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Abstract: Forest tenure reforms through community-based forest management programs
have gained popularity in the Global South. Agricultural land use and local forest encroach-
ment have caused the global decline of natural forests. Most community forestry (CF)
studies have considered local communities as a state intervention target, underestimating
their agency in local forest management. Therefore, this study aims to scrutinize land-
related and counter techniques employed by the forest department and local communities
in Myanmar to determine the incongruent and insufficient arrangement of de jure proce-
dures in state CF programs. The findings reveal that although the CF program is deployed
as a land control tool to regain the “reserved forest” status, realizing its institutional goals
is difficult owing to local communities’ land utilization practices. Additionally, CF’s rigid
institutional approach cannot manage changing, diverse, and minute local land control
techniques. Meanwhile, local communities lack the indispensable, customary arrange-
ments, leading to unequal land use, owing to which the state has to become a guarantor
of common forest resources. Thus, this nature of contesting encroached forests reveals
the need to critically reconsider land rights and invoke more profound steps beyond the
framing of the contemporary “bundle of rights”.

Keywords: forest tenure; degraded forest; power relation; agroforestry; reforestation;
land access

1. Introduction
In 2012, approximately 1.6 billion people lived near forests (i.e., within 5 km) [1]. Land

used for agricultural purposes is practically or culturally inseparable from forests [2]. Since
the last century, the Global South has faced severe forest degradation and deforestation
under state-controlled forest management regimes, leading to forest tenure reforms in
which the locals play a key role in planning, decision-making, and devising livelihood
strategies [3–5]. Community-based forestry is a potential win–win solution for improving
forest conservation and livelihood outcomes, such as poverty alleviation, rural empow-
erment, and climate change mitigation [6,7]. Among its models, agroforestry (AF) has
the potential to restore and increase forest cover. It is useful in forest conservation, where
separating agriculture and forestry is detrimental to livelihood and conservation [8,9].
Consequently, forest governance in the Global South has shifted toward decentralization,
and its dominant forms include Payment for Environmental Services (PES) schemes, such
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as Reducing Emission from Deforestation and Forest Degradation Plus (REDD+), and
participatory models, such as community forestry (CF).

Historically, there have been struggles over forestland occupation, use, and control
(hereafter “land contestations”) between the state and local communities [10–12]. An
inclusive approach that considers communities’ historical presence and relationships with
their ancestral land is necessary to effectively manage state parks and forest reserves [13].
Numerous studies have claimed that despite forest governance being decentralized, forest
government by the state forestry persists [14,15]. Therefore, state control may not be
eliminated by forest governance. Although state forestry may be transformed, it persists in
different forms [15].

In 1995, Myanmar implemented the Forest Policy, comprising the Community Forestry
Instructions (CFIs) [16], which introduced CF, considering that local people participate in
forest management [17]. Recent studies suggest that state-led agricultural and plantation
concessions have caused large-scale deforestation [18]. Between 2010 and 2015, Myanmar
lost approximately 546,397.1 ha of forest annually—the third highest rate of deforestation in
the world [19]. Agricultural expansion is Myanmar’s main cause of deforestation, with 74%
of the deforested areas from 1988 to 2017 becoming agricultural land [18,20]. Additionally,
agricultural encroachments by local people are also increasing. In 2014, the encroachment
area was estimated to be 293,075 ha, equivalent to 5% of the total state forest area [21]. The
2013 political liberalization led to 1213 villages with 50 or more households in permanent
forest estates being degazetted, removing 139,976 ha from permanent forest estates [22].
Agro-based CF was one major strategy of the forest department in these areas.

Agroforestry has a long tradition in Southeast Asia, dating back centuries through
practices such as “taungya” and home gardens. Swidden agriculture and taungya involve
clearing patches of forest to grow staple crops and then leaving the land fallow for periods of
time. “taungya” is a Burmese word, where taung means hill and ya means cultivation [23].
Taungya also played an important role in the history of modern forest management, which
was introduced in Myanmar by Dr. Brandis. In fact, Dr. Brandis received the taungya
plantation in Prome, Myanmar, from a Karen ethnic farmer, U Pan Hee [24]. Based on
this, Dr. Brandis modified his experiment on teak plantations and named it “taungya”,
spreading the practice worldwide. However, when CF was introduced in Myanmar, the
initial concepts of the CFI 1995 and the Forest Policy 1995 were based on collective ideas
for local forest management. For taungya farmers, such as those in our case villages, the
2011 political transition provided an opportunity for forest-encroaching communities. The
issue of forest encroachment became a politically sensitive matter for the government.
Resultantly, the Forestry Department revitalized agro-based CF for villages located inside
reserved forests. Consequently, in upland regions, local communities practicing taungya
were given the opportunity to formalize their practices through the agro-based CF program.
Indeed, the term “taungya” in forest management remarried with the traditional land-use
practice of “taungya” in Myanmar nearly two centuries later.

Previous studies concerning Myanmar’s CF program have focused on empowering
local people and their institutions, basic needs, livelihood strategies, community partici-
pation, and CF’s performance and tangible contributions [21,25–28]. However, all these
studies have considered local communities as state intervention targets, to be empow-
ered by state or outside projects, thereby ignoring or underestimating the agency of local
communities. This mainstream forest governance literature criticizes the “limited power
devolution” in CF programs, calling for policy implications and emphasizing how to em-
power local communities [15]. Moreover, power differentials among forest actors require
a better understanding of interests and power relations in the interaction between the
state and traditional authorities [29]. While Maryudi [12] highlighted the manifestations
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of powerful external actors, arguing for the expansion of direct users’ influence in CF, Ota
et al. [30] pointed out that local dependence on forestland was high, suggesting that the
benefit-sharing mechanism alone cannot resolve tenuous conflicts. Therefore, research on
land contestations between the state and communities can help solve tenurial land conflicts.

This study investigates the governance of encroached forests through the “govern-
mentality theory” lens, focusing on the contested power relations between the state and
locals, by assuming that local communities can reshape the state regarding local forest
management [31–33]. Thus, contrary to what the mainstream governance literature sug-
gests, “forest governmentality” can critically scrutinize the well-accepted knowledge of
CF governance’s participatory approach, related institutional state practices, and com-
munity land control techniques in forests [34]. In Myanmar, the governmentality theory
has not been employed in forest governance literature. Therefore, the current study aims
to bridge this gap by focusing on the forest department’s (FD) and local communities’
techniques in their struggles over land contestations by scrutinizing conduct (i.e., the state’s
techniques) and counter-conduct (i.e., the communities’ techniques) related to forested
land [33]. Consequently, it attempts to reveal (1) land control techniques employed by
the state and communities by examining the relations that exist between their rationales,
procedures, and practices in their land management and (2) the interplays of land use
practices between the state and local communities in the emerging CF program in both
discursive and material terms. This study contributes to governmentality research, adding
to the scant literature on counter-conduct analysis and its application to encroached forests.

2. Methodology
2.1. Conceptual Background

Governing the people-land nexus (i.e., the evolving relationship between the people
and land, including forested land) is a historically evolved governmental practice in forestry
(e.g., [10–12]). Stricter regulatory control through top-down forest management can be
referred to as “forest government” (or “state forestry”). Contrastingly, when forest manage-
ment is decentralized and deregulated, it is termed “forest governance” [15]. The dominant
forms of “forest governance” include schemes like PES, such as REDD+, and participatory
models like CF. However, many studies argue that, despite the shift to decentralized “forest
governance”, state forestry practices under “forest government” continue to endure. As
such, processes of forest governance may not eliminate “state forestry”; rather, the latter
may transform into a new form while still persisting in some capacity [15].

Such a transformation of forestry is theoretically elaborated on by the recent devel-
opment of the “governmentality” concept [31,35]. This concept theorizes the shift in state
power from traditional, hierarchical, and top-down forms of governance to a more modern
focus on the well-being of the local population [31]. Resultantly, governing the forests
by the state and local communities is intertwined and mutually dependent (e.g., [15,36]).
Foucault’s [31] distinction between “conducts” and “counter-conducts” helps to explain
this complex, interconnected process. It also provides insight into the resistance or struggles
of local communities in the forests, with Foucault noting “. . . counter-conduct in the sense
of struggle against the process implemented for conducting others . . .” ([31], p. 201). This
concept makes it possible to scrutinize power relations in terms of the relations between
techniques and strategies between the two sides and vice versa. However, Foucault’s con-
cept of governmentality emphasizes the discourse surrounding a changing game, where
actors either manipulate or are manipulated by the rules of a game [31,35].

Therefore, the struggles between the state and the community over conducts and
counter-conducts were fundamentally tied to disputes over land occupation, use, and
control, with each side attempting to territorialize the land within the encroached forests.
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This study highlights the underlying rationales, procedures, and practices of both sides,
framing them as techniques in the contest for land control in the encroached forests [31]. By
applying the Foucauldian governmentality approach, this study demonstrates how people
encroaching on the reserved forests can resist the state’s efforts to revitalize reserved forests,
even in a location just 50 km away from the headquarters of the FD. Simultaneously, it
illustrates how their freedom to use the forested land is also restricted by the state’s de
jure legal regime. To explore the contesting power dynamics between the FD and local
communities in land governance, we employ the genealogy approach outlined by Paing
et al. [17]. This approach, drawing from both Foucauldian and Marxian traditions, serves as
an analytical tool for tracing discursive practices—specifically, the production of accepted
knowledge from both parties. Additionally, it allows us to examine the material outcomes
of these discursive practices, such as land use size, land ratios, and CF participation ratios,
among other effects.

2.2. Study Site

Our study sites are located in the Nan Cho and Zi Yaing Reserved Forests in Pyinmana
township, in the Naypyidaw Union Territory, the capital of Myanmar. We chose the
sites based on the following criteria: (1) located in reserved forests, (2) evidence of local
settlement, (3) presence of new forest governance strategies, and (4) reliance on farming.
In March 2023, a pilot study conducted in four villages in the above-mentioned reserved
forests helped us narrow our research sites to two villages, A and B, with the most CF areas
and more CF participants, respectively (Figure 1).
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Research site selections were also based on Myanmar’s socio-political crisis post-
February 2021. Villages with potential threats of conflict between Myanmar’s armed forces
and the local, resistant, and ethnic armed forces were excluded. Although the selected
villages are located in the capital region, they are mostly inhabited by tribal people (Table 1).
Our study focused on the current implementation of CF schemes in the two villages.

Table 1. Study villages’ background information and sample size.

Village A Village B

Established in 1978 1953

History
Mahouts from a timber extracting

company stayed on, and people from
other villages migrated for farming.

People from neighboring areas migrated for
farming.

Location Nan Cho Reserved Forest (1919) Nan Cho and Zi Yaing Reserved Forest (1919)
Number of households 87 179
CF members until 2022 54 (in six CFUGs) 22 (in three CFUGs)

Total area of CF until 2022 248 acres 205 acres
Ethnic group Kayin (formerly Karen) and Bamar Kayin

Major livelihood Taungya 1 and Banana farming Taungya and Betel farming
Sample size 30 22

1 Taungya is a Burmese word. Taung and Ya mean hill cultivation and farming [23]; CF, community forestry;
CFUG, Community Forest Users’ Group.

2.3. Data Collection and Analysis

We evaluated the practices, standards, and norms in the state’s CF program, outlining
the rationale and techniques of state forestry in governing encroached forests. Additionally,
we tracked the locals’ perceptions, traditional practices in forested land, struggles over
land control, and conditions of landholding to reveal the traditional rationality of forest
dwellers and their interests, knowledge, practices, and reasons for accessing, occupying,
and operationalizing forested land (Figure 2). Using the genealogical analytical method of
scientifically examining the production of knowledge [17], we examined the practices and
knowledge of both the state and local communities, highlighting local narratives alongside
the resulting quantitative data.
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Figure 2. The framework of the study.

In addition to conducting key informant interviews, focus group discussions (FGDs),
and observational studies, we referred to the state’s standard operating procedures and
working and management plans. Moreover, we conducted a survey using a semi-structured
open-ended questionnaire in Burmese.
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First, a pilot interview was conducted with village heads and elders to obtain infor-
mation on the history and background of the villages included in the research. Alongside
having the research purpose explained to them, participants were informed of their rights
and assured of the confidentiality of their information. In line with our theoretical frame-
work, we specifically selected CFUG members for the interviews to gain insights into
traditional land techniques, local CF knowledge, and land contestations between the FD
and the communities. To ensure a well-rounded understanding, we applied three criteria
when choosing the respondents for key informant interviews: CFUG leaders (chairpersons
and secretaries), older members of CFUG, and those with long-term experience in CF and
FD’s agroforestry techniques.

Building on recent discussions regarding effective sample sizes for qualitative re-
search [37,38], we set a higher baseline of 24 interviewees for key informant interviews,
despite studies suggesting that a figure of 12 to 14 respondents is sufficient for case analy-
sis [37,38]. This larger sample was chosen to ensure a representative examination of the
general pattern of the material dimension outlined by our genealogical approach across
both villages. However, in the case of Village B, the entire target population (i.e., local
farmers participating in the CF program) comprised only 22 individuals, meaning that we
interviewed the entire population (22/22). In Village A, due to active participation during
the survey, we interviewed 30 individuals out of 54 CF members (30/54) (Table 2). We
selected participants for the FGDs from the respondents of the key informant interviews in
each village. We established a baseline of 8–10 respondents for FGDs.

Table 2. Characteristics of respondents.

Villages No. of
Respondents

Average
Household Size

Average Farm
Size (ha) *

Average CF
Land Size (ha)

Major Income
Source

A 30 4.83 3.83 2.37 Banana farming

B 22 5.68 4.95 2.12 Betel orchard
* Currently, all respondents hold Ya (dry farm) land, but none possess land certificates from the government,
except for CF certificates issued to those farmers who participated in the CF program.

Participants’ consent was obtained verbally before and during the survey and during
follow-up interviews conducted in April and June 2023, respectively. All key informant
interviews and FGDs were audio-recorded and noted along with the interviewers’ questions
for data verification. The interview responses were transcribed and organized using
Microsoft Excel 2016 to develop data nodes and themes, as well as to categorize textual
data and local narrative stories. We used R (version 4.3.3) solely for generating the relevant
graphs of the numerical data obtained from key informant interviews to reveal the outcomes
of local discursive effects. For data visualization in R, we used specific packages from the R
library: “ggplot2”, “reshape2”, and “scales”.

2.4. Survey

Our survey included two divisions—Key Informant Interviews and FGDs. The survey
for Key Informant Interviews included the following seven sections:

(1) Background information of the village (interview with the village head)
(2) General characteristics of each household
(3) Current land use activities
(4) Villagers’ traditional land use activities on forested land (traditional strategies on

people–land nexus)
(5) Reason for joining CF
(6) Changes in local practices after joining CF program, and
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(7) Difficult parts of the CF program for following the state’s land technique.

With regard to FGDs, the said discussions center on the following four major themes:

(1) The traditional norms and standards in the utilization of the forested land
(2) Rights, institutions, and perceptions of use and access to forested land under the

CF program
(3) Participation in the FD’s CF management program, and
(4) Opinions and views on the challenges when it comes to the existing CF program

becoming successful.

To reconstruct the local discursive strategies regarding forested land, we consulted
FGDs alongside individual arguments from Key Informant Interviews and data obtained
from observational studies during the survey visits. We conducted observational stud-
ies with well-known respondents who have lived in the village for many years and are
currently practicing CF. This included recording CF certificates, community forest user
group management plans, FD instructions, local land use and management practices, and
agroforestry CF implementation plots. Additionally, we took photos and made notes on
tree species, crop farming designs, tree species choices, and the conditions of agro-based CF
in order to gain a deeper understanding of the actual practices (see Appendix A). Drawing
from these arguments and discussions, we reconstructed the rationales, local knowledge,
and practices related to traditional land management and CF. To capture the effects of
local discursive strategies, we analyzed the numerical data in relation to land use, explor-
ing the conditions of these local practices in the material realm. Thus, the aspects of the
survey aim to reveal the realities of local life in forested land from both discursive and
material perspectives.

3. Results
3.1. Key Components of Community Forestry in Myanmar

Myanmar’s efforts to expand its national CF program have long been a central goal
of the forestry sector. The 1995 Myanmar Forest Policy stipulated the potential for local
participation in forest management, which led to the development of the CFI in the same
year. The latter program sought to grant local communities the rights to access, use, man-
age, and exclude others from forest resources, as well as alienation rights, within a 30-year
period under the CF certificate. Initially, the program targeted non-timber forest products
and small-scale commercial activities for local communities until 2016. Between 1995 and
2019, the program underwent a revision, especially in 2016, to facilitate a gradual shift
toward economic benefits. A major revision in 2019 provided legal allowances for the
commercialization of CF, including timber harvesting and marketing. With the promotion
of CF, the FD also adopted different community-based forest management regimes, each
with its own forest management model. One such model was agroforestry-based CF, which
allowed for the integration of individually owned land-use conditions in CF implementa-
tion, following the 2013 degazetting records. In this model, privately held Yar Land (dry
farmland) within reserved forests can apply for legal registration as CF. The procedures of
application process follow the usual CF procedures, and involves the formation of a user
group, comprising households that have lived continuously for five years in or within five
miles of the forest’s periphery. These households must be interested in forestry operations
and genuinely dependent on the forest for their livelihoods. The group must submit a
management plan detailing forestry activities, rules and regulations, and fund management,
along with an agreement to keep the designated area under CF management.
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3.2. FD’s Management Techniques in Forested Land Control

In the study villages (A and B), AF-based CF programs began in 2014 (Figure 3). The
main visions of the FD in using the CF program in these encroached villages were twofold:
(1) to retrieve control of already demarcated and reserved forests and (2) to revitalize the
reserved status of forests under state forestry [39]. The primary institutional vision of the FD
was to restore encroached forests to the original status of “reserved forests” [40]. To execute
its vision, the FD applied three distinct techniques in forest management: (1) monitoring,
(2) incentives (material and financial), and (3) penalties.
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Our findings revealed that the FD’s CF management plan emphasized the duties of its
participants to ensure the planting and nurturing of the designated number of trees. For
this, two strategies were used: (1) counterchecking by its staff and (2) endorsing shared
responsibilities through the CFUG. Field notes and FGDs conducted in Villages A and B,
hereafter referred to as FGDs (1) and (2), respectively, revealed that the FD’s utilization
of collective arrangements was solely intended for monitoring and evaluation, not for
benefit-sharing in agro- or individual-based CF. Monitoring was carried out mainly to
ensure the survival of at least 150 trees per acre of forest, with a minimum survival rate of
70% in the first 3 years. This standard was also a major criterion to subsequently verify the
granting of CF plots to local people. Additionally, the FD outlined 16 criteria for each CF
plot’s ground evaluation that required the local staff to monitor the activities conducted
outside of the permitted CF practices (CF unit evaluation guidelines, Extension Division,
Forest Department, 28 November 2022) (Table 3). Thus, the main goal of monitoring
and evaluation was to ensure the status quo of reserved forests and forbid other land-
use activities.

The FD also arranged various incentive programs to achieve its target goals. The two
categories of incentive structures were legal (de jure) and supportive. The FD presumed
that “giving the formal land title to the forest encroachers was good enough to resolve
forest encroachment issues”. This incentive resulted in a 30-year land title with the rights
of extension and inheritance. Interviews with local FD staff, as well as notes from both
the FGDs, revealed that the FD and the CFUG argued that the 30-year land rights title
granted the CFUG protection against future evictions from private plantations and other
forest dwellers, as well as from internal migrations. Three types of supportive incentives
were used: (1) material, (2) technical, and (3) financial. The FD provided material support
by giving forest tree seedlings to the locals. Hardwood species were specifically supplied
to maintain the status quo of forestlands. Currently, most locals prefer planting teak
(Tectona grandis), pyinkado (Xylia xylocarpa), mangium-sha (Acacia mangium), and padauk
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(Pterocarpus macrocarpus) for future economic benefit. Additionally, and as revealed in
the FGDs, the local FD staff provided CFUG members with financial assistance for the
agro-based CF program.

Table 3. Items for evaluating and monitoring the CFUG.

CF Checklist Items Remarks

CFUG members’ stability (members leaving and joining) To report to the district forest officer in case of change
in members

Each CFUG’s management plan

Each CFUG’s efforts in planting nurseries and natural
and assisted regeneration

The exercising of unauthorized activities To withdraw the CF certificate

Activities pertaining to land mortgages, sales, or transfers
(instead of formal inheritance) To withdraw the CF certificate

Excavation of natural resources (e.g., sand, gold, stones
for construction)

The construction of permanent buildings To ensure reserved forest status

Farming with forbidden crops and tree species

Illegal settlements

Target area implementation conditions To modify CF target or set filing fees

Local CF committee rules and regulations To develop institutional rules and regulations

Condition of timber extraction To check subsistence or economic use and maintain
records

Extraction status of non-timber forest products To maintain records

Minutes of the committee meeting To prepare an annual report

Annual progress report

Local and foreign aid assistance If yes, report to the FD and ask for permission

The FGDs and key informant interviews highlighted that the FD arranged for numer-
ous technical assistants to help with management plan development and provided training
in basic silvicultural practices, developing business opportunities, and other extensive pro-
grams. However, the equal and effective dissemination of technical CF information among
the participants and villagers was a challenge, as many CF participants were unaware
of the aforementioned fundamental information. Moreover, even with extensive training
programs, the locals found it difficult to develop CF management plans as they had little
formal education and limited knowledge of forest management standards. Our findings
revealed that participants in both villages were unfamiliar with management plans. These
plans were mainly developed by the local FD staff in Village A and project support in
Village B.

As with normal government strategies, after outlining the CFUG’s major responsibili-
ties, the FD imposed penalties for violating its management standards, with the major legal
penalty being the termination of the designated land title. Rather than sharing responsi-
bilities and counterchecking, this penalty system solely relied on the FD’s authority and
responsibility for evaluation and verification (Table 3).
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3.3. Characteristics and Land-Use Practices of the Locals

During the FGDs, the locals emphasized their generational presence in the locality,
with many claiming that their families had roamed the forest since their forefathers. The
quantitative data from the participants’ responses revealed that approximately half of their
land had been inherited (Figure 4). Moreover, it was observed that only a small portion of
their landholdings came from internal purchases. Much of their land had been self-claimed
through the traditional practice of Da Ma U Gya, meaning “first cut, first own”.
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Figure 4. The respondents’ mode of land holding (n = 52). Source: Key Informant Interviews
conducted in 2023.

Although the two villages were nearby (within 15 km), different vegetation and
topographic conditions led to different farming practices in the villages. Compared with
Village B, Village A was closer to the urban area. Moreover, the land was mostly covered
with thin vegetation, and severe deforestation had occurred in some areas, leading to bare
mountains. Thus, low vegetation and a hot climate compelled the villagers to practice
banana farming for their livelihood. Village B was located much deeper into the mountain
ranges and had a better vegetative cover, leading to the locals choosing betel farming. Thus,
the two farming patterns, owing to different soil positions and vegetative conditions, led to
heterogeneity in the techniques used in the struggle over forestlands (Table 4).

Table 4. Land-use techniques by locals in the study area (Source: Survey conducted in 2023).

Categories Village A Village B

Land occupation techniques

Searching unoccupied lands for
quality soil

Searching unoccupied lands for
quality soil

Voluntary efforts Voluntary efforts

Mutual agreement within communities Mutual agreement within
communities

Customary institutions and
procedures

No institutions or collective rules No institutions or collective rules
Voluntary and mutual understanding Voluntary and mutual understanding

Land-use techniques
Da Ma U Gya, fallowing exhausted plots,

the natural boundary with trees
and landmarks

Da Ma U Gya, fallowing exhausted
plots, the natural boundary with

trees and landmarks

Type of farms Banana orchard Betel orchard

Land-use intensity Intensive banana farming (pure banana
farm plots) without using chemicals

Farming with forest trees without
using chemicals
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The locals stated that they had previously practiced shifting cultivation in forests. In
fact, shifting taungya, which involves cultivating crops by slashing and burning, shifting,
and rotating the land from time to time, was a major land-use technique adopted by
their forefathers. In the past, through mutual agreement, both villages practiced shifting
taungya as a voluntary occupation. However, during the FGDs, it was revealed that the
establishment of Naypyidaw in 2005 and the surrounding military units in the nearby
mountains made this technique difficult and unfeasible. Additionally, the FD’s designation
of locals as illegal forest encroachers worsened the situation, leading to the local strategy of
“distancing from the state”. Therefore, in the contemporary era, the two villages followed
the neoliberal voluntary resistance of “distancing from the state” in the forests. At the
time of the survey, both villages practiced permanent agriculture. However, there were
no customary institutions or instructional arrangements to guide the use and control of
unoccupied forested land located in the vicinity.

3.4. Changing Political Context and Contours of the Relationship Between the FD and
Local Communities

The forest dwellers inevitably joined the FD-endorsed CF program in 2015 to prevent
the state from evicting them from their land. Before this program, tensions prevailed be-
tween the FD and communities, especially in Village A. In 2002, the FD labeled these people
illegal forest encroachers and inter-migrants and planted trees inside locally occupied farm
plots under the “AF program” to revive the “reserved forests” status by hiring laborers
without prior negotiations with the villagers. The local CFUG leaders stipulated that this
non-negotiated AF strategy was the FD’s technique of evicting the villagers from their land.
FGD (1) revealed that the villagers rejected this forced AF program, physically deterring
the hired laborers from transplanting the seedlings.

However, in 2015, a mutual CF program was implemented owing to the FD’s strategic
and creative CF approach and a certain degree of prior negotiations. The FD allowed local
leaders to join relevant seminars and workshops in Naypyidaw, training them at its training
schools. Additionally, the locals realized that their position was that of illegal occupants
in the reserved forest. Therefore, they grasped the opportunity to hold formal land titles
to dissolve their illegal occupancy status. Gradually, many villagers from both villages
converted their farmland to CF land (Figure 5). During FGD (2), the rationale for local
people adopting CF and their opinion on the challenges while participating the program
were revealed as follows:
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Figure 5. CF participants’ CF and Non-CF land holding status (n = 30 in Village A) (n = 22 in Village
B). Source: Key Informant Interviews conducted in 2023.

“Before CF, our land was like a black motorcycle (i.e., illegal or a non-registered
motorcycle), but with CF, my land became like a legally owned motorbike. It is like a
licensed cycle with licensed limitations (During FGD 2)”.



Land 2025, 14, 459 12 of 20

3.5. Local Land Techniques and Struggles in Adapting to the CF Program

Planting the number of CF trees outlined in the program was the main goal in both
villages. Communities in Village A adopted two distinct planting methods: plot-by-plot
(i.e., planting a group of CF and banana trees plot by plot) and boundary planting (i.e.,
planting CF trees mostly at the farm’s boundary, encircling the banana trees). Additionally,
a handful of villagers adopted the gap planting method (i.e., planting CF trees in an
available space between the banana trees). Village B had no issues when planting CF trees,
and well-growth forest conditions beyond the FD’s expectations were observed in its betel
orchards (Figure 6). During FGD (2), it was revealed that the villagers refer to their farms
as “betel forests”. After clearing and burning the plot (In Burmese, “
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plantations), the betel vine growing process involves the villagers’ nurturing and growing
kathit trees (Erythrina fusca) as hosts for betel vines After two years, the villagers plant betel
vines so that those vines can securely attach themselves to the host trees.
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Village A faced more difficulties adapting to CF as banana trees are susceptible to
shade from forest trees (Figure 6). The villagers claimed that the existing CF trees had
already affected their banana trees’ growth and yield. The respondents revealed that the
reason behind this problem was that, unlike the betel vines in Village B, their banana
trees were sensitive to the shade from tree canopies. This issue occurred with farmers
who joined CF early and planted CF trees stripe by stripe (interview survey). Resultantly,
most farmers who joined later primarily planted CF trees using boundary planting or
plot-by-plot (interviews, see Appendix A). Meanwhile, the villagers struggled to meet
the forest management guidelines’ standard of planting 150 forest trees per acre. Their
forest-tree planting design (i.e., stripe-by-stripe, plot-by-plot, and boundary) based on
CF management guidelines was determined by the site conditions and each household’s
decision. During the FGDs, it was revealed that except for the mandate to plant 150 forest
trees per acre of land, there were no guidelines for developing a plantation design in this
locality and that the seedling survival rates were low.

3.6. Unequal Land Distribution and CF Participation

Both villages suffered from unequal farm size distribution. Our data revealed the
different interquartile ranges of CF and non-CF land size distribution between the two
villages (Figure 7). The possible reasons for this, observed during the survey through key
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informant interviews and FGDs, were threefold. First, neither local institutions nor local
rules governed land occupation in this area. Second, household size determined the area of
land occupied, as some interviews indicated that respondents did not want to occupy more
land than they could manage due to family labor limitations. Another indirect indication
of the second reason was that some villagers occupied more land than their family labor
could manage, thus meaning they faced difficulties in adhering to the FD’s guidelines, as
indicated by the discussions in the FGDs. Moreover, there was a significant inequality
in the share of CF landholdings among the participants between and within the villages
(Figure 8). Our survey data confirmed this unequal distribution. While some households in
Village B hold 30 acres (12 ha) each, others hold a total of less than 10 acres (4 ha) (Figure 7).
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Figure 8. Unequal CF land area distribution among the study’s respondents (n = 52). Source: Key
Informant Interviews conducted in 2023.

Additionally, the ratio of CF land to total farmland holding was unequal, suggesting
that the CF participation level in this locality was somewhat inequitable. The data also re-
vealed that compared with the total landholdings of individual households, the percentage
of land engaged in the CF program was unfairly distributed. While 10 and 4 households
from Villages A and B, respectively, had registered over 75% of their land under the CF
program, 2 and 9 households from Villages A and B, respectively, had registered less than
25% of their land as CF farm plots (Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Share of the percentage of CF land to total farmland (n = 30 in Village A) (n = 22 in Village
B). Source: Key Informant Interviews conducted in 2023.

The reasons observed and revealed during the FGD were as follows: First, owing to
the FD’s limited capacity, it could not approve all the requested land for CF titles because
of various technical requirements, such as land measurement and verification. Second,
most CFUG leaders held larger CF areas than others because they could acquire firsthand
information and thus know the annual plan. Third, scattered land, resulting from a lack of
customary local institutions and practices, was a major challenge faced by the FD and local
communities. More importantly, households might have occupied more land than could
be effectively managed by seeking more CF land titles. During FGD (1), the respondents
openly and honestly discussed the situation by stating the following:

“Some people cleared more forest land than they could farm to qualify for the CF
program. Thus, following the rules of FD, especially the duty of planting and nurturing
forest trees, became difficult for them (During FGD 1)”.

4. Discussion
By focusing on the contours of power among actors and institutions [29], we found

that the FD’s forest management capacity was insufficient to address the minute local land
control techniques and mobilization of local forest dwellers. Our results indicated that
the FD’s vision of restoring encroached forests to the original status of “reserved forests”
did not adequately cover the mobilizing and ever-changing livelihoods of the people.
The existing supportive regulations, including the CFIs, also remained inadequate and
demonstrated significant shortcomings [41]. Additionally, it was difficult for the FD to
survey the exact degree of local landholdings across spatial–temporal scales. Moreover, the
forest dwellers’ diversified struggles and techniques made it difficult for the FD to control
local land use [42]. The FD’s rigid forest management techniques undermined the mobility
of local land practices critical for the locals’ livelihoods in a changing climate [41,43].
Owing to their proximity, the FD rationalized applying one framework in Villages A and B.
However, adopting a single management plan for variegated communities with different
farming styles, farms, and orchards was subject to policy and management guideline
revisions. Meanwhile, proactive negotiations that emerged during political transitions
were useful for both sides. The state’s involvement in the CF program should be directed
toward a supportive mechanism to address the issues that surfaced—namely difficulty
in CF because of scattered local land occupation, unequal landholding, and passive local
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participation. Furthermore, our findings revealed the emergence of elite people from the
local community in CF participation, especially CFUG leaders. This is in line with the
findings of Ota et al. [30]. However, our findings did not reveal the manifestations of
powerful external actors, as highlighted by Maryudi [12].

Additionally, our results indicated that communities subverted and contested the
structure of the state’s reforestation program through locally produced knowledge [44],
and that locals utilized their claim of “generational presence” to legitimize their inherited
right on land and reject the FD’s claim of them being “illegal forest occupants”. Our
findings also revealed no local customary institutions or rules to manage the surrounding
unoccupied lands. Therefore, the state’s leadership role as a guarantor of common forest
resources is inevitable [29,45]. Without strong local institutions, this role is necessary as
it reconciles bottom-up and top-down initiatives [46]. Moreover, communities depended
highly on the FD to resolve issues arising from the CFUG structure [47]. Thus, rather
than seeking convincing governance ideas, such as a weak state and strong communities,
the preference is for local condition-based collaborative forest management strategies, as
these will produce positive social and environmental outcomes [44,48,49]. The new CF
governance for local communities revealed a movement from autonomous to hierarchical.
However, despite originating from colonial state forestry, this movement was a radical shift
from a hierarchical to a more liberal form of the FD [45].

The findings from the two villages in this study unveiled how land was used in the
times of their forefathers. This land claimed through their efforts became operational,
controllable, accessible, inheritable, tradable, and cultivable. Thus, the optimal solution for
the state and forest dwellers is to select a secured property rights type of land ownership
category to escape state and private ownership dilemmas [50]. One possible scenario is
the forest dwellers’ anticipated future of the forestry business (this is also the FD’s recent
anticipation). Their perceived future scenario with CF plantation industries coincides with
what the literature has already stated—environmentality entrepreneurs in a neoliberal
way [51]. Thus, the situation consists of the villagers and FD applying the neoliberal
strategies of the market as guarantors of CF. This is possible because the management
regime of the said locality is individually managed taungya AF plots [21,52]. However, we
recommend that this upscaling be put under the prescription of AF under the supervision of
FD to prevent permanent land use changes. Our findings imply that conventional state-led
decentralization is insufficient for sustainable forest landscape management, especially in
encroached forests.

5. Conclusions
Our study contributes to the forest governmentality literature by assessing the state’s

and local communities’ strategies, techniques, procedures, and rationales [33,34], revealing
their power relations by reconstructing their land-use rationale in forests. Our study
avoided taking sides or searching for significant effects. Instead, we reported on the
background conditions of land techniques and the emergent effects, both qualitatively
and quantitatively. Additionally, our analysis contributes to the literature on forest and
environmental policy by revealing both the discursive effects (i.e., the emergent production
of local and state knowledge deployed in land control over the encroached forests) and
the non-discursive effects (i.e., the material conditions produced, such as land size and CF
participation ratios, which result from these discursive struggles) [53,54]. By incorporating
non-discursive effects and material dimensions, this study also enriches qualitative analysis
literature, broadening the scope for interpreting numerical data—albeit not in an inferential
way. The biggest challenge regarding landholding and land rights is property rights
pertaining to local CF land. Under the “state land notion,” it is difficult and risky for the
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FD to give full private property rights for locally occupied land. Therefore, it is necessary
to seek a new terminology to avoid this trap. However, contemporary CF strategies cannot
accomplish this task on both sides. Nonetheless, the upcoming shift from conservationist
CF plots to enterprise-based ones indicates the role of markets in future CF programs.

Our findings provide four concrete policy recommendations: (1) FDs should give
secured property rights to forest dwellers in the neoliberal market economy age (advanta-
geous for the locals); (2) the plots should be permanent forest business plots and regulated
by the state as a guarantor of common resources (either with cash crops or forest trees)
to prevent permanent land use change (advantageous for the state); (3) FDs’ governing
techniques (i.e., management plan and standards) should be regional rather than national
(advantageous to both); and (4) FDs should develop land area baselines for each household
in encroached forests based on local history (advantageous for FDs).

This study was conducted amid political crises and wary states, making long-term
meticulous analysis unfeasible. Although a quantitative assessment was employed, a more
profound inferential quantitative analysis of socioeconomic aspects was not included. Thus,
future studies should analyze forest governance by including quantitative economic and
social indicators that might affect local contestation in political ecology.
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Sample local documents and plantation records.

Land 2025, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW17 of 20 
 

Data Availability Statement: The data used to support the findings of this study are included in 

the article. 

Acknowledgments: We thank the staff from the Forest Department and local communities for their 

kind  support  during  our  data  collection. We  also  thank  Editage  (www.editage.jp)  for  English 

language editing. 

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest. 

Abbreviations 

The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript: 
FD  Forest Department 

CF  Community Forestry 

CFI  Community Forestry Instructions 

CFUG  Community Forest Users’ Group 

FGD  Focused Group Discussion 

AF  Agroforestry 

Appendix A 

Sample local documents and plantation records. 

 

Figure A1. CF certificates. 

 

Figure A2. Banana Farm and boundary tree planting (Village A). 

Figure A1. CF certificates.

Land 2025, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW17 of 20 
 

Data Availability Statement: The data used to support the findings of this study are included in 

the article. 

Acknowledgments: We thank the staff from the Forest Department and local communities for their 

kind  support  during  our  data  collection. We  also  thank  Editage  (www.editage.jp)  for  English 

language editing. 

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest. 

Abbreviations 

The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript: 
FD  Forest Department 

CF  Community Forestry 

CFI  Community Forestry Instructions 

CFUG  Community Forest Users’ Group 

FGD  Focused Group Discussion 

AF  Agroforestry 

Appendix A 

Sample local documents and plantation records. 

 

Figure A1. CF certificates. 

 

Figure A2. Banana Farm and boundary tree planting (Village A). Figure A2. Banana Farm and boundary tree planting (Village A).

Land 2025, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW18 of 20 
 

 

Figure A3. Betel orchard (Village B). 

 

Figure A4. Plot‐by‐plot planting (Village A). 

References 

1. Newton, P.; Kinzer, A.T.; Miller, D.C.; Oldekop,  J.A.; Agrawal, A. The number and spatial distribution of  forest‐proximate 

people globally. One Earth 2020, 3, 363–370. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2020.08.016. 

2. Swift,  P.;  Cock,  A.  Traditional  Khmer  systems  of  forest  management.  J.  R.  Asiat.  Soc.  2015,  25,  153–173. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S135618631400039X. 

3. Pokharel, R.K.; Tiwari, K.R. Good governance assessment  in Nepal’s community  forestry.  J. Sustain. For. 2013, 32, 549–564. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10549811.2013.779902. 

4. Gilmour, D. Forty Years of Community‐Based Forestry: A Review of Its Extent and Effectiveness; Food and Agriculture Organization 

of the United Nations: Rome, Italy, 2016. 

5. Putraditama, A.; Kim, Y.S.; Baral, H. Where  to put  community‐based  forestry? Reconciling  conservation and  livelihood  in 

Lampung, Indonesia. Trees For. People 2021, 4, 100062. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tfp.2021.100062. 

6. Agrawal,  A.  Common  property  institutions  and  sustainable  governance  of  resources.  World  Dev.  2001,  29,  1649–1672. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305‐750X(01)00063‐8. 

7. Maryudi, A.; Devkota, R.R.; Schusser, C.; Yufanyi, C.; Salla, M.; Aurenhammer, H.; Rotchanaphatharawit, R.; Krott, M. Back to 

basics:  Considerations  in  evaluating  the  outcomes  of  community  forestry.  For.  Policy  Econ.  2012,  14,  1–5. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2011.07.017. 

8. Michon, G.; Angelsen, A. Domesticating Forests: How Farmers Manage Forest Resources; Center for International Forestry Research; 

World Agroforestry Centre: Bogor, Indonesia, 2005. 

9. van Noordwijk, M.; Coe, R.; Sinclair, F.L.; Luedeling, E.; Bayala, J.; Muthuri, C.W.; Cooper, P.; Kindt, R.; Duguma, L.; Lamanna, 

C.; et al. Climate change adaptation  in and through agroforestry: Four decades of research  initiated by Peter Huxley. Mitig. 

Adapt. Strateg. Glob. Change 2021, 26, 18. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027‐021‐09954‐5. 

10. Bryant, R.L. The Political Ecology of Forestry in Burma 1824–1994; University of Hawai’i Press: Honolulu, HI, USA, 1997. 

Figure A3. Betel orchard (Village B).



Land 2025, 14, 459 18 of 20

Land 2025, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW18 of 20 
 

 

Figure A3. Betel orchard (Village B). 

 

Figure A4. Plot‐by‐plot planting (Village A). 

References 

1. Newton, P.; Kinzer, A.T.; Miller, D.C.; Oldekop,  J.A.; Agrawal, A. The number and spatial distribution of  forest‐proximate 

people globally. One Earth 2020, 3, 363–370. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2020.08.016. 

2. Swift,  P.;  Cock,  A.  Traditional  Khmer  systems  of  forest  management.  J.  R.  Asiat.  Soc.  2015,  25,  153–173. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S135618631400039X. 

3. Pokharel, R.K.; Tiwari, K.R. Good governance assessment  in Nepal’s community  forestry.  J. Sustain. For. 2013, 32, 549–564. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10549811.2013.779902. 

4. Gilmour, D. Forty Years of Community‐Based Forestry: A Review of Its Extent and Effectiveness; Food and Agriculture Organization 

of the United Nations: Rome, Italy, 2016. 

5. Putraditama, A.; Kim, Y.S.; Baral, H. Where  to put  community‐based  forestry? Reconciling  conservation and  livelihood  in 

Lampung, Indonesia. Trees For. People 2021, 4, 100062. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tfp.2021.100062. 

6. Agrawal,  A.  Common  property  institutions  and  sustainable  governance  of  resources.  World  Dev.  2001,  29,  1649–1672. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305‐750X(01)00063‐8. 

7. Maryudi, A.; Devkota, R.R.; Schusser, C.; Yufanyi, C.; Salla, M.; Aurenhammer, H.; Rotchanaphatharawit, R.; Krott, M. Back to 

basics:  Considerations  in  evaluating  the  outcomes  of  community  forestry.  For.  Policy  Econ.  2012,  14,  1–5. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2011.07.017. 

8. Michon, G.; Angelsen, A. Domesticating Forests: How Farmers Manage Forest Resources; Center for International Forestry Research; 

World Agroforestry Centre: Bogor, Indonesia, 2005. 

9. van Noordwijk, M.; Coe, R.; Sinclair, F.L.; Luedeling, E.; Bayala, J.; Muthuri, C.W.; Cooper, P.; Kindt, R.; Duguma, L.; Lamanna, 

C.; et al. Climate change adaptation  in and through agroforestry: Four decades of research  initiated by Peter Huxley. Mitig. 

Adapt. Strateg. Glob. Change 2021, 26, 18. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027‐021‐09954‐5. 

10. Bryant, R.L. The Political Ecology of Forestry in Burma 1824–1994; University of Hawai’i Press: Honolulu, HI, USA, 1997. 

Figure A4. Plot-by-plot planting (Village A).

References
1. Newton, P.; Kinzer, A.T.; Miller, D.C.; Oldekop, J.A.; Agrawal, A. The number and spatial distribution of forest-proximate people

globally. One Earth 2020, 3, 363–370. [CrossRef]
2. Swift, P.; Cock, A. Traditional Khmer systems of forest management. J. R. Asiat. Soc. 2015, 25, 153–173. [CrossRef]
3. Pokharel, R.K.; Tiwari, K.R. Good governance assessment in Nepal’s community forestry. J. Sustain. For. 2013, 32, 549–564.

[CrossRef]
4. Gilmour, D. Forty Years of Community-Based Forestry: A Review of Its Extent and Effectiveness; Food and Agriculture Organization of

the United Nations: Rome, Italy, 2016.
5. Putraditama, A.; Kim, Y.S.; Baral, H. Where to put community-based forestry? Reconciling conservation and livelihood in

Lampung, Indonesia. Trees For. People 2021, 4, 100062. [CrossRef]
6. Agrawal, A. Common property institutions and sustainable governance of resources. World Dev. 2001, 29, 1649–1672. [CrossRef]
7. Maryudi, A.; Devkota, R.R.; Schusser, C.; Yufanyi, C.; Salla, M.; Aurenhammer, H.; Rotchanaphatharawit, R.; Krott, M. Back to

basics: Considerations in evaluating the outcomes of community forestry. For. Policy Econ. 2012, 14, 1–5. [CrossRef]
8. Michon, G.; Angelsen, A. Domesticating Forests: How Farmers Manage Forest Resources; Center for International Forestry Research;

World Agroforestry Centre: Bogor, Indonesia, 2005.
9. van Noordwijk, M.; Coe, R.; Sinclair, F.L.; Luedeling, E.; Bayala, J.; Muthuri, C.W.; Cooper, P.; Kindt, R.; Duguma, L.; Lamanna, C.;

et al. Climate change adaptation in and through agroforestry: Four decades of research initiated by Peter Huxley. Mitig. Adapt.
Strateg. Glob. Change 2021, 26, 18. [CrossRef]

10. Bryant, R.L. The Political Ecology of Forestry in Burma 1824–1994; University of Hawai’i Press: Honolulu, HI, USA, 1997.
11. Peluso, N.L.; Vandergeest, P. Genealogies of the political forest and customary rights in Indonesia, Malaysia, and Thailand. J.

Asian Stud. 2001, 60, 761–812. [CrossRef]
12. Maryudi, A. The Contesting Aspirations in the Forests: Actors, Interests and Power in Community Forestry in Java, Indonesia; Univer-

sitätsverlag Göttingen: Gottingen, Germany, 2011.
13. Kamal, S.F.; Lim, V.C. Forest reserve as an inclusive or exclusive space? Engaging orang alsi as stakeholder in protected area

management. J. Trop. For. Sci. 2019, 31, 278–285. [CrossRef]
14. Phelps, J.; Webb, E.L.; Agrawal, A. Does REDD+ threaten to recentralize forest governance? Science 2010, 328, 312–313. [CrossRef]
15. Arts, B. Assessing forest governance from a “triple G” perspective: Government, governance, governmentality. For. Policy Econ.

2014, 49, 17–22. [CrossRef]
16. Ministry of Forestry. Myanmar Forest Policy; Ministry of Forestry: Yangon, Myanmar, 1995.
17. Paing, W.M.; Han, P.P.; Ota, M.; Fujiwara, T. The state-private hybrid forest policy in Myanmar: The impact of neoliberalism on

the forestry sector after the 1990s. For. Policy Econ. 2023, 148, 102900. [CrossRef]
18. Lim, C.L.; Prescott, G.W.; De Alban, J.D.T.; Ziegler, A.D.; Webb, E.L. Untangling the proximate causes and underlying drivers of

deforestation and forest degradation in Myanmar. Conserv. Biol. 2017, 31, 1362–1372. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
19. FAO. Global Forest Resources Assessment 2015; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2016.
20. Yang, R.; Luo, Y.; Yang, K.; Hong, L.; Zhou, X. Analysis of forest deforestation and its driving factors in Myanmar from 1988 to

2017. Sustainability 2019, 11, 3047. [CrossRef]
21. San, S.M.; Kumar, N.; Biber-Freudenberger, L.; Schmitt, C.B. Agroforestry-based community forestry as a large-scale strategy to

reforest agricultural encroachment areas in Myanmar: Ambition vs. local reality. Ann. For. Sci. 2023, 80, 27. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2020.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1017/S135618631400039X
https://doi.org/10.1080/10549811.2013.779902
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tfp.2021.100062
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(01)00063-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2011.07.017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11027-021-09954-5
https://doi.org/10.2307/2700109
https://doi.org/10.26525/jtfs2019.31.3.278
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1187774
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2014.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2022.102900
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12984
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28856773
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11113047
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13595-023-01191-x


Land 2025, 14, 459 19 of 20

22. World Bank Group. An Assessment of Forest Tenure in Myanmar: Securing Forest Tenure for Sustainable Livelihoods. 2020. Avail-
able online: https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstreams/ca62e50f-0cc3-52e7-b544-5946fd16313c/download (accessed on
20 July 2023).

23. Win, S.; Kumazaki, M. The history of Taungya plantation forestry and its rise and fall in the Tharrawaddy forest division of
Myanmar (1869–1994). J. For. Plan. 1998, 4, 17–26. [CrossRef]

24. Blanford, H.R. Highlights of one hundred years of forestry in Burma. Emp. For. Rev. 1958, 37, 33–42.
25. Lin, H. Community forestry initiatives in Myanmar: An analysis from a social perspective. Int. For. Rev. 2005, 7, 27–36. [CrossRef]
26. Hlaing, E.E.S.; Inoue, M. Factors affecting participation of user group members: Comparative studies on two types of community

forestry in the dry zone, Myanmar. J. For. Res. 2013, 18, 60–72. [CrossRef]
27. Hlaing, Z.C.; Kamiyama, C.; Saito, O. Interaction between rural people’s basic needs and forest products: A case study of the

Katha District of Myanmar. Int. J. For. Res. 2017, 2017, 2105012. [CrossRef]
28. Feurer, M.; Gritten, D.; Than, M.M. Community forestry for livelihoods: Benefiting from Myanmar’s mangroves. Forests 2018,

9, 150. [CrossRef]
29. Kumeh, E.M. Contestations, counteractions and equitable conservation—A case study of Ghana’s Krokosua Hills Forest reserve.

For. Policy Econ. 2023, 157, 103090. [CrossRef]
30. Ota, M.; Masuda, M.; Shiga, K. Payment for what? The realities of forestry benefit sharing under joint forest management in a

major teak plantation region of Java, Indonesia. Small-Scale For. 2020, 19, 439–460. [CrossRef]
31. Foucault, M. Security, Territory, Population; MacMillan Publishers: New York, NY, USA, 2007.
32. Fletcher, R. Neoliberal environmentality: Towards a poststructuralist political ecology of the conservation debate. Conserv. Soc.

2010, 8, 171–181. [CrossRef]
33. Nepomuceno, Í.; Affonso, H.; Fraser, J.A.; Torres, M. Counter-conducts and the green grab: Forest peoples’ resistance to industrial

resource extraction in the Saracá-Taquera national forest, Brazilian Amazonia. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2019, 56, 124–133. [CrossRef]
34. Bose, P.; Arts, B.; van Dijk, H. ‘Forest governmentality’: A genealogy of subject-making of forest-dependent “scheduled tribes” in

India. Land Use Policy 2012, 29, 664–673. [CrossRef]
35. Foucault, M. The Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at the Coll’ege de France, 1978–1979; Picador: New York, NY, USA, 2008.
36. Agrawal, A. Environmentality: Technologies of Government and the Making of Subjects; Duke University Press: Durham, UK; London,

UK, 2005.
37. Hennink, M.; Kaiser, B.N. Sample sizes for saturation in qualitative research: A systematic review of empirical tests. Soc. Sci. Med.

2022, 292, 114523. [CrossRef]
38. Young, D.S.; Casey, E.A. An examination of the sufficiency of small qualitative samples. Soc. Work Research. 2019 43, 53–58.

[CrossRef]
39. Ministry of Natural Resources and Environmental Conservation (MONREC). The CFI, 2019; Forest Department: Naypyidaw,

Myanmar, 2019.
40. Forest Department. District Forest Management Plan (2016–2017 to 2025–2026); MONREC: Naypyidaw, Myanmar; Volume 1–2.
41. Alden Wily, L. Collective land ownership in the 21st century: Overview of global trends. Land 2018, 7, 68. [CrossRef]
42. San, S.M.; Kumar, N.; Biber-Freudenberger, L.; Schmitt, C.B. Policy evaluation and monitoring of agricultural expansion in forests

in Myanmar: An integrated approach of remote sensing techniques and social surveys. Land 2024, 13, 150. [CrossRef]
43. Muok, B.O.; Mosberg, M.; Eriksen, S.E.H.; Ong’ech, D.O. The politics of forest governance in a changing climate: Political reforms,

conflict and socio-environmental changes in Laikipia, Kenya. For. Policy Econ. 2021, 132, 102590. [CrossRef]
44. Kumeh, E.M.; Kyereh, B.; Birkenberg, A.; Birner, R. Customary power, farmer strategies and the dynamics of access to protected

forestlands for farming: Implications for Ghana’s forest bioeconomy. For. Policy Econ. 2021, 133, 102597. [CrossRef]
45. Arts, B.; Behagel, J.; de Koning, J.; van der Zon, M.V. Community forest management: Weak states or strong communities? Polit.

Gov. 2023, 11, 336–345. [CrossRef]
46. van Noordwijk, M.; Gitz, V.; Minang, P.A.; Dewi, S.; Leimona, B.; Duguma, L.; Pingault, N.; Meybeck, A. People-centric

nature-based land restoration through agroforestry: A typology. Land 2020, 9, 251. [CrossRef]
47. Ohmura, T.; Creutzburg, L. Guarding the For(Es)t: Sustainable economy conflicts and stakeholder preference of policy instruments.

For. Policy Econ. 2021, 131, 102553. [CrossRef]
48. Fedele, G.; Donatti, C.I.; Bornacelly, I.; Hole, D.G. Nature-dependent people: Mapping human direct use of nature for basic needs

across the tropics. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2021, 71, 102368. [CrossRef]
49. Jiang, C.; Du, X.; Cai, J.; Li, H.; Chen, Q. Study on the evolution and prediction of land use and landscape patterns in the Jianmen

Shu road heritage area. Land 2024, 13, 2165. [CrossRef]
50. Weiss, G.; Lawrence, A.; Hujala, T.; Lidestav, G.; Nichiforel, L.; Nybakk, E.; Quiroga, S.; Sarvašová, Z.; Suarez, C.; Živojinović, I.
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