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Abstract. This study suggests that one of the most productive (and most neglected) uses of 
social science research in forestry development projects is to examine foresters' beliefs 
regarding rural peoples. This suggestion is illustrated with data from the Forestry Planning and 
Development Project, Pakistan's first nation-wide social forestry project. 

The operational component of this project, intended to assist small farmers to cultivate 
trees on their farmlands, ran into immediate difficulties. Many of the foresters involved 
insisted that small farmers were simply not interested in tree cultivation. A comprehensive 
base-line study subsequently was carried out to examine the validity of this belief. The results 
of this study (confirmed by the subsequent experience with the project in the field) varied 
markedly from the foresters' beliefs. 

While many of the foresters believed small farmers were opposed to having trees on their 
farms and would not agree to plant trees under the project, most farmers already had trees on 
their farms and expressed interest in planting more; while many foresters believed farmers 
would only be interested in planting large blocks of market-oriented exotics, most farmers 
requested small plantings of multi-purpose native trees; while many foresters believed farmers 
would plant trees only for market sale, most farmers requested trees to meet household needs 
for fuel and timber; and while many foresters did not think that increasing supplies of 
fuelwood could reduce the burning of dung, all of the evidence provided by the farmers 
suggested that it would. 

The disparity between farmer reality and forester belief is attributed to failures on the part 
of both foresters and social scientists -- failure by foresters to distinguish their non-empirical 
beliefs about farmers from their empirically-based knowledge of trees, and failure by social 
scientists to recognize the belief systems of foresters as a legitimate and important object of 
study. Their study comprises three parts: finding out what the foresters think the farmers want, 
finding out from the farmers what they actually want, and then analyzing and explaining the 
differences. 

Introduction 

Many of the government officials and biological scientists working in agricul- 
ture and forestry in Pakistan, as in many other parts of the developing world, 
regard social scientists as having little of practical value to contribute to their 
development projects. In fact, the practical value of many of the development 
studies carried out by social scientists is limited. I suggest that this failing is 
due not to any inherent limitations of social science, however, but to failure 
to select the most relevant possible topics for social science research. 
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The most relevant subject of study for social scientists working in forestry 
and other development fields is not always the rural population, the object of 
development and usual subject of social scientific inquiry; in some cases the 
proper subject is the agent of development, the government officers in charge 
of implementing development programs. The most relevant topic involving 
these officers is their own beliefs about rural peoples. The beliefs that espe- 
cially merit study pertain to the central issue of all government-sponsored 
development: Who wants what from the government? 

Understanding the wants and needs of rural peoples is a prerequisite to 
successful development planning. As Noronha [26] writes regarding fuelwood 
production programs: "To involve the people means that they must be 
understood: their perceptions, their priorities, their socio-cultural framework, 
their economic needs." While the need for such understanding is widely 
accepted, evidence of its attainment is often lacking. It is too often assumed 
that government officials share values with, and enjoy an understanding of, 
the populations they govern. (This assumption is especially strong in the case 
of forestry officers, because they spend much of their time in rural areas.) I 
suggest that understanding and common purpose between government and 
people are less common than misunderstandings and conflicts of interest, and 
that the latter (and not the commonly cited problems of the subject popula- 
tion's backwardness or lack of motivation) are responsible for many develop- 
ment impasses. 

I will attempt to demonstrate this thesis, drawing on nearly four years of 
research conducted under the auspices of the first nation-wide social forestry 
project in Pakistan, the "Forestry Planning and Development Project". 1 This 
project, which was designed to assist small farmers to cultivate trees on their 
farmlands, experienced operational problems from the very outset. The 
principal problem, according to many of the foresters involved, was that 
small farmers are not interested in tree cultivation. 2 A comprehensive base- 
line study of farmers was carried out to examine this assertion. The results of 
the study suggested, first, that the real problem confronting the project was 
not a rural population uninterested in tree cultivation, but rather a misunder- 
standing of this interest on the part of foresters; and second, that resolution 
of this problem did not, therefore, involve selecting a different clientele (or 
motivating the one already selected), but rather correcting this misunder- 
standing. 

I will begin the paper by briefly reviewing past studies of forester beliefs 
regarding farmers, followed by a description of the Forestry Planning and 
Development Project and the farmer studies carried out under its auspices. I 
will then present the results of these studies, concentrating on eight basic 
questions concerning farmer involvement in on-farm forestry. For each 
question, I will compare the government foresters' beliefs about farmer 
behavior with actual farmer behavior (as revealed in the studies). The final 
section of the paper will focus on knowledge about farmers -- the limits to 
foresters' knowledge, the irrelevance of much social science knowledge, and 
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the type of methodology needed to obtain knowledge that will be relevant to 
development. 

Background 

Studies of foresters'beliefs 

Social scientists traditionally have studied the beliefs of rural peoples, but not 
the beliefs of the officials who govern them. Such studies have been rare even 
in development contexts, where the beliefs of the officials involved, and the 
institutional setting in general, might be expected to be important deter- 
minants of development success or failure. The field of forestry and natural 
resources is no exception to this trend [23, 36]. Institutional studies are rare 
even within the various subfields of social forestry and agroforestry, despite 
evidence from throughout the developing world that government regulations, 
preferences, and preconceptions affect the success of almost any project 
involving people and trees. 

Thus, the agroforestry databases compiled by the International Council for 
Research in Agroforestry (ICRAF) in Nairobi [27], which are (properly) 
represented as being state of the art, contain no mention of institutional 
variables. An annotated bibliography on monitoring and evaluation published 
by ICRAF [25] similarly omits any discussion of the institutional context? 
Some individual scholars recognize the importance of this context, as re- 
flected in their discussions of how forestry departments must change in order 
to carry out their new, socially-oriented agendas [29]; others discuss the 
training that is needed to bring these changes about [2]; but few take the next 
step in the analysis. The reason new training is needed is because tradi- 
tionally trained foresters have a distinctive and tenacious "world view", but 
this world view is not regarded as a proper object of study. It is infrequently 
described and evaluated, and even less frequently is any attention given to its 
political-economic origins (see [16]: 106--107 for an exception). 

This disregard for the institutional context can no longer be justified. Four 
decades of post-war development have demonstrated that the belief systems 
of the governmental bodies responsible for rural development are subjective 
and prone to error and that these errors have been responsible for many 
signal development failures. Experience has taught us that there is no more 
reason to accept governmental belief systems at face value than the belief 
systems of rural peoples. We have learned that governmental beliefs regard- 
ing rural peoples are likely to be "deflected" by social, cultural, political, and 
economic factors. I am not suggesting that the belief systems of rural peoples 
are never deflected, for they are. I am focusing on deflections within govern- 
ment to redress an imbalance: the misconceptions of rural peoples custom- 
arily receive a great deal of attention, the misconceptions of government 
officials do not. Unraveling misconceptions in official circles was one of my 
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principal concerns in the early stages of Pakistan's Forestry Planning and 
Development Project. 

The Forestry Planning and Development Project 

The Forestry Planning and Development Project, which is jointly funded by 
the government of Pakistan and the United States Agency for International 
Development, was designed to redress the ill effects of deforestation in 
Pakistan. Its ultimate goal is to expand tree planting and, thus, the production 
of fuelwood, fodder, and timber on farmlands in Pakistan, thereby improving 
rural welfare and sustaining the long-term economic and ecological viability 
of small farms. Its immediate goal is to assist the Pakistan Forest Service to 
develop the institutional capacity to work with farmers toward realizing these 
longer-term goals. This is to be accomplished by reorienting the Forest 
Service from focussing on protecting the state forests from the rural popula- 
tion, to serving as extension agents to this same rural population. Public 
service on private lands appears to offer the greatest opportunities for future 
development of the department, given a steady decline since partition in the 
area of state forests (and a concomitant decline in the size of government 
allocations to the Forest Department). 

The first phase of the Forestry Planning and Development Project con- 
sisted of three basic components: 4 an institutional component involving 
training in agroforestry and allied fields; a research component focussing on 
agroforestry systems; and an operational component intended to demonstrate 
the viability of agroforestry systems for small farmers. The last component 
consisted of a program to provide farmers with extension advice and free 
seedlings (of so-called "forest" or "non-fruity" trees) for planting on their 
own lands. All labor and material for planting and after-care, including 
protection, were strictly the responsibility of the farmers. Farmers incurred 
no obligations through participation in the program, and the eventual dis- 
posal of the planted trees was to be left entirely up to them. 

Implementation of this field program experienced immediate problems, 
many of which stemmed from the foresters themselves. The problems cen- 
tered on the wisdom (or lack of wisdom) of forestry extension to small 
farmers. The Forest Service's rural clientele was traditionally limited to a few 
large landlords, to whom the Service provided 100% subsidized tree plant- 
ings in the context of a broader pattern of reciprocal economic and political 
ties between the government and the leaders of rural society. Many of the 
foresters in the Forestry Planning and Development Project initially con- 
tacted this same clientele, but with unhappy results since the project design 
offered little of interest to them. 5 The officers justified their focus on this 
clientele with the argument that only "progressive farmers" (a euphemism for 
the rural elite) could be expected to embrace a purportedly new technology 
like farm forestry. To the extent that the foresters even recognized the 
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existence of the intended target group of "small farmers", they dismissed 
them by definition as "non-progressive farmers" who were unreceptive to the 
benefits of farm forestry, in other words "tree haters" not "tree lovers". 

This dismissal of small farmer interest in on-farm forestry (and attendant 
efforts to redesign the project to better serve the traditional elite clientele) 
provided some of the stimulus for a base-line study of village and household 
variables relevant to farm forestry development in Pakistan. 6 This study, 
which I carried out in stages between 1986 and 1989, covered selected 
districts in the provinces of Baluchistan, the North-West Frontier, and the 
Punjab. 7 The study gathered a wide variety of background information on 
farm ecology and economy, the production and consumption of fuel, fodder, 
and timber, and ethnoscientific data on the farmers' perception of the rural 
environment. In addition, farmers were asked whether they would be inter- 
ested in participating in a government program providing them seedlings to 
plant on their farms, and if not, why not; and if so, how many seedlings they 
wanted, of what species, for what eventual purpose, and at what season of the 
year they wanted to plant them. This part of the study was designed to 
determine what the farmers wanted and did not want from the government 
(in the field of farm forestry) and how, accordingly, the Forestry Planning 
and Development Project as then designed could be expected to fare. The 
responses to this inquiry did not bear out the pessimism felt by many for- 
esters regarding small farmer interest in farm forestry. 

The setting 

The physical setting for the Forestry Planning and Development Project is 
challenging: 70% of Pakistan's land is arid or semiarid. The project (and 
base-line study) was concentrated in the barani "rainfed" region of the 
country, comprising the Salt range, Pothwar plateau, and plains of northern 
Punjab province and southern Northwest Frontier province. This region 
receives from as little as twenty to no more than one hundred centimeters of 
rain per year. The modesty of this resource base is greatly exceeded by the 
pressure exerted on it by Pakistan's population. This population is growing at 
one of the world's highest rates, 3.1% per year; and a long history of use by 
its antecedents has degraded the environment to the point that the forest 
cover, which once extended over most of the country, has today fallen to just 
3--4%, most of which is concentrated in the mountainous northern regions 
of the country. 

One effect of the loss of the country's forest cover on the rural population 
is increasing scarcity of biomass fuels. Households that could burn mostly 
wood a generation ago must now burn complex and intensively managed 
combinations of wood, small branches and twigs, wild grasses and reeds, 
agricultural waste, stable waste, and, especially, livestock dung. Surveys show 
that almost two-thirds of all dung produced is now burned as fuel instead of 
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being returned to the land as manure, a little-noted phenomenon that may 
produce greater long-term degradation of Pakistan's environment than is 
caused directly by deforestation [3]. 

A second effect of the loss of Pakistan's forests is the stimulation this has 
given to indigenous farm forestry. Trees are found today on every Pakistani 
farm, scattered singly over the fields, lined up in rows along field bunds, or 
forming copses around wells and houses. Trees are found on communal 
village lands along paths, around irrigation tanks, in graveyards and shrines, 
and in forests or pastures. Trees are variously planted, merely protected, or 
grow completely naturally. Farmers carefully manage the number, species, 
location, and growth of trees, especially on cropland, to balance the trees' 
perceived benefits -- fuel, timber, fodder, and shade -- against their per- 
ceived costs -- deleterious effects on agricultural land and crops [11]. 

Pakistani farms average 4.7 hectares in size. This is large by Asian stand- 
ards [17]; but because much of Pakistan's land is arid and poor, more of it is 
required to support a family. There are districts in Pakistan that are so 
barren that even owners of 500 hectares must work as day laborers to 
supplement their agricultural income. Tenancy and sharecropping are promi- 
nent features of Pakistan's farming system. Of the country's four million-plus 
farms, 55% are worked by owner-operators, 19% by owners-cum-tenants, 
and 26% by pure tenants [17]. Although national law ostensibly limits 
landholdings to a maximum of 40 acres, there are tribal chiefs and feudal 
lords who still own, in every real if not de jure sense of the word, tens of 
thousands of acres. Approximately 59% of Pakistan's farms are irrigated by 
canal, 20% by tubewell, Persian wheel, or village tank, and the remaining 
21% by rain alone [19]. Many of Pakistan's agriculturalists were nomadic or 
semi-nomadic pastoralists in the recent past, and livestock still play a promi- 
nent role in the farming system. The need for fodder often still dictates food 
crop selection and time of fallowing [33]. 

Small farmer interest in farm forestry 

I used the data gathered in the Forestry Planning and Development Project 
base-line study to assess the extent of small farmer interest in farm forestry. I 
gathered data on the foresters' beliefs (regarding farmer interest) through 
participation in several dozen meetings, workshops and field trips with the 
project foresters, and by analysis of project documents prepared by the 
Forest Department. The forester beliefs that I synthesized from these data 
did not agree with farmer behavior as discerned in the base-line study. The 
farmer reality differs significantly from the foresters' perception of it on eight 
basic issues, each of which is critical to the establishment of a successful 
extension program in farm forestry. 
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Do small farmers traditionally hold anti-tree attitudes? 

Many foresters initially believed that small farmers were not "tree-minded", 
did not like or understand trees, and could only be convinced otherwise, if at 
all, through comprehensive extension efforts. 8 (This was the basis for the 
foresters' objections to the popular orientation of the Forestry Planning and 
Development Project.) In the base-line study, however, 87% of farm house- 
holds reported that they had significant numbers of trees on their lands. 
Further, on about one-half of these farms, at least some of the trees were 
reportedly planted as opposed to naturally grown (Table 1). 9 Most of these 
trees were reported to be either scattered about the farmland or lying within 
the house (or farmhouse) courtyard (Table 2). These findings clearly suggest 
an existing on-farm tree orientation upon which Forest Department exten- 
sion efforts can build. 

Table 1. Source of existing on-farm trees. 

% of farm 
households 
reporting: 

All natural Natural/planted Planted 

50% 27% 22% 

Table 2. Pattern of existing on-farm trees. 

% of farm 
households 
reporting: 

Scattered Courtyard Linear Block 

74% 60% 10% 3% 

Note: Each farm household may report more than one pattern. 

An orientation upon which foresters can build is not necessarily the same 
thing as an orientation identical to the foresters' own. One forester, when 
presented with incontrovertible evidence of tree-planting by small farmers, 
dismissed it by saying "It is not from the heart". This reaction may reflect the 
tenacious, ideological nature of the foresters' system of beliefs about farmers 
(see Discussion section following), or it may reflect a basic difference in value 
systems between traditional foresters, for whom "the tree" is all, and farmers, 
for whom the tree is merely one crop (and not even the most important one 
at that) among many. 
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Will farmers plant trees on their farms ? 

Many foresters initially believed that only a small minority of farmers could 
be persuaded to plant trees and that the targets of the Forestry Ptanning and 
Development Project for numbers of farmers enrolled and numbers of trees 
planted were therefore unrealistic. The project base-line studies found the 
greatest discrepancy between forester belief and farmer behavior (and the 
discrepancy most contested by foresters) with respect to this question. 
Among farmers interviewed in the base-line studies, 66% reported interest in 
planting trees (compared with the 49% who reported past tree-planting), 1° a 
level of interest that was projected to be several times greater than needed to 
enable the project to reach its farmer and tree targetsJ 1 The positive re- 
sponse that the project subsequently encountered among farmers (once the 
foresters' initial ambivalence regarding the project was resolved) indicates 
that this assessment of farmer interest was well-founded. 

The foresters believed that the only farmers interested in tree cultivation 
would be the most "progressive" ones, meaning those with the most land, 
best facilities, and highest education -- hence the foresters' initial attempt to 
focus on the rural elite. The base-line study showed that interest in farm 
forestry was not confined to "progressive" farmers, however, and that in 
some cases interest was even higher among other farmers. For example, 
although higher interest in planting trees was indeed found to be associated 
with larger farms, on which it is easier to plant trees without displacing 
valued food crops (Fig. 1), 12 large farmers were not necessarily more inter- 
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ested in the Forestry Planning and Development Project per seJ 3 While small 
farmers were generally satisfied with the project's offer of free seedlings and 
extension advice, the large farmers continually demanded resources that the 
project was not offering, such as free credit, barbed wire, labor for planting 
and protection, and so on (cf. [2]). In addition, since small farmers predomi- 
nate in the countryside, their interest in tree planting is potentially more 
important, whether reckoned in terms of numbers of farmers or numbers of 
acres (Fig. 2). 

Similarly, while the farmers with more education expressed a greater 
interest in planting trees (Fig. 3), even among illiterate farmers -- who 
constitute a majority of the rural population -- a majority was found to be 
interested in planting trees. Thus, literacy -- like large farm size -- is not a 
prerequisite to "tree-mindedness". 
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What are the major obstacles to farm forestry? 

Many foresters initially believed that the major obstacle to tree cultivation by 
small farmers was the farmers' lack of interest and experience in raising trees. 
As a result, some foresters proposed to devote large amounts of project 
resources to "farmer motivation". This base-line study showed, on the 
contrary, that the average farmers' major perceived obstacles to raising trees 
are lack of water, difficulty in protecting them from livestock, and anxiety 
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a Examined in an 5 × 2 table, X 2 = 27.7 and P < 0.001 for n = 877 households. 

about their perceived negative impact on nearby food crops (Table 3). 14 This 
finding suggests that the farmers need research and extension efforts more 
than they need motivation. 15 This finding also clarifies why farmers were 
eager to participate in a farm forestry project, despite the fact that they all 
had trees on their farms already. The on-farm niche for tree cultivation in 
Pakistan is, as the listing of perceived obstacles suggests, a narrowly circum- 
scribed and challenging one. Farmers quite properly believe that the charac- 
ter of this niche can be improved with technical support from the forest 
department (involving e.g., sophisticated analysis of the costs and benefits of 
tree-crop interactions, introduction of arid-zone technologies for water cap- 
ture, varietal improvement of the most popular native tree species, and so 
on). ]6 The forest department's offer of free seedlings also was not unimpor- 

Table 3. Major perceived obstacles to tree cultivation. 

Lack of Hard to Crop Lack of Pests/ Soil None 
water protect impact seedlings disease problems 

% of 
households 
citing: 

39% 38% 29% 11% 9% 8% 7% 

Note: Each farm household may cite more than one obstacle. 
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tant, in a country where free-ranging livestock (especially goats, which 
outnumber cattle two-to-one [24]) vigorously suppress natural on-farm 
supplies of tree seedlings. 

What kind of trees do farmers want? 

Many foresters initially believed that farmers would only be interested in 
planting large plantations (e.g., 5,000 trees or more) of market-oriented trees 
like Eucalyptus spp. and Poplar spp., so they initially gave little attention to 
either indigenous trees or indigenous patterns of tree planting. The base-line 
study found that most farmers were not interested in market-oriented plant- 
ings, however, but in smaller and more subsistence-oriented plantings. 17 The 
majority of farmers surveyed requested fewer than 1,000 seedlings, and the 
average was less than 500 (Table 4). As for species, while many farmers did 
indeed request seedlings of Eucalyptus (not because they had specific plans 
for the Eucalyptus but simply because they were impressed with its growth 
rate), they requested even more indigenous multipurpose trees, especially 
Acacia nilotica and Dalbergia sissoo (Table 5) -- the two most popular 
native trees for fuelwood and timber (Table 6 and 7). 

Table 4. Number of trees requested per farmer. 

< 100 100--1000 1000--2000 > 2000 

% of farm 35% 51% 9% 5% 
households 
requesting: 

Table 5. Tree species requested from project by farmers. 

Acacia Dalbergia Eucalyptus Populus Leucaena Acacia Others 
nilotica sissoo spp. s p p .  leucocephala modesta 

48% 46% 44% 17% 8% 8% 18% 

Note: These are the percentages of farm households that request each species. Each household 
may request more than one species. 

What do farmers want trees for? 

Many foresters initially believed that farmers would only plant trees for the 
purpose of eventual market sale. They did not believe that farmers would 
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Table 6. Tree species preferred for fuelwood. 

Acacia Acacia Others Dalbergia Zizyphus Olea Tamarix 
nUotica modesta s i s s o o  m a u r i t a n i a  cuspidata  aphylla 

53% 32% 26% 10% 9% 8% 6% 

Note: These are the percentages of farm households that prefer each species. Each household 
may cite more than one species. 

Table 7. Tree species used for housing and farm implements. 

Acacia Dalbergia  Zizyphus Cedrus Acacia Olea Others 
nilotica s i s s o o  mauritania d e o d a r a  modesta cuspidata 

38% 16% 15% 8% 4% 4% 15% 

Note: These are the percentages of actual uses of each species mentioned by the farm 
household sample. 

plant trees for use as fuel -- a belief shared by many in the field of social 
forestry. This resulted in an initial (and enduring) orientation of the project 
toward stimulating market demand for tree products and then organizing on- 
farm production to meet it. When asked in the base-line study what they 
planned to use the planted trees for, however, the single use most often 
mentioned by farmers was fuelwood, followed by construction timber. 
Market sale was a distant third (Table 8). 18 (Only 7% of the farmers inter- 
viewed reported past sales of fuelwood, in contrast to 34% who reported 
past purchases of fuelwood.) Surprisingly, large farm owners were as inter- 
ested in planting trees for fuel use as small farm owners (Fig. 4). While the 
single use most often mentioned by farmers was fuel, most farmers indicated 
that they planned to use the trees for two or more purposes (Table 9). (That 
is, farmers typically said that they wanted to grow trees for use as fuel plus 
one or two other purposes [Table 10]. 19) These findings indicate that exten- 

Table 8. Proposed uses of project trees. 

Fuelwood Timber Sale Fodder Other Uncertain 

% of farm 91% 72% 46% 13% 7% 6% 
households 
proposing: 

Note: Each farm household may propose more than one use. 
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a Examined in an 8 x 2 table, X 2 = 6.62 and P < 0.50 for n = 185 households. 

Table 9. Number of proposed uses of project trees. 

% of farm 
households 
proposing: 

One Two Three Four 

22% 46% 24% 8% 

Table 10. Proposed multiple uses of project trees. 

Fuel + Fuel + Fuel + Fuel + Timber + Fodder 
timber market timber + timber + market 

market fodder 
(Other) (Other) (Other) (Other) (Other) (Other) 

% of farm 
households 
proposing: 

41% 25% 17% 7% 6% 4% 

Note: "(Other)" indicates that in addition to the major uses listed, some but not all farmers cite 
one additional use, of varying sort. 
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sion efforts should focus on the subsistence-oriented cultivation of multi- 
purpose trees. 

Do farmers burn dung out of need or preference ? 

One of the principal arguments for the development of farm forestry in 
Pakistan, as outlined in the original project design document [35], is the need 
to reduce the amount of dung that is used for fuel instead of manure at the 
expense of the long-term sustainability of Pakistan's farmlands. Many of the 
project foresters initially challenged this argument, maintaining that small 
farmers burn dung because of preference, tradition, or culture, as opposed to 
need arising out of inadequate fuelwood supplies. The base-line studies 
demonstrated that although farmers burn some dung out of preference, 2° the 
shortage of fuelwood forces them to burn more than they otherwise would, 
which in turn contributes to a shortage of dung for manure use. 

The study findings demonstrate that farmers, in managing their supplies of 
wood and dung, sacrifice the latter to conserve the former. Thus, mixed 
wood and dung burning (which was reported by 92% of the farmers inter- 
viewed) increases in frequency as fuelwood supplies diminish but does not 
co-vary with dung supplies at all (Table 1 l). The need for manure is similarly 
sacrificed to the need for fuel: on average 60% of total dung supplies are 
reportedly used for fuel, while just 40% are used for manure. There is a 
corresponding distinction in adequacy of supplies: 79% of farmers say their 
supply of dung is sufficient for fuel, but only 55% say their supply is suffi- 
cient for manure. (Among the farmers interviewed, 19% reported having to 
buy dung, primarily for manure use.) The linkage of inadequate manure 
supplies to greater use of dung for fuel is demonstrated in Table 12. These 
findings clearly support the project premise that increasing the on-farm 
supply of fuelwood is likely to shift some dung from fuel use to manure use. 

Table 1l. Adequacy of fuelwood and dung supplies in households practicing mixed burning 
of wood & dung. 

Inadequate Partially Adequate n X 2 P 
adequate 

Fuel supply: 82% n.a. 73% 601 6.66 <0.01 
Dung supply: 91% 92% 93% 512 0.42 < 0.75 

When do farmers want to plant trees? 

Many foresters initially maintained that the best time for farmers to plant 
trees on their farms is at the same time foresters plant them in the state 



27 

Table 12. Proportion of dung used for fuel and adequacy of dung supply for manure. 

0 - - 5 0 %  for fuel 5 0 - - 1 0 0 %  for fuel n X 2 P 

Adequate 68% households 52% households 277 6.3 < 0.025 
supply for 
manure: 

forests, namely just before the winter and monsoon rains. Accordingly, this is 
when they distributed the first batches of seedlings, many of which died in 
their plastic tubes for want of labor to plant them. The farmers surveyed in 
the base-line study said that whenever tree planting competes for labor with 
cultivation of annual crops, they will postpone working with the trees in 
order to work with the crops. The crop activities that are most likely to 
conflict with tree planting are harvesting and sowing (Table 13). 

Farmers prefer to plant trees during those times in the winter or monsoon 
planting season when competition for their labor from agricultural activities 
is diminished (Fig. 5). Some farmers also prefer one of these seasons over the 
other, again because of their own labor calendar, and again confounding the 
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Fig. 5 Preferred times versus overly busy times for planting trees, a 

a When the correlation coefficient is calculated between the percentage of farmers that prefer 
a given two-week period for tree-planting and the percentage that say that they are too busy to 
plant, an r value of --0.83 is obtained, which is significant beyond the 0.001 level. 
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Table 13. Activities competing for labor with tree planting. 

Harvesting Sowing Ploughing Processing 

% of farm 90% 55% 39% 8% 
households 
reporting: 

Note: Each farm household may cite more than one activity. 

assumpt ions  of  the foresters ,  who prefer  the m o n s o o n  to the winter  because  
total  rainfall is greater.  Knowing  these seasonal  p re fe rences  helps to schedule 
the p r o p e r  amoun t  of  seedling p roduc t ion  in each season so that  the 
magni tudes  of  f a rmer  d e m a n d  and seedling availability ma tch  up as closely as 
poss ible  (Fig. 6). 
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Fig. 6 Seasonality of tree-planting demand, a 

a The existence of a springtime tree-planting season in Baluchistan and not in the other 
two provinces, is due to the presence of an irrigation system in that part of the province 
(Nasirabad district) studied. 

What type of farmer should social forestry focus on ? 

M a n y  foresters  initially bel ieved the Fores t ry  Planning and D e v e l o p m e n t  
Projec t  should focus on those  fa rmers  with w h o m  the Fores t  Service had  
worked  in the past,  those  likeliest to e m b r a c e  a new technology,  and those  
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most interested in serving the needs of Pakistan's timber markets. The need 
to participate in the project was not regarded as an important consideration; 
if anything, the absence of need was the consideration. There was conscious 
selection for farmers with prior experience with agroforestry -- which 
obviated the need for extension advice -- and who were well-off -- which 
meant that they had the ability to purchase seedlings if they had not been 
given them by the government, and which also meant that they did not have 
to worry about shortages of fuelwood, fodder, or timber. The net impact of 
working with this group of farmers promised, in short, to be negligible. 

The net impact of working with small farmers promised to be far different. 
The project's base-line study documented not only that small farmers wanted 
to participate in farm forestry, but that they needed to as well. The studies 
found that the farmers with the least land had the least adequate supplies of 
fuelwood and construction timber (Fig. 7). These farmers also reported the 
greatest difficulty gathering fuelwood, as reflected in their greater use of child 
and female labor for this task (Fig. 8). 21 Because of poorer supplies and 
greater difficulty in gathering, farmers with less land are more likely to have 
to purchase fuelwood and construction timber although they are less capable 
of sustaining this expense (Fig. 9). To make matters worse, smaller farmers 
typically have to pay higher prices for fuelwood than better-off farmers, 
because they have neither the resources to buy in large quantities nor the 
reserve supplies to postpone purchasing until the seasons when market prices 
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Fig. 7 Household  farm acreage and fuel / t imber  shortages." 

a Examined  in an 8 × 2 table, X 2 = 17.5 and P < 0.025 for n = 607 households  for fuel 
shortages; and X 2 = 51.5 and P < 0.001 for n = 596 households  for t imber  shortages. 
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a Examined in an 8 X 2 table, X 2 = 45.8 and P < 0.001 for n = 550 households for dif- 
ficulty gathering; X 2 = 34.0 and P < 0.025 for n = 560 households for women joining in 
gathering; and X 2 = 31.9 and P < 0.001 for n = 560 households for children joining in 
gathering. 
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a Examined in an 8 x 2 table, X 2 = 61.3 and P < 0.001 for n = 607 households for 
difficulty gathering; X 2 = 133.9 and P < 0.001 for n = 1,723 timber purchases. 
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are lowest (Fig. 10). In short, the greatest need for farm forestry products - -  

and hence the greatest potential net impact of farm forestry development -- 
lies with the small farmers. 
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Fig. 10 Household farm acreage and prices paid for fuelwood, a 

Examined in an 8 × 2 table (comparing the price paid by each acreage category with the 
median price of 25.2 rupees /maund) ,  X 2 = 23.4 and P < 0.005 for n = 167 households. 

Discussion -- knowledge about farmers 

Based on this review of the results of the Forestry Planning and Develop- 
ment Project's base-line studies, a number of conclusions can be drawn 
regarding knowledge about farmers -- including the knowledge claimed by 
foresters, the knowledge claimed by social scientists, and the methodology 
upon which this knowledge is based. 

Foresters'informal knowledge of farmers 

The analysis in this paper has purposefully concentrated on the errors in 
foresters' knowledge about farmers. The intent is not to suggest that foresters 
know nothing about farmers; they typically know a great deal. The intention is 
to show how foresters' knowledge may be mistaken and how these mistakes 
can impede the implementation of social forestry programs. For example, 
many of the foresters in the Forest Planning and Development Project 
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maintained that by virtue of working in rural areas, frequently interacting 
with rural people, and perhaps originally coming from rural backgrounds 
themselves, they were dehathi admi "rural people" themselves and "experts" 
on rural life. As a result, they initially deprecated the need for social scien- 
tists to survey the rural population. 

This is a damaging illusion. 22 The forester is a trained expert on forests, 
not on the people who live in or near the forests. The study of rural society is 
a science that -- popular misconceptions notwithstanding -- involves more 
than simply talking with farmers. The foresters in the Forestry Planning and 
Development Project felt that they were quite capable, for example, of 
meeting with the farmers to assess their farm forestry needs. But the meetings 
that they set up, on the basis of long-established procedures (for conducting 
patron-client relations), were rigorously restricted to a tiny fraction of the 
rural population, namely the rural elite. Since the rural elite happened to 
have the least need for and interest in farm forestry, the Forest Department 
was initially given a completely erroneous perception of rural Pakistan's level 
of interest in farm forestry. 

It is not an accident that foresters' perceptions of rural society are skewed 
in a particular direction. Many forest officers either belong to the rural elite 
or serve it. This sociological bias is compounded by an economic one: the 
Forest Service has historically focussed on the production of tree products 
for commercial markets, not subsistence household needs. Tree production 
that does not enter the marketplace has been, almost by definition, adminis- 
tratively "invisible". 23 The idea of making such production a primary concern 
of the Forest Service is a radical one (for western as well as Pakistani forest- 
ers24). However, the purpose of the present study is not to analyze the 
political-economic background of foresters' perceptions of rural society (a 
separate study of which is in preparation), but to critique these perceptions 
and then suggest ways to correct them. 

A heuristic approach that can be recommended to foresters is to question 
their assumptions regarding what farmers are doing, would like to do, or are 
capable of doing in the field of social forestry. Every assumption that 
foresters hold regarding farmer behavior should be tested, by means of 
simple field surveys, before they are incorporated into the design of new 
social forestry programs. The testing (and revision where necessary) of the 
foresters' own beliefs regarding farmers is one of the most valuable possible 
uses of social science research in forestry. 

Formal social scientific knowledge of farmers 

Lack of validity is not as much of a problem for the social scientists' knowl- 
edge of farmers, but lack of relevance is. It is surprising how often the 
concerns that are central to the success of social forestry programs -- interest 
in tree-planting, need for tree products, and so on -- are ignored in the social 
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science research that supports project design and implementation. This omis- 
sion cannot be attributed to any inherent limitations in social science. Social 
scientific research can and should be of direct use to foresters implementing 
social forestry programs. If it is not useful, then it is by definition poor 
research. Such research is best exemplified by those studies yielding the huge, 
tabular summaries of household size, income, education, property, and so on 
that are found in many development reports. A defining characteristic of 
such research is that it is unclear what question the research is trying to 
answer. 

Good research, in contrast, always addresses clear questions. Such re- 
search tells foresters what the farmer wants and does not want from them, 
how and when the farmer will cooperate with them, and in general how the 
farmer will respond to the foresters' programs. Good, focused research 
identifies the major obstacles confronting a particular social forestry pro- 
gram, determines what types of farmers will respond best to the program, 25 
and, most importantly, corrects mistaken beliefs foresters may have about 
farmers. Supporting and even participating in such research is a useful and 
indeed essential use of the foresters' time and resources. (In contrast, sup- 
porting and participating in unfocused research is a waste of time and re- 
sources of both the foresters and social scientists involved.) 

Social science methodology 

A clear direction or focus is, as the foregoing discussion suggests, a prere- 
quisite to conducting useful social science research in social forestry. As 
Foley and Barnard write [14]: 

Background surveys should be designed to obtain only the information 
that is actually needed. There is no purpose in collecting information 
unless the purpose for doing so is clear. The challenge is not to widen the 
scope of the data collection exercise; it is to apply rigor in defining the 
exact information needed for planning a programme, and designing meth- 
ods to obtain it in the most economical fashion. 

One of the easiest ways to establish a research focus is to concentrate on any 
problems the social forestry project is experiencing. The benefits of focusing 
on problems (in particular institutional problems such as erroneous views of 
farmers within the forest department) have been well articulated by Thomp- 
son, Warburton, and Hatley [34]. They write: "Our approach, in essence, has 
been to accept the uncertainty -- to let the obstacles leap out at us -- and 
then, by unravelling their diverse institutional origins, to convert those obsta- 
cles into development signposts." In the Forestry Planning and Development 
Project, one such "signpost" was the disjunction between the rural elite's high 
expectations and the modest resources of the extension program that the 
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project foresters tried to sell to them. A second signpost was the disjunction 
between the small farmers' obvious desire for this program's resources, and 
the foresters' persistent denial of this desire. 

Focussing on institutional problems to set the research agenda does not 
mean that the biological or physical problems more familiar to foresters must 
be neglected. On the contrary, as Thompson et al. write [34]: "One of the key 
strategic implications of this institutional approach is that it helps to pinpoint 
the sorts of physical facts that it would be most valuable to know." In the 
case of the Forestry Planning and Development Project, this approach helped 
to identify a number of different biological research topics that merited 
attention and that were in fact being ignored. These included ways of coping 
with water stress on rainfed lands, protecting tree seedlings from livestock, 
minimizing crop-tree competition on intensively cultivated lands, and propa- 
gating superior varieties of native multipurpose trees. 

Social science research, if it is to be useful to social foresters, must not just 
ask relevant questions, it must also analyze the answers in a relevant way. A 
common error among social scientists working on development projects lies 
in gathering socioeconomic data that are potentially useful, but then failing to 
realize this potential by not associating these data with development ques- 
tions. Data on most socioeconomic variables are not useful to development 
planners in and of themselves; they are useful only to the extent that co- 
variance between the socioeconomic variables and key developmental var- 
iables can be demonstrated. For example, data on the number of farmers 
who fall into different categories of land ownership -- a staple ingredient of 
development reports on SOClO-economlc factors" -- is by itself of little use to 
foresters attempting to develop social forestry programs. But if data on 
interest in planting trees for fuel use (e.g.) are added to the data on farm 
acreage, and the two variables are examined for co-variance (see Fig. 4), the 
result may help foresters to better plan and implement their programs. A 
crude but generally accurate indication of useless social science research is 
the discussion of socioeconomic variables in isolation, without reference to 
key social forestry objectives -- as in the earlier mentioned summaries of 
household size, income, education, and property. These data must be linked 
up with data on important forestry variables if they are to be of any use. 26 

Summary and conclusions 

Summary 

I began this paper with the thesis that one of the most relevant contribution 
social scientists can make to social forestry is to study the beliefs foresters 
hold regarding farmer behavior. I briefly discussed the lack of such studies, 
and then I described the study carried out under the Forestry Planning and 
Development Project in Pakistan, as well as the social and physical setting for 
the project and study. I next presented the results of this study, which 
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showed that many of the foresters' key beliefs differed from actual farmer 
behavior. While many of the foresters believed small farmers were opposed 
to having trees on their farms and would not agree to plant trees under the 
project, most farmers reported existing trees on their farms and expressed 
interest in planting more; while many foresters believed farmers would only 
be interested in planting large blocks of market-oriented exotics, most 
farmers requested small plantings of native trees of value in the subsistence 
economy; while many foresters believed most farmers would plant trees only 
for market sale, most farmers said that they wanted to plant trees to meet 
household needs for fuel and timber; and while many foresters did not think 
increased supplies of fuelwood would reduce the burning of dung, the 
evidence clearly indicated just the opposite. I suggested in the final section of 
the paper that the source of these misperceptions lies in the ill-founded belief 
that the forester is an expert not just on forests but on rural life in general, 
and in the social scientists' past lack of interest in conducting research of 
sufficient relevance to correct this belief. I suggested that the solution to both 
problems is gathering relevant data and analyzing these data in a manner that 
is relevant to social forestry issues: what do farmers want, what type of 
farmer is likely to respond best to a project, what major problems is a project 
likely to encounter, and how closely do the foresters' answers to these ques- 
tions approach the farmers' reality. 

Conclusions 

The far-sighted American forester Jack Westoby writes [36]: 

Economic development in most third world countries depends on the 
response of the peasants to various forms of incentives and on their 
readiness to generate and absorb technological innovation. That is why 
foresters intent on supporting development in the third world need to 
know as much about peasants as they do about trees. 

I would add to this that foresters' knowledge of peasants needs to be as 
empirically grounded, and as theoretically informed, as their knowledge of 
trees, and that to achieve this some self-examination is necessary, along with 
the assistance of professional social scientists. The first step toward knowl- 
edge, not just in social forestry but in any field, involves examination of what 
we think we know. Social scientists, especially those in fields such as anthro- 
pology with experience in the study of belief systems, can help foresters to 
take this step. 

One infrequently discussed reason for the paucity of useful social science 
studies in forestry (and other developmental fields) is institutional disin- 
centives. If social science is applied as it was in the present study, many 
development problems are seen to stem from differences in outlook between 
government officials and rural peoples, which may be seen to stem, in turn, 
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from differences in self-interest. Thus, this approach is likely to attribute 
development impasses not to the commonly cited problems of illiteracy, 
backwards culture, or problems of technology transfer, but to the fact that 
the development officer and the farmer do not want the same things. This 
problem is in some respects more tractable from a developmental point 
of view, but it is less tractable from a political point of view; and it can 
produce an aversion to relevant social science research on the part of some 
governments. 

In the case of the Forestry Planning and Development Project, the ap- 
pointment early in the project's first phase of an unusually dedicated officer 
to head Pakistan's Forest Service was crucial to carrying out the base-line 
studies and implementing their more sensitive findings. This is another 
illustration of the fact that some degree of support from the top is usually 
critical to the success of popularly oriented programs, not only in social 
forestry but in all fields of development (cf. [26]). 
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Appendix  - -  extracts  from base- l ine  study ques t ionnaires  

The following extracts illustrate how questions were formulated to gather data on the eight 
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basic aspects of farmer interest in farm forestry analyzed in this study. The questions have 
been translated from the Urdu language (and regional languages that were used for key terms) 
used in the original questionnaires. The analysis of the answers was formed by data from less 
structured, in-depth interviews, group interviews, farm surveys, and long-term monitoring of 
selected farm households. 

Question I: do small farmers hold anti-tree attitudes? 

A. Do you have any trees on your land? 
B. Are they in scattered, linear or block plantings? 
C. Are they naturally grown or did you plant them? 

Question 2: will farmers plant trees on their farms? 
A. Would you like to receive free (non-fruit) tree seedlings from the Forest Department, and 

if not, why not? 

Question 3: what are the major obstacles to farm forestry? 

A. What is your biggest problem in raising trees? 
B. What are your other problems in raising trees? 

Question 4; what kind of trees do farmers want? 

A. Which species of tree and how many of each species do you want? 
B. From what tree species do you get the best wood for each type of cooking? 
C. What things do you make from wood, and from what tree species do you get the wood in 

each case? 

Question 5: what do farmers want trees for? 

A. What do you plan to use the trees for that you are planting? 

Question 6: do farmers burn dung out of need or preference? 

A. What percentage of the dung collected by your household is used for fuel versus fertilizer? 
B. Is your household's dung supply adequate for your fuel needs? 
C. Is your household's dung supply adequate for your manure needs? 
D. Do you ever buy any dung, and if so for what purpose? 

Question 7: when do farmers want to plant trees? 

A. What times or seasons of the year would you like to receive and plant tree seedlings? 
B. What times or seasons of the year do you have the most spare time to dig pits and plant 

trees? 
C. What times or seasons of the year do you have the least spare time to dig pits and plant 

trees? 

Question 8: what type of farmer should social forestry focus on ? 

A. Do you have access to an adequate supply of wood for your fuel needs, and if not, why 
not? 

B. Do you have access to an adequate supply of timber for your construction needs, and if 
not, why not? 

C. Do you ever purchase fuelwood, and if so, what is the usual purchase price? 
D. Do you ever purchase timber? 
E. Is it hard for your family members to find enough time to gather firewood? 
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Notes 

1. For the purposes of this study the terms "social forestry", "farm forestry", "community 
forestry" and (to some extent) "agroforestry" will be used interchangeably. Their common 
meaning of combining people and trees is more important for my purposes than any 
differences among them, which promote turf-building in development bureaucracies more 
than they promote enhanced understanding of the real world. 

2. The term "forester" refers, within the Pakistan Forest Department, to a particular rank 
(viz., the lowest officer in the service); but it is used in this study in the generic sense of 
any officer in the Forest Department, regardless of rank. 

3. Recognition of the importance of institutional variables is also missing from other, recent 
ICRAF or ICRAF-supported publications [15, 31]. 

4. The first phase of the Forestry Planning and Development Project, in which the author 
participated, ran from 1985 to 1989. The second phase runs from 1989 to 1993. 

5. A minority of foresters (concentrated in the Punjab) attempted to remedy the project's 
lack of interest for their traditional clientele, by de-emphasizing the public extension 
focus of the project and emphasizing in its place what should have been a minor element, 
the establishment of private nurseries to produce tree seedlings for public sale. By 
concentrating all project resources on these nurseries, buying the entire nursery output 
and leaving actual distribution of the seedlings up to the nursery owners, these foresters 
achieved their dual objective of creating a government program with sufficient resources 
to interest the rural elite and relieving themselves of any need for real public extension. 

6. The study comprised five successive stages: 1) group interviews focusing on gross village 
characteristics in 118 villages; 2) individual interviews on basic household characteristics 
in 1,132 households in 63 villages; 3) in-depth interviews on farm ecology and economics 
in 589 households in 40 villages; 4) in-depth interviews on village ecology with 40 groups 
of key informants and village mullahs in 40 villages; and 5) monitoring of daily activities 
for 18 months in 13 households of key informants. 

7. Other results of the base-line studies have been published in [8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. 
8. This belief is reflected in e.g., the Punjabi provincial government's passage in 1974 of the 

"Punjab Plantation and Maintenance of Trees Act", which requires farmers -- under 
threat of fine --  to plant and maintain at least three trees per farm acre [1: 58--59]. The 
implication is that the government believed not only that farmers would not plant trees in 
the absence of the act, but also that most farms had absolutely no trees on them. 

9. Compare these data with Rauf's finding that 85% of his respondents in Hazara district in 
northern Pakistan had planted trees in the past [28: 70]. 

10. Jambulingam and Fernandes [21] found similar high interest in agroforestry among 
farmers in India's Tamil Nadu province, which they attributed to: 1) stable demand and 
high prices for tree products as opposed to food crops, 2) the low cost of labor and other 
inputs compared with food crops, 3) greater resistance to drought compared with food 
crops, 4) government pressure on absentee landlords to bring land into use, and 5) 
provision of government credit for participation in agroforestry programs. 

11. These projections of seedling demand were conservative, since they were based on an 
assessment of farmer interest before any seedlings had been distributed and hence before 
the farmers --  traditionally skeptical of Forest Department intentions --  had much reason 
to express interest. 

12. While the data in this paper generally show small farmers behaving one way and large 
farmers another, Fig. 1 (and also Figs 7 and 9) shows evidence of some differences in 
behavior between landless farmers and small landowning farmers. This is due to the 
unique position of landless tenants: they are given (or take) some farm forestry products 
from their landlords, but their tenurial position robs them of any incentive to invest in the 
long-term sustainability of these same resources. 

13. "Large" farmer is somewhat arbitrarily defined in Fig. 2 as one with over 50 acres of 
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land, which is the second-largest category (out of a total of nine) of landowner in the 
government's agricultural census [18[. For the purpose of this study, however, such a 
precise definition is unnecessary. Foresters use the term "progressive" for farmers who 
own hundreds if not thousands of acres, possess such obvious symbols of wealth as motor 
cars, and wield political as well as economic clout. We will do no violence to the socio- 
logical realities of rural Pakistan if we call farmers with these attributes "large farmers" 
and those without them "small farmers". 

14. Farmers in Hazara district in northern Pakistan who had not planted trees in the past 
gave these reasons for not having done so: 1) farmer's absence of need or time, 47%; 2) 
lack of cooperation or seedlings from the Forest Department, 18%; 3) farmer's lack of 
knowledge or attention, 15%; 4) competition with grazing, 9%; 5) land demarcation 
problems, 9%; and 6) difficult terrain, 2% [28: 72]. 

15. This list omits some factors that affect farm forestry but are unperceived by farmers -- 
including some factors within government. Chambers and Leach [6[ maintain that "The 
major obstacle to tree planting by small and poor farmers on their lands lies not with 
them but with officials and other outsiders, with laws and regulations, and with their 
implementation". 

16. It is no more surprising to find that farmers who are already engaged in tree cultivation 
are still interested in obtaining technical assistance from the government, than to find that 
farmers who are already engaged in the cultivation of wheat e.g., express a like interest. 

27. Saxena similarly found in Northwest India that the average farmer is not interested in 
block plantings or "woodlots"; those who are interested in such plantings are in a socio- 
economic "class by themselves" [30: 9]. 

18. The ranking of proposed uses of project trees is related to the social and physical make- 
up of the project area. In a very different setting in the alluvial plains of Northwest India, 
Saxena [30] found precisely the reverse ranking to that reported here (viz., he found a 
ranking of first market sale, then timber, then fuel). The Pakistan ranking also may have 
been affected by subjective factors. In particular, fodder's low ranking may be related to 
the fact that gathering fodder is mostly the responsibility of women in Pakistan [4], 
whereas the respondents in the Forestry Planning and Development Project studies were 
all men. Plans to carry out a women's study were delayed for several years as the result of 
institutional opposition from within the project, especially from the international organ- 
izations involved. (It is reported that a women's study was carried out in 1990 by the 
Pakistan Forest Institute, but its findings are not known at this time.) 

19. Cf. [7: 1169--1170]. 
20. The characteristic aroma of dung smoke imparts a desirable taste to some foods and also 

helps to keep mosquitos away. The steadiness of its burn is essential for some cooking 
tasks, such as boiling milk. The ease with which it can be dried out, compared with wood, 
allows it to be used to either start or improve the combustion of wood fires during the 
rainy season, when it is difficult to thoroughly dry out wood. 

21. The incidence of women joining in fuelwood gathering was probably under-reported by 
the base-line study informants, because of cultural proscriptions against discussing a 
household's women with male visitors (cf. note # 18). However, the likelihood that the 
under-reporting bias is constant across households should allow us to use the data to 
analyze inter-household differences. 

22. An equally harmful illusion is that all foresters share, by virtue of their disciplinary 
training, a common vision of the world. Many of the expatriate foresters who were 
assigned to the Forestry Planning and Development Project (on the basis of disciplinary 
as opposed to areal or cross-cultural qualifications) experienced serious difficulties in 
working with their counterparts, which suggests that "shared vision" depends more on 
cultural than silvicultural values and knowledge. Fairfax and Fortman [23} argue that 
American foresters encounter difficulties on international development projects not 
because they have different value systems, but because their value systems are funda- 
mentally unsuited to the social, economic and political settings of developing countries. 
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23. Fairfax and Fortmann [13: 268] suggest that this blind spot has its origin in "American 
Forestry Professionalism". Experience in the Forestry Planning and Development Project 
suggests that indigenous forestry professionalism (albeit with some European colonial 
antecedents) also may create such blind spots. 

24. One expatriate forester, who was purpol-tedly hired by the Forestry Planning and 
Development Project for his expertise on the household economics of subsistence- 
oriented farm forestry, announced on his first day in Pakistan that he would not even 
look at any tree production that did not enter the market! 

25. Cf. Leach: "The aim of micro-level surveys should be to identify regions and social 
groups who most need help and, within their framework of constraints and opportunities, 
define and implement solutions" [22: 74]. 

26. Two recent examples of research that successfully make this linkage are a study of farm- 
level factors relevant to controlling erosion through agroforestry in Zambia [32], and a 
study of socioeconomic factors affecting the exploitation by local farmers of Pakistan's 
state forests [20]. 
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