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Power relation among stakeholders is a key concept in collaborative approaches. This study aims to examine the reality of the
acclaimed power sharing in Participatory Forest Management (PFM) and implication of existing power relation to the national
REDD+ programme in Tanzania. The study involved a review of PFM policy and legal supporting documents; meta-analysis of
previous studies done at two sites known to have succeeded in PFM; and empirical study at Kolo-Hills forests.Methods used include
themeta-analysis of existing literature; Household Questionnaire Survey; Focused GroupDiscussion; and key person unstructured
interviews. Results revealed that a large part of the PFM processes involved power struggle instead of power sharing. REDD+ pilot
was perceived to have succeeded in improving PFM only in villages where the majority of the community about 70% experienced
higher levels of inclusiveness and power balance with other PFM stakeholders in PFM processes. Power imbalance and power
struggle were also noted in the REDD+ project adoption processes.Thus power relations exercised under PFM fall under potential
obstacle rather than a reliever to the REDD+ programme.The study recommends reviewing of PFM legal frameworks to strengthen
community empowerment for effectiveness of REDD+ on PFM platform.

1. Introduction

The role of forest communities as the main stakeholder
in forest resource management programmes for pursuing
biodiversity conservation and socioeconomic objectives has
been extensively announced in recent decades [1–4]. Various
terms have been used in different countries to express
delegation of power to lowest level of community to manage
natural resources proximately. In Tanzania Participatory
Forest Management (PFM) is an approach involvingmultiple
stakeholders in decisionmaking over resourcesmanagement,
which is characterized by the transfer of power from central
(state authority) and structures to lower levels (village author-
ities). PFM can be conceived as community empowerment
to manage forest resources [5, 6]. Central to the approach
is sharing of power among the stakeholders towards prede-
termined common objectives at global, national, and local
levels [6–8]. It represents a paradigmatic shift in natural

resources governance ideology from “fortress” state-centred
protectionist conservation to “inclusive” people-centred con-
servation approaches. Power relation among stakeholders is
a key concept for an understanding of status of collabora-
tive approaches to natural resources management including
Participatory Forest Resource Management. Power relation
is among basic determinant factors for success or failure of
participatory natural resource governance approaches [9–11].
Recent experience from China shows that where collabora-
tive approaches are adopted on papers while decisive power
is retained by central government the outcomes have been
an accelerated degradation of resources and biodiversity loss
contrary to expected outcome of improved management and
biodiversity conservation [12, 13]. Study elsewhere in Tanza-
nia by Vihemäki [14] expresses power relationships between
state and community actors as a shaping agent to PFM as well
as a resultant product shaped by PFM approaches.
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Since PFM approaches are given prime consideration in
strategies for pursuing goals of various multilateral environ-
mental treaties including the UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC), it is indispensable to scrutinize
how power relations can help to explain the processes and
outcomes of PFM and REDD+ initiatives.

The term “power” has diverse definition, but all meant
to describe the ability of a person or a group of people to
influence and control the behaviour of others in the direction
that is against their will. According to Giddens [15, 16], power
is defined as a capacity of agents to achieve outcomes in social
practices. Lukes [17] regards power as the ability to inspire
people’s minds interests that are contrary to their own good.

Power resource refers to particular attribute(s) that an
actor is embedded in or holds, which endow him/her with
potential to influence and achieve his/her determination.
Communities involved in PFM need power to both exclude
other users and also regulate utilization so that resources can
be used sustainably.

According to Benjaminsen and Svarstad [18] there are
several forms of power resources including economic power
resource, legal rights to land and natural resources, political
influence power resource, influence on governmental institu-
tions, discursive power resource, knowledge power resource,
“weapon of the weak,” and identity power resource. Barnett
and Duvall [19] and also Nuijten [9] summarize power
from all those power resources into three main categories
of strategic power, institutional power, and structural power.
Power operates in actors and institutions whereby actors use
one or multiple forms of power resources [18].

Power relation in this paper refers to ways in which
actors and institutions have exercised power from their
power resources in PFM processes from introduction, imple-
mentation, and distribution of benefits. Actors involved in
PFM processes include central government forest agency
officials; district council authorities; donor agencies officials;
politicians and village communities through their Village
Natural Resources Committees (VNRCs) or Village Forest
Management Committees (VFCs). Institutions refer to policy
and legal tools in support of PFM including National Forest
Policy [20]; Forest Act number 14 [21]; Local Authorities Act
number 7 [22]; Land Act 1999 number 4 [23]; and Village
Land Act number 5 [24].

The objective of this paper is to examine power relation’s
potential to influence outcomes of PFM and the implication
to REDD+ programme in Tanzania. This paper was intended
to ascertain main kind of power relations exercised amongst
PFM key stakeholders in striving to achieve their interests.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Meta-Analysis of Existing Literature

2.1.1. Power Relation Exercised by the Government Actors and
Institutions in PFM Processes. In the late 1990s Tanzania
like many other countries of developing world adopted
decentralization of forest resources governance approaches
collectively referred to as Participatory Forest Management
(PFM) as a sturdy effort towards achievement of sustainable

forest management at reduced cost. This was executed
through radical institutional reforms in the forest sector
including formulation Forest Policy of 1998 followed by the
enactment of Forest Act of 2002 and forest legislation. Other
tools for implementation of the policy were the National
Forest Programme (NFP) (2001 to 2010) that provided a
strategic framework for implementation of forest sector
policy and reinforce the role of stakeholders from the
public and private sectors. Also Community Based Forest
Management Guidelines are issued by MNRT in 2001 to
display step-by-step procedures for CBFM establishment
and finally the Forest Regulations of 2004 to operationalize
the Forest Act of 2002. All these institutions aimed towards
fast and effective transfer of management responsibilities
to communities’ lowest level of governance unity. This
simply means only transferring forest resources management
burdens rather than benefits to the local level.

To ensure the attainment of community low cost for-
est management without compromising government central
control over the resources, power transferred to community
was limited to enable them to serve interests of the govern-
ment on conservation and not their livelihood interests [25].
The approaches to involve communities in forest manage-
ment were set strategically in such a way that they look very
attractive to community and also to donors for financial and
logistics support. Community empowerment and livelihood
benefits for poverty alleviation were put at front in PFM
promotion as dual objectives of the approaches but when it
came to implementation livelihood benefits were the spin-
off of community conservation efforts. Bullock [26] noted
that PFM was trademarked by devolving village autonomy
in benefit sharing and revenue management. The livelihood
benefits reported at PFM sites include access of clean water
as a result of increased water flow from water sources and
in rare cases increase in access of nontimber products like
wild fruits. Due to power imbalance between the forest owner
(government) and themanaging collaborator (communities),
the former has used its power to exploit the latter in terms of
energy and time for about 20 years of JFM implementation
while keeping silence on unclear benefit sharing terms [27].

The trick of the government to restrict devolution of sub-
stantial power to community can be noted in the limited pro-
visions of the Forest Policy and the Forest Act. The National
Forest Policy [20] while it is encouraging forest adjacent
communities to engage in forest management responsibilities
with local and central government forest reserves for reward
of appropriate user rights does not state who is provider
of working resources to communities. The policy is silent
on the role of government forest agency: Tanzania Forest
Service Agency (TFS) and other government institutions on
the management of central government forest reserves under
Joint ForestManagement (JFM). Likewise the policy does not
recognize the village as a key community institution for JFM
but recognizes an organized community (Policy Statement
3 (p.17)), while in actual practice JFM is permitted by
signing agreement for comanagement between village leaders
and government forest agency officials. The policy strongly
encourages devolution of management responsibilities of
unreserved forests to village governments as a means to
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improve management but silent on devolving financial and
material resources for the same. According to Agrawal and
Ostrom [28] rights and capacities that are transferred to
actors at lower levels are the major determinants of the
outcomes of devolution approaches to forestry resources
management. The forest legislation provides a clear legal
procedure for assertion and gazettement of Village Land
Forests including Village Forest reserves, Community Forest
Reserves, and private forest reserves. However, the Forest Pol-
icy, Forest Act, and legislation are silent on degazettement and
degazettement procedures of Village Land Forest Reserves
when in future the village communities need to utilize the
land for alternative social and economic investments.

The Forest Policy and Forest Act legalized JFM as
comanagement approach involving the community (invited
partner in management) and government (the forest owner).
It requires management responsibilities to be handled to
communities but it is keeping silence on sharing of economic
gains from the forests and also on practical management
activities/responsibilities of the government part. Similarly
the government has been infringing its own approved Forest
Act because the Forest Policy and Forest Act require signing
of Joint Management Agreement (JMA) as a prerequisite for
comanagement to be implemented but in most cases JFM has
been implemented without approval of JMA by government
part. The government has been reluctant in signing JMA
particularly those relating to JFM in productive National
Forest Reserves (NFRs). Only a few number of agreements
have been signed by the government out of several hundred
villages developed JMAs around a range of forests managed
by central or local government for more than two decades.
Furthermore, power of communities to hold the government
or the government forest agency accountable in case of
violation of the JMA is barred.

Although the Forest Act [21] gives power to village
communities to reserve and gazette Village Land Forest
Reserves (VLFRs) on village land, communities can only gain
the power when the village is registered and has a Certificate
of Village Land [24]. The registration conditionality limits
power to unregistered majority of villages in Tanzania.
Conversely those villages may have limited opportunity to
benefit fromCommunity Based ForestManagement (CBFM)
and REDD+ programme carbon credits.

Likewise although Forest Act [21] provisions seem to
empower communities with full ownership andmanagement
responsibility under CBFM regime, the same Act gives power
to the Director of Forestry or local governments to take
over the management of forests that are under CBFM or
JFM if the forests are deemed to be mismanaged [21]. This
creates unsecured community access and user rights to forest
resources under CBFM and JFM regimes.

The greediness of the government to continue holding
ultimate power over the resources was found to be the pivotal
barrier to PFM effectiveness, yet it was deemed to escalate in
REDD+ implementation [29, 30].

2.1.2. Power Relation Exercised by the Community under
PFM. In the beginning of PFM community readily accepted
the seemingly offered opportunity of being empowered to

manage forest resources. The community gladly accepted the
approach because it was their desire to gain back control
over the resources they enjoyed before but lost under the
colonial government with the establishment of centralised
resources governance. They were also in need of fulfilling
their livelihood demands from the forest resources.

The first PFM evaluation report [31] revealed that com-
munities under PFM gained power over the resources and
effectively excluded the outsiders from unsustainable use of
the resources. Consequently, within few years of PFM imple-
mentation, degraded forestswere reported to recover through
regeneration, wild animals that disappeared from degraded
forests had returned to the forests, and streams originating
from PFM forests were reported to have increased water flow
while incidences of illegal activities in those forests were sel-
dom. All these were evidences for positive outcomes of PFM
on conservation. However the same report disclosed that
the outcome of PFM on improved livelihood of participating
communities was negligible.

Thereafter, government efforts were directed toward scal-
ing up of PFM throughout the country.The second evaluation
report [27] three years after the first report had nothing
new from the former other than increased area coverage in
terms of number of hectares, villages, and districts involved
in PFM. However ever since, nothing has been reported
on the performance quality of PFM in early adopted sites.
This makes the reality of PFM performance quality remain
gloomy. For those who are keen to visualize through the
“window of the government practices” they can see the
reality. The tendency of government surveillance team to
conduct frequent and sudden forest protection patrols in
JFM forests has been seen as a way of recentralizing while
decentralizing on the management of forest resources owned
by the government. This has been necessary attempts of the
government to contain accelerated exploitation on protec-
tive forest reserves under JFM. Though it is not publically
declared, the government has noticed that the communities’
tolerance has ended and the community had employed
“weapon of the weak” power whereby silently they exploited
the forest resources as compensation to their management
efforts. The Village Forest Natural Resources/Village Forest
Management Committees (VNRCs/VFCs) used to oversee
controlled utilization of forest resources for sustainability
turned to be promoters of exploitation and informers to the
community to alert them to the strategies of forest agency to
contain escalated exploitation of resources by communities.

Through personal communication to several forest man-
agers of PFM forests concerning current performance of PFM
in controlling deforestation and forest degradation, they all
said the approach was very ambitious and unworkable. They
said instead of containing illegal activities, it has worsened
it. They mentioned the reason for the situation now getting
worse than before JFM is that with PFM community has been
exposed to resources and knows the stock of the forest at
every point. Also they are very aware of the resources and
manpower capability of the district forest departments on
containing their planned crime over the forests. Therefore
communities are sure of their security while doing illegal
exploitation of timber resources on protected forests. For
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instance, on 22 March 2015, I visited Monduli district catch-
ment forests office and I did witness about 5M3 of stacked
wood outside the office. The district catchment manager
informed that the woodwas obtained from a single day patrol
in the forest conducted without informing the community by
staff from her office in collaboration with staff from wildlife
department (personal communication). This is similar to the
findings from study elsewhere in Tanzania by Brockington
[32] suggesting that “village forest management committee
are not functioning well and forests are not well protected”.
Similar experience has happened in China whereby the pro-
tected areas built under the Grain for Green Project (GGP)
conservation programme were at risk of undergoing greater
levels of damage by local residents because of dissatisfaction
of the communities with little conservation cost which is
compensation from the central government [13].

2.1.3. Power Relation Experienced at Two Renowned PFM Suc-
cess Sites of Angai and SULEDO Forests. Analysis of existing
literature at two popular sites of Angai and SULEDO known
to have succeeded PFM revealed various power relationships
that were exercised by different stakeholders in the course of
establishing and implementing PFM at these sites.

For Angai, PFM process involved sort of power struggle
among three actors/stakeholders: local government of Liwale
district authority and community in villages that border
the forest and Finnish Funded Rural Integrated Programme
Support (RIPS) NGO. Government used its institutional as
well as structural power in trying to influence gazettement of
Angai forests as a Local Government Forest Reserve (LGFR)
instead of Village Land Forest Reserve (VLFR). RIPS with its
structural and financial power was able to break through its
interest of involving 13 villages adjacent to forests and thus
changed the targeted forest ownership from district council
to community forest. The district authority silently disagreed
with the establishment of Community Forest Reserve; hence
it used its institutional power to delay processes for establish-
ing the AVLRF for about six years [33]. Under strong push
by institutional and financial power of RIPS, being backed by
the Forest Policy the establishment of AVLRF was realized
[33]. This was followed by the process to issue a Village
Land Certificate to each respective village government. This
is because while Land Act [23] recognizes customary rights
of occupancy even if the land is not registered and the
landholder has no certificate, Village Land Act [24] recog-
nizes village land right of occupancy on registered village,
attested by certificate of registration. The certificate renders
villages with power to control and excluding others from the
resources. Again this took more than seven years. However,
even after having the certificate, communities’ power to
utilize forest resources for livelihoods was still constrained by
the institutional power of district authority granted under the
local government Act number 7 [22]; Forest Policy [20]; and
Forest Act [21] to approve community proposal for extractive
utilization of timber resources only after having a detailed
forest management plan. Preparation of the management
plant was highly technical and financially demanding for
village communities to afford, and thus it took again two
years to accomplish the work after securing financial support

from Finnish development cooperation through Tanzanian
National Forest Programme (NFP).

The accomplishment of AVLRF management plan raised
hope for communities to start utilizing timber resources as
fruits of their management efforts after 15 years. On the
contrary higher government power tiers had identified Angai
forests among sites for pilot REDD+ project which is against
exploitation of timber products and instead expecting to
award community for beingmore restrictive on harvesting so
as to accumulate more carbon stock [29]. Due to complexity
in REDD+ implementation process, guarantee of community
rewards through REDD+ cobenefits seems to be uncertain
[30].

For the case of SULEDO forests, historically the area has
been occupied by Maasai tribe and recognised as special area
for pastoral activities since back to colonial era. The central
government in 1983 with its institutional power decided to
change status of the area and exclude the Maasai community
by turning the area into a proposed forest reserve [34]. Due to
strong strategic power ofMaasai society it was not easy for the
government to gazette the forests without support from the
community. However community in nine villages used their
institutional power rendered to them through the Forest Act
to maintain control of the resources by gazetting the forest
as Community Forest Reserve. Institutional power gained by
the communities at SULEDO forests excluded outsiders from
the right to directly access and benefit from the resources
[35] including the district authority.Having lost direct control
over the income from forests at SULEDO, Kiteto district
authority using institutional, structural, and financial power
silently strives to fail community efforts through delaying
processes for timber harvesting proposed by village councils
and limiting facilitation to district forest officer who is
responsible for assisting communities forest management
technical issues [34]. According to [33], potential revenue
from sustainable timber harvesting at community managed
forests amounts to USD 15,000 and USD 70,000 USD per
village per year for SULEDO and Angai VLFRS forests,
respectively. Based on this fact, the government recom-
mended that the harvesting of timber is to be dealt by a
private sector operator through lease or tender arrangements,
for the reason that such amount of revenue is too huge for
village governments to handle. Clearly this seems to be an
attempt of using knowledge as power to snatch the revenue
from control of the community. One could question why the
recommendation was not focusing on building capacity of
village governments regarding financial management.

The community using “weapon of the weak” power
silently decline participation in forest management activities
as a result of discouragement from district authority. This
created a loophole for corrupt village leaders to use structural
power and few elites with strong strategic power to grab
most of opportunities from PFM including appropriation of
income collected from the forests (elite capture) [34]. Similar
to Angai situation, the dream of SULEDO communities to
benefit from commercial timber harvesting has been dimin-
ishing with the introduction of REDD+ initiatives spear-
headed by national and international conservation super
powers.
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2.2. Empirical Study on Power Relation under
PFM at Kolo-Hills at Forests

2.2.1. Location of the Study Area. This study was conducted as
part of big research project under Climate Change Impacts,
Adaptation and Mitigation Programme Tanzania (CCIAM).
The study site is found in Kondoa district located between
latitudes 4∘10󸀠–5∘44󸀠 south and longitudes 34∘54󸀠–36∘28󸀠
east, in Dodoma region of central Tanzania [36, 37]. The
district climate condition is semiarid with minimum and
maximum temperature of 16∘C and 29∘C, respectively, while
annual rainfall ranges between 500 and 800mm [36–38].

The study was based at Kolo-Hills forests commonly
known as Isabe and Salanga forest reserves and the surround-
ing village of Mnenia, Masawi, Humai, Kisese-Disa, and
Kikore. Selection of Kolo-Hills site is based on having experi-
ence of both PFM and also a REDD+ pilot project. The forest
reserves are found 30 km east-south of Kondoa district coun-
cil township and cover about 346 km2. The villages and the
forest are located at 4∘54󸀠983󸀠󸀠S and 35∘47󸀠937󸀠󸀠E at elevation
of range between 1650 and 2000M above the sea level [39].

2.2.2. Research Design. Household survey was conducted to
250 household heads randomly selected from five villages
with disproportionate sampling whereby 50 households from
each village were selected from village registers with an aid
of random numbers generated using a computer. Sampling
unit was a household, defined as all members related and
unrelatedwho share the same dwelling unit or a group of peo-
ple sharing resources, expenditures, and responsibilities [40].
Apart from the household survey, key person unstructured
interviews were conducted.

Key persons were 2 village leaders (chairperson and
village executive officer) of each village, and some elders
in the community; two district authority forest officers; the
district land, natural resources, and environmental officer;
and two staff members from Wildlife Foundation (AWF)
which is responsible for implementation of REDD+ pilot
named ARKFor at Kolo-Hills forests. Again researchers’
observation was used alongside household survey to observe
social setting and daily community interaction with forest
resources proximately. The use of several methods in data
collection is a triangulation technique to reduce error due bias
that may occur in data collection and thus increase reliability
of the data [41]. Questionnaires and checklists of questions
are survey tools used for data collection. Both questionnaires
and checklists were prepared in English and Kiswahili and
administered in Kiswahili (the national language in Tanza-
nia) by the authors. Kiswahili language is fluently spoken by
the study communities apart from their mother tongue.

Response to questions was measured using rank of points
which correspond to the respondent’s perceived level of per-
formance using a five-point Likert scale. Respondents were
asked to indicate values which reflected level of agreement
with a statement (0 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree)
or a rating of the frequency of occurrence of an event or
behaviour (0 = not at all, 4 = always). A high score indicated
a greater agreeing or higher frequency of an event occurrence
or level of performance.

The data was collected from communities of 5 villages:
Mnenia, Humai, Masawi, Kisese-Disa, and Kikore (indicated
by yellow dots in Figure 1).

Exploration as well as analysis of the data from household
survey was done using SPSS Version 16 and Microsoft Excel
Office 2007 computer programmes. Content and Structural-
Functional Analysis technique was applied to summarize text
information from key person unstructured interview into
meaningful statements presented in results.

3. Results and Discussions

3.1. Results

3.1.1. Results fromUnstructured Interviews. Unstructured key
persons interviews conducted to two staff members from
Kondoa district forest department revealed intense use of
coercive power over communities who resisted adoption of
REDD+ pilot project at their forest area. Box 1 includes
the information which was given under condition that their
names will be kept anonymous for their job security.

Local government at district authority strives to maintain
control over forest resources which are under comanagement
with communities through institutional power. Lack of inclu-
siveness and clarity of REDD+ pilot project objectives created
doubt on security of communities’ access rights to forest
resources; thus some villages refused to adopt it. Among
the villages resisting REDD+ pilot project is Kisese-Disa.
Following their resistance, local authority government of
Kondoa district council used various kinds of its power to
force the acceptance of the project.

Based on the Local Authorities Act number 7 of 1982 vil-
lage governments are subordinated to district councils. Thus
village governments depend on district council’s goodwill
when it comes to approval of community decisions as well
as social and economic welfare support. Consequently the
government of Kondoa district restricted supply of social
and economic services to those villages resisting REDD+
pilot project as an instrument to threaten them to accept the
project.

The existence of resistance towards the REDD+ pilot
project at Kolo-Hills by some villages was also mentioned in
the Mid-Term Review Report of the project but according
to the report, the resistance was mitigated through engaging
large numbers of community members in project activities
and creating patrols that are made up of members from
multiple villages. The study revealed contradicting reasons
for the resistance. While the Mid-Term Review Report
mentioned personal interests of some village leaders who
benefitted from deforestation activities as the reason,
information from interview with common people of the
community disclosed that resistance to REDD+ pilot project
was due to fear of losing access to daily needs from the forest
and fear of imposition of severe punishment as opposed to
those locally agreed in by-laws concerning violation of forest
management and utilization rules. They said community
viewed REDD+ project as a strategy to extend Tarangire
National Park to include Kolo-Hills forests which would lead
to wildlife-community conflicts as it happened in various
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Kolo-Hills ARKForRedd project: regional location

(Source: ARKFor feasibility study report 2010).

Study villages
Roads
Project area
Forest reserve
Project villages
Kondoa villages
Words

Figure 1: Map of the study area showing ARKFor REDD+ pilot and CCIAM project area and study villages.

parts of the country. The interviewees insisted that resistance
to REDD+ project was based on aforementioned reasons that
were enfolded by inadequate information (clarity) about the
project but not grounded on political influence as mentioned
by project leaders.

Information from unstructured interview with staff from
AWF and Kondoa district about number of villages involved
in PFM and REDD+ pilot project was contradicting. While
AWF staff informing that all 21 villages have agreed to par-
ticipate and are involved in the project, the district land and
natural resourcesmanagement officer informed that there are
villages that resisted the project and are not participating in
the project activities, and one of the villages is Kisese-Disa.
The conflicting information seems to be an attempt of AWF

tomask their ineffectiveness in REDD+pilot implementation
by overrating the success including area coverage in terms of
villages involved.

The explanation from the three villages (Boxes 2–4)
discloses prevalence of community dissatisfaction on power
imbalance among the government at district council and
village communities as copartners of forest management
under PFM. Additionally the community complains about
the little incentives from PFM due to many restrictions on
taking products from the forest.

3.1.2. Results from Household Questionnaire Survey. About
60% of all respondents (𝑛 = 250) from five villages ranked
preparation time for adoption of PFMandREDD+ initiatives;
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They said “there are some villages that willingly accepted PFM and REDD+ pilot while others resisted REDD+ project.
In Kisese-Disa village the resistance was very strong because of political influence from their Parliamentary
representative member. At first instant a team for REDD+ promoters at Kolo Hills called an audience with district
administrative staff of different fields including the parliamentary representative member and explained their plan to
implement REDD+ pilot project at Kolo-Hills forests. Their proposal was agreed after putting clear the project
objectives and the overall framework for implementation that would involve villages bordering the forests. The
meeting participants agreed to encourage people to adopt the project for their economic benefit from anticipated
carbon credit for conserving the forests. Contrarily that Member of Parliament went back to Kisese-Disa village and
start advocating hateful issues attributed to REDD+ pilot project and the promoters. For that reason this village
resisted REDD+ at their village forest management area.

However REDD+ project administration in collaboration with Kondoa district authority forced this village to accept
and collaborate with other villages in REDD+ project forest management activities including sending representatives
to joint forest guard team. This team is directly accountable to REDD+ pilot project and it is responsible to ensure
protection of overall forests at Kolo Hills. Though Kisese-Disa village maintained their resistance to the REDD+ project,
the forest guard team composed of members from all villages persistently conduct patrol over the whole forest area
under REDD+ pilot including forest areas of villages who refused the project.

Kisese-Disa village wanted to show their disagreement to those who conduct patrol activities at their forest area and
some youngsters of the village were sent by elders to kidnap one of female forest guard member of the joint team
while the team was patrolling at Kisese-Disa forest area. The rest of the team conveyed the kidnapping information to
REDD+ project administration (AWF) and Kondoa district. Immediate support from Kondoa district including the two
of us and armed professional guards from TARANGIRE National park sent by AWF arrived at the event site and start to
search for the guard who was kidnapped. Following that, the Kisese-Disa youngsters immediately decided to release
the guard safely to the forest. When the team tried to communicate to her, she told them she was free and safe.

However the team continued to search for the kidnap suspects up to the evening. Around 8:00pm the armed
Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA) guards from Tarangire National Park together with us started to ambush the
suspects in their home dwellings, forcing whoever found there to hand the suspects. We managed to catch few
suspects and TANAPA staff taught them a lesson. They commanded them to do severe physical exercises to the
extent that some suspects released bowel materials to their clothes unconsciously. Noticing that after taking them
onto their truck, the TANAPA guards ordered them to drop out of the truck and wash it thoroughly and after that they
released them without any court case proceeding on the matter”.

Explaining more on the set strategies to force the village to accept REDD+, they said “we believe it will reach a point
where the troublesome villages will surrender and accept the project since there is a planned persistent silent
punishment of isolating and neglecting them from various social and economic development support from the
district. For instance currently Kisese-Disa village is obliged to participate in protection of Kolo-Hills forests in
collaboration with other villages but it is excluded from beneficiaries of carbon credit and other economic incentives
expected to come through REDD+ programme and PFM”.

Box 1: Unstructured interview conducted with two staffmembers fromKondoa district responsible for themanagement of Kolo-Hills forests.

power balance among stakeholders; and good understanding
(clarity) about the initiatives below average scores. This
implies that the three factors are areas of weakness which are
potential barrier for effectiveness of both PFM and REDD+
initiatives. Of the three factors, power balance was ranked as
the most weakly exercised. Through ANOVA statistical test,
significant difference of scores between villages was revealed
at 𝑝 < 0.05. About 70% of respondents from Mnenia and
Kikore rated the three factors as good performance while
more than 80% of respondents fromKisese-Disa andMasawi
villages ranked the three factors below average scores which
implies poor performance (Figure 2).

However, PFM success after REED+ project seems to be
more pronounced in villages that experienced higher levels
of power balance among stakeholders; good understanding
(clarity) about the initiatives; and adequate preparation time

for adoption of PFM and REDD+. For instance, Mnenia
village which scores higher in all three factors had highest
perceived PFM success.

Table 1 displays some REDD+ challenges and opportuni-
ties experienced by the community at Kolo-Hills including
increased restrictions over forest resources after REDD+
pilot and additional benefits. However for those villages
that experienced high level of power imbalance they also
experienced high level of additional restrictions with little or
no additional benefits from REDD+ pilot project.

3.2. Discussion. Although from the literature Tanzania has
been commended for being at the forefront in refined laws for
people-centred rather than state-centred in power holding in
natural resources management issues, this has been rhetoric
while the reverse seems to be reality.This can be verified from



8 International Journal of Forestry Research

He said “In the beginning, we agreed to work with district council forest staff as they said the government
has decided to give back the forests to local people to protect them and collect our needs from the forest
like firewood. We were asked to formulate Village forest management Committee which would work with
the district people on behalf of the community in protecting the forest. We were asked to plan the way of
using the forests without destroying them and we did. The problem is that thereafter there was
misunderstanding among village government (village council) leaders and that forest management
committee. The whole village leadership collapsed and we elected new village government. Therefore, all
forest management arrangements ended with the previous village leadership. However we continued to
protect our forests and get our needs there until when district people wanted to give the forest to African
Wildlife Foundation (AWF) with the name of REDD+ project. We refused to work with AWF because they
are Tarangire National Park people. It is hard to believe TANAPA people you know! They can take our
forest as they did to other places we heard in Arusha and Kilimanjaro regions. Although we refused to
work with AWF as our partners, they forced us to accept REDD+ project and have imposed many
restrictions on the forests. To date if we enter the forest we get caught by a team of forest guards of AWF
trained from every village and sometimes with park rangers of Tarangire national Park who join district
people in patrolling the forest. When youngsters are caught cutting poles for repairing or constructing a
house they are beaten hardly without taking them to court, which is against the Forest Act and our village
by-laws”.

Box 2: Unstructured interview with one of key persons from Kisese-Disa village (a village leader). How can you comment on the status of
PFM and REDD at your village?

“What REDD+ project people are doing is not constructive at all! Before the project we had established
effective system for protecting forests under Community Based Forest Management (CBFM). It is well
know that village government has authority as a manager and owner of VLFRs on behalf of the
community. It is the one which is responsible to ensure forests are well managed based on the village
forest management plan document. Surprisingly, REDD+ pilot project came and re-establish new
institution which is joint team of forest guards that is over the village government and directly
answerable to them. You can imagine how awkward it is; a group of individuals from different villages
mealy selected randomly are given power to collect fines from forest defaulters without consultation
of village government leaders of the particular forest area. Nobody knows at village what is happening
on the forest because at village office nowadays there has been no either a report of patrols
performance, offences or that of defaulters and action taken over them. Because forest patrols are
done at forest landscape wide not village based; there have been cases where fine for a crime done at
a certain village is collected at another village. This is a kind of overthrowing the village government
from its legal authority”.

Box 3: Unstructured interview with one of key persons from Kikore who is a member of village standing committees.

“In average PFM approach is going well, except for the issue of benefits to community. It is very
annoying because we as the partners to the government we forego our productive activities and
attend meetings to discuss issues of forests, we do patrolling activities and all about the wellbeing of
the forest but we are always restricted of many things. We agreed to not graze in the forest because
cows may destroy small trees. We are happy to have good forest around us and wishing to maintain
them unspoiled for our grannies. However we maintain living trees and not dead ones! Why
government restricts us to take dead trees for our use? They say we are allowed to gather fire wood
but we should go into the forest empty handed without cutting tools. How is it possible to take whole
dead trees without tools? There are lots of big timber trees which have died under natural causes.
Here we have our primary school that is under shortage of desks and even firewood for preparing
lunch for pupils. The dead trees could be used to solve some of school demands. The village
government asked the district forest officer to come to verify and oversee the process of removing
those dead logs from the forest but for months they didn’t even turn up”.

Box 4: Unstructured interview with one of key persons fromMasawi village providing a view about PFM and REDD+ pilot project situation.
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Table 1: Experienced additional restrictions and benefits on forests after REDD+ pilot project.

Villages
Mnenia Freq Masawi Freq Humai Freq Kisese-Disa Freq Kikore Freq

Additional restrictions from REDD+
Tree cut for construction √ 10 √ 13 √ 13 √ 15 √ 20
Entrance (short cut foot path) √ 9 √ 9 √ 3 √ 22 √ 12
Firewood collection √ 6 √ 8 √ 2 √ 1 √ 0
Grazing √ 7 √ 15 √ 9 √ 22 √ 18
No restriction √ 6 √ 3 √ 5 x 0 √ 7
Agriculture farming √ 2 √ 2 x 0 x 0 √ 9
Sum 34 47 27 60 59

Additional benefits from REDD+
Income from IGAs √ 16 √ 4 √ 2 x 0 √ 10
Ecological services √ 17 √ 4 √ 9 x 0 √ 11
Improved farming √ 3 √ 2 √ 3 x 0 √ 5
No additional benefit √ 2 √ 24 √ 11 √ 30 √ 10
CO trial payment √ 25 √ 18 √ 7 x 0 √ 15
Extension education √ 16 x 0 √ 5 x 0 √ 4
Forest products √ 5 x 0 x 0 x 0 √ 13
Sum 82 28 26 0 58

Freq: frequency of the item was mentioned.
√: item was mentioned.
x: item was not mentioned.
Note: assumption under the table displays that the more frequent an item was mentioned, the more it benefits or costs the community.
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Figure 2: Comparison of perceived success of PFM before REDD+
and with REDD+ pilot project under different status of time
for preparation; balanced power; good understanding of the pro-
grammes.

initial national programme to support PFM implementation
with the goal “natural resources contributed on sustainable
basis towards reduced income poverty, vulnerability amongst
the poorest groups and improved quality of life and social
well-being in Tanzania” and objective to “increased benefits
to rural communities based on sustainable natural resource
management in Tanzania.” The programme which was

known as the Management of Natural Resources Programme
was implemented with financial support of the Government
of Norway for about 13 years from 1994 to 2006 when it was
phased out with negligible impact on PFM contribution to
local communities’ livelihood.The reason explained was that
livelihood centred objective was theoretical for donor’s aid
focus but when it came to implementation the efforts and
utilization of funds were concentrated towards conservation
while ignoring support to community livelihood [42].

The prevailing PFM circumstances whereby the govern-
ment has delegated responsibility to people while it retains
facilities and financial resources for implementation can be
viewed as a kind of exploitation which opposes power shar-
ing. Similarly study elsewhere byMustalahti [33] commented
that “participatory and decentralised forest management can
hardly guarantee rights of the local people particularly in a
situation where devolution and transfer of power to com-
munity level governing board (Village for Tanzania) without
transferring financial,material and technical resources neces-
sary for local government to fulfil its obligations, such kind of
empowerment is meaningless.” Also “if central governments
grant local governments the rights to make and implement
decisions but in practice withhold resources or otherwise
check local ability to do so, then discretionary powers
have not been effectively transferred” [43]. The oppressive
situation in some PFM communities where people are forced
to adopt new management arrangement at their PFM man-
aged forests as found at Kisese-Disa village in this study
is contrary to power sharing. People have been distressed
for the sake of project REDD+ project administration to
display illusive success on paper with justification that all 21
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villages have accepted and implemented the project. In fact,
on these grounds REDD+ pilot project at Kolo-Hills forests
has demonstrated blueprint to failure rather than success for
the forthcoming REDD+ programme.

The fact that government under JFM and CBFM
approaches has room to question and sue the community
in case of failure to implement forest management as per
the management plan approved by the government while the
community do not have such room in case of government
failure to meet its roles seems to oppose the idea of power
sharing and instead reveals inequitable accountability. This
can be witnessed where Forest Act gives mandate to the
Director of Forestry or local governments to take over the
management of forests that are under JFMorCBFMwhen the
forests under PFM are deemed to bemismanaged (Forest Act
2002, s. 8 and 41–48). In contrast for about 20 years of PFM
implementation the government have failed to formalize
benefit sharing mechanism especially on productive forests
managed under JFM regime [44]. While the JFM regime is
aimed at cutting off management costs from government on
already gazetted government forest reserves, the underlying
policy goal for CBFM is to bring large areas of unprotected
woodlands and forests progressively under village manage-
ment and protection through establishment of VLRFs [20,
27]. Accordingly the silence restriction on harvesting of
timber products from the ever known best CBFM success
sites including Angai forests and SULEDO as noted in study
by Mustalahti and Lund [45] gives no doubt that all what has
been done to convince communities to adopt PFM as win-
win approach might be elusive. Under such skewed power
relationships, power struggle instead of power sharing, and
competition instead of collaboration between community
and government, one can view PFM as a strategy for the
government through its forest agencies to deliberately use
power to burden the poor and marginalized rural citizens
with conservation costs. This has been through exploitation
of their energy, time, and resources to meet conservation
interests under PFM with no clear terms on benefit sharing.

Effective PFM implementation necessitates a firm com-
mitment on shifting from competitive psychological ori-
entation which permits inequality and emphasizes a win-
lose struggle for superiority and instead orients towards
a cooperative psychological orientation which emphasizes
equal powers and win-win mutual relations. Among benefits
of power sharing according to [30] are an increase in decision
acceptance, commitment, and quality and enhanced satisfac-
tion and commitment. Hence by unification of interests and
balancing power among stakeholders PFM is likely to achieve
its multiple integrated objectives.

4. Conclusion and Recommendation

From the findings we concluded that where PFM approaches
are adopted on papers while decisive power is retained by
central government the outcomes have been an accelerated
degradation of resources instead of improved conservation.
The large part of PFMprocesses involved power relations that
are contrary to power sharing. Both the government and local
communities have been exercising power struggle in fulfilling

their interests over the forest resources. This power struggle
between community and government stakeholders of PFM
has been transferred to REDD+ pilot project. The findings
are empirical evidence that this supports our description of
power relations exercised under PFM as an obstacle rather
than reliever to the forthcoming REDD+ programme. Unless
power relation trend is reversed, practical REDD+ on PFM
platform is erroneous.

To improve from the weak situation disclosed by this
study, we recommend the policy makers to amend the Forest
Policy, Forest Act, and legislation in order to achieve the
following:

(i) Put clear terms for benefit sharing.

(ii) Fill gaps of provisions to strengthen community
empowerment.

(iii) Clarify responsibility of every PFM stakeholder.

(iv) Clarify means through which every stakeholder will
be accountable in the course of undertaking the
responsibilities.

Knowledge Contribution of the Paper

This paper shed light on potential of power relations amongst
the main stakeholders (community and the government) as
determinant factor to success or failure of PFM.The findings
contribute to a more informed academic and political sphere
on power relations potential barrier to REDD+ programme
which is existing in PFM as a framework for REDD+.
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