenchoeling, and has received the most education out of anyone currently living in the village.  The current secretary noted that he was voted into his position unanimously because he is one of the most educated people in the village, despite only having attended school until class four. Even though these individuals have leadership power because they are literate, one villager pointed out that the leaders could not make large decisions about the forest without shared consent from all community members
. One villager noted that men and women of all ages attend the meetings, and that nobody is discriminated against, not even his grandfather
. Many villagers felt that they are able to voice concerns if they are not satisfied with something, though some villagers revealed that naturally some community members are more vocal than others
. One villager noted,

“Some people are good about bringing in issues beneficial to the community but others are more prioritized towards their individual issues. They say whatever they like; Meetings are all about the forests, talk about plantations. When the head from the gewog comes to facilitate the meetings, they go well. But when only the community meets, they just go on talking and talking.
” (IS IT OKAY TO HAVE VILLAGER QUOTE, EVEN THOUGH IT IS THROUGH A TRANSLATOR?)

One villager noted, “There are a few people who don't really talk during meetings because they don't have any ideas.
” Another villager expressed that, even though she has attended a few meetings, she trusts the general committee to make decisions on behalf of her family
. In addition, one woman noted that she would not change anything because she worried that if she made a decision, she would make a mistake
. 

Current Challenges and Future Hopes


Villagers were asked if they had experienced any challenges with Community Forestry. Out of eighteen respondents, only six directly offered difficulties they had experienced. Twelve other respondents said that they had not experienced any challenges, yet many of these respondents at other points during the interview expressed various issues.  One recurring theme was the availability of firewood. The CFMP designates each household only one single tree a year for firewood, whereas in the GRF system villagers were allowed four. One villager noted that one tree is not sufficient and that she must collect dry wood from the forest to meet her family’s needs.  Even though demand for firewood had decreased since electricity was introduced the year before, many were worried that the set current quota could not continue to meet their needs. The CFMP states that villagers may use deformed trees for wood, yet villagers noted that all of these had already been extracted. 


Multiple villagers expressed concern that forest has been growing too close to the village. As nearby trees continue to regenerate, wildlife may encroach further upon the village, posing a threat to livestock. One villager noted that a bear took too calves the previous year. Villagers are forbidden from extracting in this area closest to the village because part of it is too close to the water source and because the trees in that area have not grown large enough to meet the size requirements for cutting as set in the management plan. In addition, one respondent expressed difficulty with avoiding the fine that is dolled to villagers who damage trees while felling other trees. Yet, he also noted that overall it balances out since the fine goes back to the community fund. While some mentioned was the heavy time commitment of Community Forestry, others expressed that desire to meet more often.


Four villagers discussed the difficulties of transporting wood from the forest to the village without the help of a road. There are many elderly people in the village who have trouble carrying wood that far. Villagers tend to request trees closest to the village, which puts a larger stress on the nearby portion. The village has requested for a road to be built from the forest to the village; yet the government said that this is not a top priority, and will only consider it after they complete the first road building project into Ugyenchoeling from the valley floor. It is important to note that this challenge is a general problem of forest use, not a direct result of Community Forestry. 

Finally, villagers were asked that if they would like to change anything about the current process if they had the power to. Out of fifteen respondents, ten said they would not make any changes, four offered changes they would make, and one was unsure. Again, many of the villagers who said that they would not make any changes, did offer some ideas at other points in the interview, yet none of the suggestions proposed were about the management process, only general hopes for future projects. One villager shared his idea of building a local school using wood from the Community Forest and money from the community fund
. Another villager wanted to construct a separate office and meeting all for the CFMG, because the current meeting space in the village Dzong cannot fit all members. One villager noted the need for firefighting equipment.  In addition, one villager noted that he looks forward to selling products from the forest villagers once the road is built connecting Ugyenchoeling to the valley floor. Lastly, multiple villagers said that they would like to expand the CF area because the population is expanding along with demand for forest products, though they are not allowed to change the bounds of the Community Forest until completion of the first 10-year management period in 2013. 

Section Conclusion – Changes to Relationship between Villagers and Environment


Overall, villagers believe that Community Forestry has had a positive effect on life in Ugyenchoeling. The vast majority of respondents believe that Community Forestry has facilitated an improvement of forest condition. In addition villagers discussed a number of ways that Community Forestry has changed the relationship between villagers and the environment. With a newfound sense of shared ownership over the forest, many villagers expressed a greater desire to protect forest resources for future generations. In addition, community members no longer extract illegally since the surveillance role is now shared by all members of the community; everyone is watching at all times. 


Many respondents rejoiced that they no longer have to undergo the arduous permit process under the GRF system. Yet Community Forestry comes with its own time burden, requiring all households to participate in forest management activities. Villagers must attend various meetings throughout the year, and serve time carrying out various management projects within the forest such as thinning, pruning and planting. Sharing these newfound responsibilities has brought villagers together in new ways, and respondents felt that Community Forestry has improved community dynamics through increasing cooperation and dialogue. Villagers expressed very few challenges with Community Forestry, and did not mention any ways they would like to see the management process change, only hopes for expanding the size and scope of the Community Forest to benefit the community in new and creative ways. 

The next section will reveal government officials and other experts’ opinions on the intentions behind Community Forestry, as well as its consequences. Much of the discourse surrounding Community Forestry dwells on notions of “giving back” the forest to villagers. Community Forestry does indeed devolve right to use to the forest, but in so doing, also assigns all villagers with new roles as forest “managers.” This shift is thought to have positive repercussions in terms of conservation goals, but also calls into question if traditional culture is being preserved. 

Potential for Resonance – Community Forestry as Supposed Cultural Preservation
The central idea behind Community Forestry is that the communities will better steward the land if they are entitled to its benefits. Under the customary system of forest ownership before lands were appropriated under the Government Reserve Forest, villagers entirely relied on local knowledge when interacting the forest. Many of the experts interviewed believe that through Community Forestry, villagers will once again employ their traditional practices towards conservation ends. Therefore, Community Forestry in theory works to “preserve” rural culture. The Helvetas advisor noted, “This move backward might actually be a move forward based on past experience. It is certainly present in the rhetoric of decision makers and many people…in Bhutan speak of local people again becoming custodians of forest resources.
” This observation was confirmed in a number of government officials’ remarks, including the following comment made by the former director of the Social Forestry Division, “Before the laws and regulation came into place in the early 1950’s and 1960s…these forests were managed on a customary basis. Through Community forestry, the customary system is coming back and then people started managing their own resources. That is one cultural aspect coming back after 50, 60 years.
” This perspective was further confirmed by the Chief Forest Officer who noted that the basis for the establishment of Community Forestry is traditional user rights. He noted that villagers are intentionally not given new plots, but rather their historical forest that they know very well
. 

Traditional ways of life, to multiple experts inherently resonate with practices engendered in Community Forestry. Kunzang Choden reflected on the deep sense of community in Ugyenchoeling that has persisted over time,

“And what is interesting about Ugyenchoeling, its that they have land now because (our family) gave them land. We gave them land and they bought land also for nominal things like one days work. Most of the land they own today belonged once to our family. But the king offered them to go and resettle somewhere else so they could start a new life. But most of them remained they did not want to go because, although they were there as serfs, they felt some kind of emotional (connection), and now they work all together at the same level. So there is a shared history, a shared sense of community, even recently when the people who had very little land and were offered lands in the south, but just one or two families left, and then they come back.”

Here we see how through shifts in feudal and government land tenure, and even when offered more land, families have remained in Ugyenchoeling due to their strong attachment to place and to each other. Kunzang Choden also related the traditional sokshing practice to modern day Community Forestry, “Every household had their own sokshing…And you were expected to harvest in a responsible, renewable kind of way. And you would give permission to your friend or relative. So it is similar to Community Forest that is there, they would let the trees go, and if there was a water source it would be clean, you would have to go around it.” 

While much of the discourse about Community Forestry reveals the desire to revert back to former land use practices, experts also expressed that Community Forestry gives villagers the opportunity to employ traditional worldviews in protection of the forest. The Conservation Biologist noted, “Indigenous knowledge is there to conserve and they can do it because they sometimes better than the educated person. Until now how we are conserving the forest? Not only the department of forest.
” Khenpo Tashi spoke about the government’s recent effort to encourage these traditional conservation practices, “Using the leaves, believing in the god and life force trees, naga trees, these are not newly introduced. That…Bhutanese belief (and) culture is existed. In addition to that, government more interfere now to encourage to do that or to continue with something like that.” 

Many experts commented especially on the importance of religion for conservation, and the potential for Community Forestry to support religiously directed conservation practices. The Conservation Biologist recognized the positive impact of religion for resource preservation, yet denounced the villagers’ intentions, “People who are conserving the sacred forest are (doing so) purely for religious reason, not for conservation…Unknowingly, or knowingly they are protecting the forest, and that is vey good for their livelihood.
” Here we see that environmental conservation results may be similar despite the difference in motivation between rural communities and the central government for environmental stewardship. The Helvetas advisor notes, “Some periods in some areas where people believe the local ghosts, local deities should not be preserved, you are not allowed to extract…really where local knowledge joins scientific knowledge. In many cases these periods fall together with regenerations with other species. One sometimes wonders whether these religious rules, this is a very Western perspective, work to protect regeneration.
” Here we see an acknowledgement of how traditional religious practice may achieve conservation goals without the introduction of science. 

The framework for Community Forestry includes the capacity to formalize the protection of sacred groves that have been informally safeguarded since ancient times. This is a significant improvement from the Government Reserve Forest system, in which any individual or firm from outside the community can unknowingly request timber that falls within an area considered to be the citadel of a particular deity. The former director of the Social Forestry Division recalled an example of when Thimphu sawmillers recieved a permit to cut down a sacred grove in the Ha District. He explained that “Such things must have happened because foresters, unless you have been closely linked to that community or have been living in that community for a long time, you will not know (about sacred sights), you will simply look at where the good timber is
.” Yet these types of mistakes can be avoided in Community Forestry, where during the process of writing the management plan, villagers may choose to include a sacred grove within the Community Forest territory and designate it as a non-use area. 


As we can see from this section, government officials and other experts support Community Forestry largely because they believe it gives villagers the opportunity to steward forests through employing their own place-based, traditional customs. Yet, even while this may be a guiding principle in the minds of policy makers, as we have seen from villager interviews, and as we will see in the following section, Community Forestry has introduced a scientific forest management paradigm in rural communities. In the process of devolving authority over forests to villagers, Community Forestry necessitates a slew of scientific knowledge in order to be practiced.  Therefore, while working to preserve traditional knowledge, Community Forestry in fact imposes new norms and practices. The resultant environmental epistemology is an ongoing translation between new and old ways of knowing.

Introducing a Scientific Environmental Paradigm through Community Forestry

As was concluded in Chapter 3, Community Forestry only mobilized in Bhutan once the contrasting interests of international advisors, national government officials, and rural villagers were negotiated. While the resulting framework for Community Forestry after 2006 was much more “people friendly
” than preceding versions, the overall program was constructed to meet conservation goals through scientific management. The Helvetas advisor said, “Buddhism being so present in people’s minds and the landscape, these religious practices are also present in the forestry sector.” This statement reminds us that government officials, just like people in rural communities, may be strongly influenced by religion. Chapter two cited various examples of stringent environmental policies that are constructed with Buddhist rhetoric. The goals of the environmental stewardship for the Department of Forest as well as villagers may sometimes be based in similar religious doctrine, yet the techniques used to achieve those goals are based in entirely different paradigms.  In fact, the Community Forest framework shares similar conservation strategies with the Government Reserved Forest. The central difference between the two may be not how scientific management is practiced, but who practices it. 

While the Department of Forest certainly recognizes local knowledge, policy makers still privilege imported scientific knowledge even when constructing community based management strategies. Speaking on his experience working on forestry policy in many different countries, the Helvetas advisor noted, 

“Foresters all over the world, not only in Bhutan, foresters tend to be quite confident that, because they study the subject matter, that they know how to manage forests. Traditionally there was little acceptance for local knowledge, indigenous knowledge. Now there has been a couple of decades of people looking at indigenous knowledge, local knowledge, and even the foresters are getting aware that there is this knowledge out there…But it is just this divide of well, ‘its our area, we studied it, so we know what to do with the forest, and the villagers are just farmers and what they really want is to let their cattle graze and to cut their forest.’ But of course this is a gross simplification.
”

This advisor’s perspective was confirmed in multiple interviews with Bhutanese experts. The Conservation Biologist shared her belief that 

“whatever we conserve and whatever forest left is (due to) the difficult terrain…and the strict policing job of the forest department. Most of the time our people don’t understand the depth of a thing – like election – they don’t understand many things because they don’t think long term. Yes it is very good thing to give it to the community, but I always feel how the people are really trained or not, that is my main worry, and how difficult it is for them to set up the management part.
”

With opinions similar to this scientist’s, part of the intention of Community Forestry is to instill notions and practices of this “long term” or sustainability thinking through training. 

Speaking on the role of his team of international and Bhutanese experts, the Helvetas advisor notes, “What we can do is to support communities, provide input directly by the Project but mostly through extension officers so that communities actually think when they come up with their constitution, their own rules for the management of that forest and the distribution of labor and benefits that the communities actually think of principles of transparency, equity, poverty reduction, think in these principles of good governance.” Here we see how this international advisor believes his team enrolls local people in a certain culture of sustainability  through a set of previously enrolled government personnel. As the PFMP project provides the community with “principles” of how to be a good community, it subsequently denies agency to local people, hereby contradicting earlier statements that glorified local knowledge. Speaking about the role of villagers, the Helvetas advisor continued,

“They know they have the duty to conserve the forest. But we are trying to promote that local communities also to really extract resources from the forest, use the resource base and not only for consumption and subsistence use but also for income generation so that they actually sell excess products on the market. It is slowly starting, but we want to see this on a broader scale: more active forest management to benefit rural communities.”

The goal of the PFMP as stated by the primary international advisor is ostensibly to make villagers “managers” instead of mere users of the forest. According to his statement, villagers had traditional incentives for conservation without implementation mechanisms.

Role of the Forest Extension Officer

The Process for implementing Community Forestry is a complicated one, largely due to the villager’s lack of formal education in scientific processes and methodology. The forest extension officer plays a key role in the translation process between scientific and local knowledge. Firstly, the extension officer must frame Community Forestry in an attractive way. The forest extension officer responsible to the next valley over from Tang explained that, 

“To establish “CF” we have to make aware to the public that the government has such and such policies.  After we read the applications, we go to the villages, talk to them and get a agreement from them whether they really want to make a “CF” in their village, or the members they are interested or not. If they are not interested, we are not going to force them.”

Remote rural communities may not ever here about the potential to adopt Community Forestry were it not for the marketing done by the government itself. The government must first problematize 

MORE WILL BE ADDED ON HOW SCIENCE IS TAUGHT/IMPLEMENTED/TRANSLATED – AS WELL AS THE POTENTIAL FUTURE EFFECTS OF DEVELOPMENT ON BHUTAN ON THE TRANSLATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL KNOWLEDGE

Conclusions – Translated Knowledge

· what is the difference between adding new knowledge and displacing old knowledge?

· (Does displace because cosmologically, there is a relationship of inter-being, of reliance on the forest, of being subject to the whims of the deities. Now there is perspective of management and control. Will this lead to different environmental ethics?!

· Does scientific knowledge displace local knowledge or comingle? How long does it take, this was only 7 years later…how many years will local knowledge disappear because it is not necessary?

· Imposing ideas of management and development and use!!
· Though maybe this is what villagers want! Just so long as the government is not “preserving lands” they are happy
· Big question: is development through education okay? How do we know when our teaching is improving livelihood vs. globalizing norms and changing culture?
· Flagpoles unchanged
· Culture is not effected in this sense by environmental stewardship
· Effect on Religion?
· Unclear. Though there is adding a scientific element to the relationship, does this necessarily replace the local ways of knowing?
· Preserving environment for future generations preserves culture
· If this is leading to improved forest condition, it means that forest can be there to sustain rural livelihoods in the long run
· Yet rural livelihoods are shifting
· Partly due to community forestry, and partly due to external factors like development and education
· (Point to Include: TEK does not teach ecological restoration or regeneration. It just offers ecological consciousness and respect for Earth. Perhaps hybrid of the two will be beneficial for every piece! Though the initial intension of Community Forestry were certainly not in line with this.   
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