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A major challenge facing Swaziland is how to maximise the use of forest resources while still
maintaining their sustainability. Forest resources are being depleted and degraded due to poor access
controls, inequities in land-tenure and user rights. The research was conducted using the Institutional
Analysis and Development (IAD) framework as the underlying scheme. The main objective of this study
was to investigate access to and utilisation of forest resources in the selected chiefdoms in
Mahlangatsha Inkundla. The survey methodology whose target population was from the two chiefdoms
were household heads was adopted in this study (N = 185). Data were collected using questionnaires.
Stratified random sampling technique which combined both stratification and randomization were used.
Findings revealed that, access levels of households to forest resources were different. Whilst access to
community forest resources was restricted, the natural forest resources were open to extraction by
anyone. Institutional and community rules that are used to regulate access to forest resources lack
effectiveness. Consequently, there are problems of deforestation, degradation, illegal harvesting, and
lack of involvement by community members to manage forest resources. The study recommends that,
local people should be educated about rules that regulate access to forest resources and common
rules be set at the local level.
Key words: Utilisation of forest resources, Accces of forest resources, forest management, sustainability.

INTRODUCTION
The contribution of forest resources to the livelihood
strategies of poor people has long been appreciated as
significant. Most rural poor people rely directly and
indirectly on forests for their livelihoods. How to ensure
that poor people have rights and opportunities to access
forest resources, as well as responsibilities for the
sustainable management of forest resources, has
become a central question in debates (Shimizu and
Trudel, 2006; Tevera and Mukora, 2007). People in most
developing countries often depend on extracting

resources from nearby forests for their livelihoods,
whether for consumption or fuelwood, or as a source of
income. Community or social forestry relates to forestry
activities by rural people in the local environment. It
involves community and individual participation in the
planning, execution and management of a variety of
social and economic forestry elements (Tevera and
Mukora, 2007) It is people’s needs which, in theory,
determine tree planting and harvesting priorities. People
are seen as partners in the planning and management of
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Figure 1. The focal level of analysis of the IAD framework. Source: Ostrom et al. (2007).

forest resources, rather than as resource exploiters to be
controlled or excluded Forestry can play a significant role
for the well being of the people living in and around the
forest areas, and conversely, these people can play a
major part in making the forests around them more
productive. Managing forests primarily with a view to
protecting, developing and utilising them is sustainable
forest management.
To this end, the requirements for fuelwood, fodder and
construction timber required by the people for their
consumptive and productive purposes have been
regarded as important benefits to communities (Fisher,
2004). According to a National Forest Policy Green Paper
(2000) in Swaziland, forests are even more important for
the immediate beneficiaries, the people that are
employed in the forest industry, or make a living from
trade in forestry products. All rural people directly benefit
from the forest as they depend on a range of forest
products which are derived from their immediate
environment. Thus, the most important aspect of their
role is to act as custodians and ensure sustainable
management of the forest resources.

Conceptual framework
The Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD)
framework was used for this study to explore access to
and utilisation of forest resources in selected chiefdoms
in Mahlangatsha Inkundla (Figure 1). A key feature is its

structure, which extends from the operational level,
where decisions directly affect resource access and use,
to the collective-choice level, where the rules that govern
resource access and use are designed, to the
constitutional level, where decisions affect the rules that
govern how decisions are taken at the collective-choice
level. The IAD framework is one of the most distinguished
and tested frameworks in the field of natural resource
management (Gibson et al., 2005; Rudd, 2004; Carlsson,
2000). It has notably been used as a basis for developing
a theory of common-pool resource management and has
been supported in this field by a strong record of
empirical research and theoretical development (Ostrom
et al., 2007). The IAD framework places emphasis on
institutions, rules and actors that create patterns of
interactions.

Study area
The study area covers Sibovu, and Mpolonjeni chiefdoms
in Mahlangatsha Inkhundla, which is located in the
Manzini District of Swaziland. According to the
Government of Swaziland in 2007, this region of
Swaziland is the most heavily settled and the increase in
population is having a negative impact on the natural
vegetation. Swaziland is divided into four regions. These
regions are; Hhohho; Manzini, Lubombo, and Shiselweni.
The regions are shown in Figure 2. The Mahlangatsha
Inkundla is situated in the southern part of Manziniregion.
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Figure 2. Map of Swaziland showing the location of Mahlangatsha Inkundla in Swaziland. Source: AfroGIS
Swaziland (2008).

Figures 3 and 4 show the location of Mpolonjeni and
Sibovu in Mahlangatsha Inkundla, respectively. The study
area lies between longitude 31° 00' to 31° 15' E and
latitude 26° 45' to 27° 00' S (Figure 2). Sibovu and
Mpolonjeni are located between Motane and Tungolubi
rivers. The selected chiefdoms are in Mahlangatsha
Inkundla and they have natural trees and community
woodlots. Mahlangatsha Inkhundla is in the Middleveld of
Swaziland and is located in an area designated as Swazi
Nation Land (SNL).

Population
The Mahlangatsha Inkundla has 11 chiefdoms. The study

focuses on Sibovu, and Mpolonjeni chiefdoms. The
chiefdoms were selected for the study because there are
both community woodlots and indigenous forests. The
study area has a total population of 3320 people
(Government of Swaziland, 2007).

Soils and vegetation
Sibovu has soils which are generally acidic. Eucalyptus
trees are generally grown in Sibovu chiefdom and
constitute 15 ha (Government of Swaziland, 2007).
According to the Government of Swaziland in 2007, there
are also wattle trees which constitute 80 ha. Common
forms of plants include small woodlots and fruit trees.
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Figure 3. Map showing location of Mpolonjeni (Mahlangatsha Inkundla) Source: SGD Sheet 16 and 22 2005 edition.

Most commonly planted woodlots consist of two
introduced wattle species umtfolo and umtfolowesi lungu
(Acacia mearnsii and Acacia Decurrens, respectively)
which may also be referred to as the Black Wattle. The
natural trees which are found in Mpolonjeni chiefdom
include Dalbegia, Sygium Cummunii, Kaya Nyassica and

others. According to Government of Swaziland in 2007,
Mpolonjeni has 120 ha of eucalyptus, 50 ha wattle and 30
ha natural forest. Exotic plantations were introduced in
the study area to curb land degradation and to ensure
that local communities get products for use. Sibovu and
Mpolonjeni chiefdoms practise afforestation using
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Figure 4. Map showing location of Sibovu. Source: SGD Sheet 22 2005 edition.

seedlings provided by the Mahlangatsha Rural
Development Area (RDA) programme which helps in
community forestry. Centralized government nurseries
have been established by the forestry department for
raising seedlings, primarily for the community and
individual woodlots on the SNL.

The woodlots are expected to produce wood fuel and
poles as well as contributing to soil conservation.
Seedlings are issued free of charge by the Swaziland
Government and technical expertise were provided by
the extension workers on the establishment and
management of tree crops. Community woodlots are
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Figure 5. Frequency of getting to the forest to harvesting forest resources Source:
Fieldwork 2009/2010.

established under the supervision of local chiefs, through
participatory efforts. The chief nominates a special village
committee to select sites for woodlots and mobilize
people for the establishment, protection and tending of
the woodlots.

RESEARCH METHODS
Research design
A quantitative approach was adopted for this study. A household
survey incorporating 185 respondents was carried out within the
study area. The sampling frame was obtained from the RDA office
at Sibovu to get the number of households in the study area. Some
names that did not appear on the RDA’s office were obtained from
the chief runners (tindvuna and libandla). A total of 617 households
were identified where Sibovu has 425 households and Mpolonjeni
has 192 households. In order to make sure that there was
meaningful representation from each chiefdom, the researcher
selected 30% from each chiefdom (Sibovu-125; Mpolonjeni-60) to
make a total of 185 households for the purpose of the study. The
researcher got assistance from the RDA’s office and members of
the tindvuna and libandla to locate the households and selected in
the sample.
To enable meaningful representation within the chiefdoms the
researcher selected 30% sample size from each chiefdom.
Therefore, vast majority (125 respondents) were drawn from Sibovu
and 60 respondents were drawn from Mpolonjeni. A probabilistic
type of sampling namely stratified random sampling, which
combined both stratification and randomisation was employed in
selecting the study’s respondents. This was to enhance the extent
of representativeness of the sample. The primary data collecting
instrument used was a questionnaire which was administered to
heads of households.

Sampling
The sampling method that was used in this study is stratified
random sampling. Stratified random sampling was done by
chiefdom. This sampling method was selected for this study to
ensure that, a minimum number of households were chosen from
each chiefdom. Stratified random sampling was used so that, there
will be assurance of enough cases from each group to make
meaningful subgroup inferences. Within each of the chiefdom,

simple random sampling was carried out to ensure that each
household was chosen by chance.

Data collection
The researcher conducted a survey research. A questionnaire was
prepared for each household in the different chiefdoms and
responses were recorded from the household head. The
questionnaire used in the study had open-ended questions and
close-ended questions (Appendix A).
After coding the findings and ensuring that the data was
accurate, a computer program, Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) was used for statistical analysis. This enabled the
production of tables, graphs and means. Analytical tables were also
produced to present the data that could not be presented
graphically.

Research findings
Very low proportions of respondents in the study area indicated
that, they did not go and harvest forest resources from the natural
and community forests (Figure 5). The general pattern which is
emerging from the interviewed households is that, due to poverty,
most households depend on forest products for their day to day
use.
Access to community forest resources in the chiefdoms studied is
open to the local communities and to the outside communities
though there are some controls done by some traditional leaders to
access the forest resources. The results of this study showed that,
more than 80% of the community members seek permission to
access forest resources from Sibovu and Mpolonjeni community
forests whilst the same proportion of respondents (80%) also
indicated that, community members need to seek permission to
access products from the natural forest in Mpolonjeni. However,
permission was sought to help in controlling access to forest
resources. As Figure 6 portrays, outsiders need permission to
access forest resources then either pay a fee or freely access the
forests, whilst community, members either pay a fee or enter freely..
The percentage of respondents who said outsiders seek permission
to access forest resources from the community forest is highest in
Mpolonjeni (71%) whilst Sibovu constitutes 56%.
Results reveal that, few household heads in Mpolonjeni (18%)
and Sibovu (11%) indicated that, it was free to get access into the
community forests. It should be noted, however that outsiders pay a
nominal fee of E10 and E15 per pole in Mpolonjeni and Sibovu,
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Figure 6. How to get access to the community forests. Source: Fieldwork 2009/2010.

Table 1. Forest products harvested and used.

Resource
obtained from the
forest
Firewood
Poles
Seeds
Medicine
Fruits
Leaves
Roots
Honey

Mpolonjeni
community
forest (%)
88
59
35

Sibovu
community
forest (%)
94
83
33

Mpolonjeni
natural
forest (%)
88
71
47
59
76
41
76
21

Source

Uses

Trunk
Trunk
Branches
Bark, leaf, fruit
Branches, roots
Branches
Roots
Trunk and branches

Cooking
Construction, fencing
Necklace making
Curing diarrhoea
Food
Medicinal, basket making
Medicinal
Food

Source: Fieldwork 2009/2010.

respectively, to access community forest products whilst some local
community members do not pay any nominal fee since they are
custodians of the community forests. Some of the respondents
argued that, although the idea of paying to harvest from the forest
sounded plausible theoretically, it was not very practical because
some households are too poor to pay the fees, hence end up
accessing the forests free of charge.
With respect to forest products harvested and used high
proportions of respondents in Sibovu (94%) and Mpolonjeni (88%)
said they harvest firewood from the community forest whilst the
proportion is also very high in Mpolonjeni natural forest (88%)
(Table 1). The proportion of those who harvest poles is highest in
Sibovu community forest (83%) whilst in Mpolonjeni, 71% harvest
the poles from the natural forest. It was noted that, community
members and outsiders need poles from the natural forest in
Mpolonjeni for constructing carts which are commonly used as a
mode of transport. It is important to emphasize that, most of the
products are collected for self-consumption and community rules

require the community members to make a formal request before
they can cut trees.
Most respondents (88%) indicated that, if forest products are
harvested illegally from Mpolonjeni community forest the culprits are
arrested. The percentage of respondents in this category is also
high in Sibovu community forest (50%). To the contrary in
Mpolonjeni natural forest, only 25% of the respondents said if
harvesting is done illegally from natural forest the culprit will be
arrested. A high percentage of respondents in Sibovu (50%)
indicated that, illegal harvesting of forest resources led to payment
of a fine and in Mpolonjeni chiefdom, a very small percentage
(12%) indicated that, there was payment of a fine if there was illegal
harvesting of products from the natural forest. In the chiefdoms

studied, culprits can both be arrested and made to pay fines
(Figure 7).
It is worth mentioning that 40% of the household heads in
Mpolonjeni said nothing was done if forest resources were
harvested illegally from the natural forest. However, the study
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Figure 7. Punitive measures for illegal harvesting of forest resources. Source:
Fieldwork 2009/2010.

Mpolonjeni
Natural Forest

Mpolonjeni
Community
Forest

Outsiders

Community
members

Outsiders

Community
members

Chief

Outsiders

-

Headman

Community
members

Percentage
percentage

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Forestry
Section

Sibovu
Community
Forest

Chiefdom
and
forest
typeType
Chiefdom
and
Forest

Figure 8. Granting of permission to access forest products. Source: Fieldwork
2009/2010.

established that, the practice of illegal harvesting of forest
resources was a result of lack of enforcement of existing rules by
traditional leaders in the natural forests in Mpolonjeni.
In the chiefdoms studied, the results reveal that, the local
traditional leaders control access to forest resources. A high
percentage of respondents in Sibovu said permission for outsiders
(78%) and community members (83%) to access forest products
from the community forest is obtained from the chief. 53% of the
respondents in Mpolonjeni pointed out that, access to the
community forest by community members is obtained from the
headman and 59% of the respondents said outsiders get
permission from the headman. Very few household heads said
permission to harvest from Sibovu community forest (6%) and
Mpolonjeni community forest (12%) is given by the state through
the forestry section. More than 80% of the respondents indicated
that, permission to access forest resources from Mpolonjeni natural
forest by outsiders and community members is given by the
headman (Figure 8).

The results of this study show that, there were conflicts between
the management of Government and local institutions in Sibovu
community forest (Figure 9). Higher percentage of respondents
indicated that, there were no conflicts in Mpolonjeni community
forest (54%) and Mpolonjeni natural forest (57%). It emerged from
the study that conflicts in Sibovu community forest occurred
because of marginalisation which was caused by the inner council
of chiefs (Bandlancane). The inner council of chiefs allowed some
community members, who were closer to them, to go and harvest
forest resources but lacked the expertise on proper ways of
harvesting and tended to over harvest which was opposed to the
forestry section‘s rules of harvesting. The study also noted that,
conflicts were prevalent in Sibovu between the forestry section and
few individual community members who grazed their livestock in the
community forest thereby degrading the forests. In addition, in
Mpolonjeni it was indicated that, there was a marked
communication gap and distrust between the state and the
traditional leaders.
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Table 2. Who is responsible for collection of forest resources?

Parameter
Forest resource collected
Firewood
Poles
Honey
Medicine
Fruits
Others

Mpolonjeni natural forest
Male (%)
Female (%)
43
58
77
21
53
58
45
52
53
57
44
58

Mpolonjeni community forest
Male (%)
Female (%)
60
5
48
2
32
-

Sibovu community forest
Male (%)
Female (%)
60
4
48
5
32
2
-

Source: Fieldwork 2009/2010.

The results show that, different members of the households are
responsible for collecting different forest resources. Analysis of who
is responsible for firewood collection (Table 2) showed that, the
percentage of females who collect forest products is highest from
Sibovu community forest (60%) and Mpolonjeni community forest
(60%) whilst the proportions of respondents is pronounced in
Mpolonjeni natural forest (58%). It is important to note that, the
proportion of males who collect poles is highest in Mpolonjeni
natural forest (77%), followed by those who collect from Sibovu
community forest (72%) and Mpolonjeni community forest (72%).
The results portray that, the collection of honey from Sibovu
community forest (60%) and Mpolonjeni community forest (60%) is
more pronounced to males whilst in Mpolonjeni natural forest it is
more pronounced to females (58%). Many respondents indicated
that, women collect fruits in the natural forest and the proportion is
equally high for males (53%). Analysis of collection of forest
resources in Mpolonjeni natural forest reveal that, majority of
females collect medicine (52%), fruits (57%), and other products
(58%).
Analysis of the findings based on the responses also showed
that, there are other forest products that are collected such as
seeds for necklace-making and leaves for basketry. A further
important dimension of the survey is that, among the identified

activities the collection of firewood for own consumption is the main
forestry activity carried out by female members of the household in
Sibovu, while male members carry out most of the incomegenerating activities. On the other hand, it seems that among the
activities carried out by men some of them can also be carried out
by women in that, they are not high energy-consuming, such as
honey harvesting, although they may be time-consuming.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION
Access levels of households to forest resources
The study has revealed that, community forests and the
natural forest in the study area are located on SNL thus,
are governed through traditional system. This finding is
consistent with that of Gamedze and Jaeger (2006)
where all land and resources under SNL are
administered and managed by the Chiefs who allocate it
to subjects on behalf of the King. However, unlike
previous studies, although it emerged that the community
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forests are owned by the community whilst natural forests
are owned by the state, it is important to note that, few
people in Mpolonjeni respect the boundaries of the
natural forest whilst boundaries of community forests are
well respected by a majority of people. Non respect of
natural forest boundaries has led to high cases of illegal
harvesting of forest resources.
Community members in the study area as well as
outsiders can get into the forest and have access to
forest resources from the community and natural forests.
From the results it has emerged that, there is access to
forest resources in the forests for both community
members and outsiders though permission has to be
sought first from the traditional leaders. There is
restricted access to community forests for both
community members and outsiders. As a way of helping
to control access into the community forests a nominal
fee of E15 and E10 for a pole is paid to the traditional
leaders in Sibovu and Mpolonjeni chiefdoms,
respectively. This payment is made by outsiders whilst
community members do not pay any fee since they are
the custodians to the forest resources. On the contrary,
community members and outsiders do not pay any fee to
harvest forest resources from Mpolonjeni natural forest.
Consequently, those who lacked cash to buy the forest
resources resorted to stealing the products from
community forests. It should be noted that, forest
resources in Mpolonjeni natural forest are open to
extraction to anyone from the community and outsiders
thereby creating the situation of the forest resources
becoming open access goods.
Generally, most households in the study area depend
on accessing forest resources for their day to day use.
There are some variations in distance travelled and time
taken to go and harvest forest resources but results from
the study show that, people still make an effort to access
the products because they depend on them for a living.
Community forests have controlled access to community
members and outsiders because there are mechanisms
in place which allow the communities to exclude
outsiders from its forest resources. Forest resources in
the natural forest are accessible to any community
member and outsiders thereby leading to the forest
resource being open to extraction to anyone. The forest
resources that are open to extraction include firewood
poles and fruits. It is also worth mentioning that, the rules
that regulate access to forests are not well enforced by
traditional leaders and the state.

Forest resources utilised
The results show that, multiple uses of some indigenous
trees which were initially few have led to reduction of the
tree species. Consequently, people are now taking more
time and travelling longer distances in search of the tree
species so that they can get the required forest
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resources. The majority of people harvest firewood for
cooking from the forests whilst poles are harvested for
construction and fencing. Residents use several forest
products from the forests for their own consumption, and
do not get much out of the forest which can be sold
outside. However, analysis of the results showed that,
amongst the forest resources that are harvested, some of
the products are sold locally, with a significant proportion
being sold to urban people whilst small proportions are
sold to people from outside the country.
Similarly, Yadav et al. (2003) state that, in Nepal forest,
people rely on forests and trees for fodder and bedding
materials, for timber and poles for houses and agricultural
implements such as ploughs and for fuel wood, which is
the most important, and often the only source of energy
for cooking and heating for most rural households. In the
study area firewood, poles and honey are harvested from
the community forests whilst the natural forest provides
firewood, poles, seeds, medicine, fruits, leaves, roots,
and honey. This heavy reliance on the natural forest for
poles arises from the need to construct carts which are
used to transport poles and other products. However, it is
important to note that, this has contributed to
deforestation in the chiefdom.

Institutional and community rules that regulate
access to forest resources
The results indicate that, there are rules in use which
traditional leaders and the forestry section apply in order
to regulate, access, and protect the forest resources. If
forest resources are illegally harvested from the
community forest, the culprit is arrested and taken to
umphakatsi where forest resources are confiscated or a
fine is paid.
Illegal harvesting of forest resources is high in both
forest management systems. This study has found that,
nothing is done when forest resources are illegally
harvested from the natural forest and the frequency of
illegal harvesting of forest resources is highest in this
forest management system. This is due largely to lack of
effective rules that protect the forests as well as lack of
enforcement of the rules that regulate access to the
forest resources. Surprisingly, the rules governing access
and protect forest resources exist, but differences exist in
knowledge levels of the rules by people and enforcement
levels by the local leadership. The state through the
forestry section is there to conserve and manage forest
resources in the community forest. Based on this the
study, it was concluded that, there is lack of involvement
by any organisation in managing the natural forest whilst
both community and natural forests are not managed by
any outside organisations. This is contrary to the
observation by Ostrom (2001) that in some countries,
community- based forest management institutions have
received increasing attention from governments, donors
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and Non Governmental Organisations in the past. These
organisations see themselves as stakeholders in
community managed forests and want to understand how
community-based institutions work and how they can be
supported, reoriented or recreated to advance particular
environment and development goals.
Studies by Odera (2004) note that, virtually all Sub
Saharan African countries are experiencing difficulties in
managing their forests sustainably in the face of rising
challenges and pressures. This has been made worse by
increased patronage and state-people conflicts on who
owns controls and manages the forest. This situation
whereby conflicts exist is evident in Sibovuchiefdom
between the forestry section officials and the traditional
leaders. Additionally, conflicts also exist between the
government and the community members on lack of
ownership of the natural forest in Mpolonjeni by the local
members. It seems insecurity of land and tree tenure has
led to general degradation of the forests in the study
area. Consequently, the same characteristic has led to
degradation of the forests as evidenced by the
unsustainable ways of harvesting forest resources and
lack of involvement in management of the forests by
community members.
Gender roles in collection of forest resources
Different members of the households were found to be
responsible for collecting different forest resources.
Collection of firewood, medicine, fruits and other forest
resources is a responsibility of women. Males on the
other hand are responsible for collection of poles and
honey with the exception of Mpolonjeni where the
majority of women are responsible for collecting honey
from the natural forest. Generally, the collection of
firewood for own consumption is the main forestry activity
carried out by female members of the household in
Sibovu, while male members carry out most of the
income-generating activities. On the other hand, among
the activities carried out by men some of them can also
be carried out by women such as honey harvesting.

Conclusion
The results obtained from the study have helped to cast
some light in the understanding of access to and
utilisation of forest resources in Swaziland. The approach
used was comparative analysis, whereby two chiefdoms
were examined. The findings of the study show that
forest resources from both community and natural forests
can be accessed by community members and outsiders.
They also show that, there is restricted access to forest
resources from the community forests. Outsiders access
forest resources by paying a nominal fee of E10 in
Mpolonjeni per pole and E15 per pole in Sibovu whilst
community members do not pay any fee. This has

implications for those outsiders who do not possess the
cash but are in need of the forest resources since they
resort to illegal harvesting of the products. At the same
time, forest resources from the natural forest are an open
access resource to community members and outsiders.
This uncontrolled open access system is leading to
excessive use and it is difficult to prevent any user from
continuing to subtract units from the natural forest. There
is no payment of a nominal fee by either community
members or outsiders to access forest resources from
the natural forest. It can thus be concluded that, natural
forests in Mpolonjeni are open access resources and are
unsustainable since they are accessible to anyone and
are being degraded because traditional leaders are doing
little to protect them.
Extraction of forest resources is mainly for own
consumption by the local communities and not much out
of the forest resources are sold. Some tree species
specifically Maesa lanceolata (Umbhongozi) which were
initially few and have multiple uses such as provision of
poles, firewood, medicine, and fruits have become scarce
in the natural forest. The study has revealed that,
uncontrolled extraction of firewood for cooking and poles
for construction have led to deforestation.
The findings show that, traditional leaders control the
access to forest resources in the studied chiefdoms. The
natural woodlots are owned by the government while the
community woodlots are owned by the community. There
are some conflicts between state and traditional leaders
in Sibovu. The state and community members in
Mpolonjeni natural forest have conflicts on ownership of
the forest resources and this has led to lack of
involvement in the management of forest resources by
community members as is reflected by the high cases of
fire outbreaks, and lack of enforcement of the rules that
protect the forests.
There are government and community rules that
protect forest resources and regulate access and
utilisation. Most of the government rules that protect
natural forests are not known by community members
whilst community rules are fairly known but findings
reveal that, they are not effective in protecting the forest
resources. What can be inferred from this is that, there is
lack of enforcement of rules by traditional leaders and
government which could be the leading reasons for high
frequency of illegal harvesting of forest resources from
the natural forest. What is striking is that, community and
government rules that protect community forests are well
known and are effective in regulating access and
utilisation. The study also noted that, there are no outside
organisations that deal with conservation and
management of forest resources in the study area.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the results it was clear that, people were not
involved in the management of the natural forest since
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they made accusations on lack of ownership of the
natural forests. The study, therefore, recommends that,
there should be improvement of relationships between
local community members and the forestry section
authorities. The study also recommends that, the
relationship between the local institutions and forestry
section officials should be improved. Local people are not
aware of the rules that protect the natural forests for
example, people should harvest stipulated quantities. The
study thus recommends that, traditional leaders and the
forestry section officials educate people about the rules
that regulate access to forest resources and protect the
natural forest.
Furthermore, to ensure that the natural forest is
protected and well managed, the study recommends that,
local community members are provided with economic
incentives by the government so that there is maximum
involvement in sustainable management of the forest
resources. It is crucial that, commonly understood rules
are set at the local level with local people generally
agreeing upon what rules they should follow and there is
need for successful enforcement of the rules by
traditional leaders and the government through the
forestry section. Agrawal and Goyal (2001) note that,
without this agreement, there is less incentive to comply
with rules. They further state that, moderately-sized
communities who agree on a general set of rules
regarding forest use can better afford to share monitoring
duties and thus enjoy better forest resources.
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2.1.2. Community (Name)…………………………
2.1.3. Others (Specify) ………………………………….…..

APPENDIX A
Questionnaire for Household survey
Demographic and socio economic data
1.0. Household data.
1.1. Name of the household head …………………
1.2. Area of household ………………………
1.3. Gender:
1.3.1. Male……..………..
1.3.2. Female..………………..

2.5 How frequently do people enter and harvest
community forests illegally?
2.5.1. Everyday…………………………………………….
2.5.2. Once every week…………………………………….
2.5.3. Once per month………………………………………
2.5.4. Once in two months………………………………….
2.5.5. Never…………………………………………………

1.5. Age of the household head
1.5.1. < 20 years …….....
1.5.2. 20-39 years………..
1.5.3. 40-59 years……….
1.5.4. >60 years ………..
1.6. Household composition.
Male

Female

1.7. Household main economic activities.
Activity
Farming
Employment
Fishing
Small business
Others(specify)…...

2.3. If yes, are they respected?
2.3.1 Yes …………………..
2.3.2. No. ………..…
2.4. What happens to a person who enters into the
community forests and harvest forest products illegally?
2.4.1. Arrested……………..………………………………
2.4.2. Fine (Amount)……..………………………………..
2.4.3. Others (specify)……………………………………..

1.4. Marital Status
1.4.1. Single ………….....
1.4.2. Married …………..
1.4.3. Divorced …………
1.4.4. Widowed …………

Age (years)
<18
18-55
>55

2.2. Do you know the boundaries of the forests?
2.2.1. Yes ………………….
2.2.2. No. ………….

Yes/No

Who is involved

1.8 Education level
1.8.1. No formal education ……………………....
1.8.2. Adult education ……………………………
1.8.3. Primary education …………………………
1.8.4. Secondary ………………………………….
1.8.5. Tertiary……………………………………..
1.8.6 Other (specify)……………………………...

2.6 What measures are taken to protect the forest? (Tick
the appropriate box/es)
2.6.1. Use of community police
2.6.2. Use of firebreaks
2.6.3. Fencing
2.6.4. Having specific times of harvesting
2.6.5. Limiting the quantities of resources harvested
2.6.6. Other (Specify)…………………………………….
2.7. What are the main names of trees found in
community forests?
Name:

2.8. Do you get into the forest to collect forest products?
2.8.1. Yes---------------2.8.2. No.---------------2.9. If yes, how do you get access to the community
forest?
2.9.1. Free---------------------------2.9.2. Permission-------------------2.9.3. Fee (specify)------------------

2.0 FOREST RESOURCE ACCESS
A. Community forests
2.1. Who owns the community forests?
2.1.2. Central Government……………….……

2.10. Who gives you permission to access the forest
products?
2.10.1. Headman…………………
2.10.2. Chief……………………..
2.10.3. State (specify)……………
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2.10.4. Other (specify)…………..
2.11. Can people from outside the area access forest
products from the community forest
2.11.1. Yes---------------2.11.2. No.---------------2.12. If yes, how do they get access to the community
forest?
2.12.1. Free---------------------------2.12.2. Permission-------------------2.12.3. Fee (specify)-----------------2.13. Who gives them permission to access the forest
products?
2.13.1. Headman………………….
2.13.2. Chief………………………
2.13.3. State (specify)…………….
2.13.4. Other (specify)……………
2.14. What is the approximate distance to the forest?
2.14.1.<2km
-------------------------2.14.2. 2-5km-------------------------2.14. 3. >5km -------------------------2.15. What is the approximate time taken to get to the
forest?
2.15.1 <15 minutes ………………
2.15.2. 16-30minutes……………..
2.15.3. 31- 60minutes…………….
2.15.4. more than 1hour…………..
2.16. Who is responsible for forest product collection?
Product
Gender
Firewood
Poles
Medicine
Honey
Fruits
Others (specify)

Collected by:
Male Female

All

B. NATURAL FORESTS
2.17. Who owns the natural forests?
2.17.1 Central Government……………….…………
2.17.2. Community (Name)………………………….
2.17.3..Others (Specify) ……………………………
2.18. Do you know the boundaries of the forests?
2.18.1. Yes ………………….
2.18.2. No. ………….
2.19. If yes are they respected?
2.19.1 Yes …………………..
2.19.2. No. ………..….........
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2.20. What happens to a person who enters into the
natural forests and harvest forest products illegally?
2.20.1. Arrested……………..…………………….....
2.20.2. Fine (Amount)……..…………………………
2.20.3. Others (specify)………………………………
2.21. How frequently do people enter and harvest natural
forests illegally?
2.21.1. Everyday………………………………
2.21.2. Once every week………………………
2.21.3. Once per month……………………….
2.21.4. Once in two months…………………..
2.21.4. Never…………………………………
2.22. What measures are taken to protect the forest?
(Tick the appropriate box(es)
2.22.1. Use of community police
2.22.2. Use of firebreaks
2.22.3. Fencing
2.22.4. Having specific times of harvesting
2.22.5. Limiting the quantities of resources harvested
2.22.6. Other (Specify)………………………….
2.23. What are the main names of trees found in natural
forests?
Name:

2.24. Do you get into the forest to collect forest products?
2.24.1. Yes---------------2.24.2. No---------------2.25. If yes, how do you get access to the natural forest?
2.25.1. Free---------------------------2.25.2. Permission-------------------2.25.3. Fee (specify)-----------------2.26. Who gives you permission to access the forest
products?
2.26.1. Headman…………………
2.26.2. Chief…………………….
2.26.3. State (specify)……………
2.26.4. Other (specify)……………..
2.27. Can people from outside the area access forest
products from the natural forest?
2.27.1. Yes---------------2.27.2. No---------------2.28. If yes, how do they get access to the natural forest?
2.28.1. Free---------------------------2.28.2. Permission-------------------2.28.3. Fee (specify)-----------------2.29. Who gives them permission to access the forest
products?
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2.29.1. Headman…………………
2.29.2. Chief…………………….
2.29.3. State (specify)……………
2.29.4. Other (specify)……………..

Government
rules

2.30. What is the approximate distance to the forest?
2.30.1. <2 km -------------------------2.30.2. 2-5 km -------------------------2.30.3. >5 km -------------------------2.31. What is the approximate time taken to get to the
forest?
2.31.1. <15 min…………………………
2.31.2. 16-30 min………………………..
2.31.3. 31- 60 min……………………….
2.31.4. More than 1hour……………………..
2.32. Who is responsible for forest product collection?
Product/Collected by
Firewood
Poles
Medicine
Honey
Fruits
Others (specify)

3.0.
ROLE
OF
MANAGEMENT

Male

Female

INSTITUTIONS

Who enforces
them

Are
they
effective?

Community rules

3.5. Do you know any cases of fire outbreak in the
community forests?
3.5.1.Yes …………………………...
3.5.2. No. ……………………………

All
3.6. If yes what are the reasons of fire in the forests?
…………………………………………………………………
3.7. What is the role of the community when there is fire?
………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………

IN

FOREST

A. Community forests
3.1 Can you list organizations dealing with forest
conservation and management in the area
Name of organization

3.8. Are people being involved in the management of the
forests?
3.8.1 Yes…………………………..
3.8.2. No…………………...............
3.9. If yes, how?
…………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………
3.10. If people are involved in forest management does
that increase the level of access to forest resources?

B. Natural forests
3.11. Can you list organizations dealing with forest
conservation and management in the area.
3.2. Are there any outside organizations involved in
conserving forest resources?
3.2.1. Yes………………………….
3.2.1. No….………………………………
3.3. Are there any conflicts between the management of
these organizations and those which are under the local
institutions?
3.3.1. Conflict………………………………………….
3.3.2. No conflict………………………………………
3.4. List all the rules that you know regarding protection
of the community forests

Name of organization

3.12. Are there any outside organizations involved in
conserving forest resources?
3.12.1. Yes………………………….
3.12.1. No….…………………………….
3.13. Are there any conflicts between the management of
these organizations and those which are under the
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local institutions?
3.13.1. Conflict……………………………………………
3.13.2. No conflict…………………………………………
3.14. List all the rules that you know regarding protection
of the natural forests.
Government
rules

Who enforces
them

Are
they
effective?

Community
rules

3.15. Do you know any cases of fire outbreak in the
natural forests?
3.15.1. Yes ………………………
3.15.2. No. …………………………
3.16. If yes what are the reasons of fire in the forests?
………………………………………………………
3.17. What is the role of the natural when there is fire?
…………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………
3.18. Are people being involved in the management of
the forests?
3.18.1 Yes…………………………..
3.18.2. No…………………...............
3.19. If yes how?
………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………
3.20. If people are involved in forest management does
that increase the level of access to forest
resources?..........................................................................

Type

Source
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4.3. Who decides on when to harvest resources from the
community forests?
4.3.1. Chief ……..
4.3.2. Headman………..
4.3.3. State (specify)…………………
4.2.4. Other (specify)………...
4.4. Who decides on how to harvest resources from the
community forests?
4.4.1. Chief ……....
4.4.2. Headman………..
4.4.3. State (specify)…………………
4.4.4. Other (specify)………...
4.5. Are forests resources from community forests sold?
4.5.1. Yes ………………..
4.5.2. No……………….…
4.5.3. No idea........................
4.6. If yes, what resources are sold?
………………………………………………………
4.7. To whom are the forest resources sold?
4.7.1. Local people……………………..4.8.2. People from
urban areas……………
4.6.2. Other (specify)..………………….
4.8.
How
are
the
cash
benefits
used?…………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………
4.9. What is the main fuel energy you use?
4.9.1. Firewood---------------------4.9.2. Charcoal----------------------4.9.3. Kerosene---------------------4.9.4. Others (Specify) -------------

4.0 FOREST RESOURCE UTILIZATION
B. Natural forests
A. Community forests
4.1. How often do you go to the community forest?
4.1.1. Weekly………...................
4.1.2. Twice a month………….....
4.1.3. Monthly………..................
4.14. Once in 2 months……….....
4.1.5. Never……….....................
4.2. What are the forest products you harvest and use
and where do you get them? Product:

4.10. How often do you go to the natural forest?
4.10.1. Weekly…………
4.10.2. Twice a month…………
4.10.3. Monthly…………
4.10.4. Once in 2 months……..
4.10.5. Never……………
4.11. What are the forest products you harvest and use
and where do you get them?
Product :
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4.15. If yes, what resources are sold………………………
4.16. To whom are the forest resources sold?
4.16.1. Local people………
4.16.2. People from urban areas………………..
4.16.2. Other (specify)..…...............................

4.12. Who decides on when to harvest resources from
the natural forests?
4.12.1. Chief ……..
4.12.2. Headman………..
4.12.3. State (specify)………..
4.12.4. Other (specify)………...
4.13. Who decides on how to harvest resources from the
natural forests?
4.13.1. Chief ……..
4.13.2. Headman………..
4.13.3. State (specify)…………
4.13.4. Other (specify)………...
4.14. Are forests resources from natural forests sold?
4.14.1. Yes …………
4.14.2. No……………
4.14.3. No idea........................

4.17. How are the cash benefits used?……………………
4.18. What is the main fuel energy you use?
4.18.1. Firewood---------------------4.18.2. Charcoal----------------------4.18.3. Kerosene---------------------4.18.4. Others (Specify) -------------

