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Abstract 

This survey identifies a baseline value for the confidence of tenants working under the Joint Forestry 

Management approach in Tajik Gorno-Badakhshan. Analyzing the data gained in some 60 quantitative 

interviews with tenants, it gives evidence that in 2009 some 44 percent of tenants in the pilot village of 

Barvoz and some 31 percent of tenants in the other project villages had confidence in the benefits of the 

JFM system. 

Other results concern the initial expectations of tenants, problems and possible solutions and confidence in 

different stakeholders. Detailed information regarding the methodology and the survey process is given in 

order to facilitate the implementation of follow-up surveys in the future.  
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1. Introduction 

After years of open access to the forest resources in the aftermath of the breakdown of the Soviet Union, 

riparian forests in the high mountainous region of Gorno-Badakhshan have become highly degraded. Main 

problems have been an uncontrolled cutting of firewood, an uncontrolled grazing of livestock by the local 

population and a lack of capacities on the side of the Forestry Agency.  

One of the approaches to establish effective control is to lease forest plots to private tenants. On the one 

hand, they take over the protection and rehabilitation responsibilities from the forest authorities. On the 

other hand, they get the right to use their plot for cutting firewood and grass, among others. The project 

“Sustainable Management of Natural Resources in Gorno-Badakhshan”, which is implemented by the 

German agencies GTZ and DED in cooperation with the Land Use Committee of Gorno-Badakhshan, has 

tested an approach of Joint Forestry Management (JFM) in the pilot village of Barvoz, leasing forest plots to 

private tenants and jointly elaborating sustainable management plans. By now, it advises the state forestry 

authorities (Leskhoz) in disseminating the JFM system on a broad scale. It cooperates with the GTZ project 

“Sustainable development and rehabilitation of floodplain forests in GBAO” which supports the 

dissemination of Joint Forestry Management and the rehabilitation of forests in the districts of Roshtkala and 

Ishkashim. 

One of the main risks for the dissemination of the JFM approach is a lack of confidence. Many tenants point 

out that there has been a similar forest lease system in the past but that Leskhoz hasn’t respected the lease 

conditions and that they therefore have little confidence in the JFM system. But without having confidence 

in the system, tenants will feel little motivation to do rehabilitation work in the forest – it is not worth 

investing much time and energy into a forest plot if you don’t know if this forest plot will still be yours after 

ten years when a benefit can be gained from it.   

As confidence-building is crucial for the success of the project, the tenants’ confidence in the benefits of the 

system has been selected as one of the indicators. Thus it has become necessary to get baseline data in 

order to analyze the development of the tenants’ confidence in the JFM system. In the framework of the 

operational planning of JFM activities in late January 2010, it was decided to implement a survey on the 

tenants’ confidence which was expected to generate baseline data for 2009. The survey was designed in 

early February 2010 and implemented in February and March 2010. 

As the survey is expected to be repeated in following years in order to generate data which can be compared 

to the baseline data, it is essential to give an overview over the methodology. In the main analysis chapter, 

the results of the survey will be presented. In the end, recommendations will be given with regard to the use 

of the data as a baseline and to the survey implementation in the future.  

2. The elaboration of methodology – a meta-documentation 

In the very beginning of the discussion about the methodology, we intended to ask a single question: “Do 

you have confidence into the JFM approach?” However, we soon realized that this question was too complex 

and general. We feared that interviewees would have different associations with the term “JFM approach” 

or no sound understanding of the concept, that the question had too many dimensions (confidence in 

Leskhoz and in the project, confidence that the contract is respected, that tenants are provided with 

support, and that the JFM system would be beneficial to the tenants). A single question would have provided 

baseline data which would have been easy to handle, but the information would have been little 

differentiated and the project management would not have understood much of the reasons of high or low 

confidence. Therefore we opted for asking several quantitative questions which are more concrete and 
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cover different dimensions of confidence, and to combine them with qualitative questions about the reasons 

for the opinions given by the interviewees. The idea was first to test a pool of questions and to analyze the 

results before making a decision which question should be used as a baseline for the confidence indicator. 

As far as sampling is concerned, in the beginning it was planned to interview 10 percent of tenants and to 

select them randomly. But taking into consideration the relatively small number of 300 tenants and the 

significant regional differences, we soon agreed that 10 percent would not be enough to show reliable 

results, and decided that at least 20 percent of tenants had to be interviewed. Moreover, we found that it 

would be ineffective to select tenants randomly, because in this case project staff would have to visit many 

villages for a single interview. Moreover, with random selection of interviewees, differences between 

individual villages would have become invisible: In a village with 15 tenants, only three tenants would have 

been interviewed – that would not have sufficed to understand the situation comprehensively and to make 

comparisons. Therefore we opted for a cluster sampling: 40 percent of project villages were selected, and in 

each of these villages 50 percent of tenants were interviewed. From this solution, we expected the following 

advantages: Interviews could be conducted more efficiently because only some villages had to be visited, 

and in addition to the general baseline data, analyses for the selected villages could be made as the 50 

percent sample could be considered to be enough to show reliable results even for small total numbers. 

We expected that short time after the introduction of JFM to their villages, many tenants would still feel 

unsure about how to assess the new system and its benefits, but that after one year or two they would have 

formed their opinion and give more decided answers. Therefore we also gave the answer option “I don’t 

know yet” in addition to “Yes, absolutely”, “Yes, partially” and “No”. 

3. Methodology 

Whereas in the pilot village of Barvoz the first tenants had signed their JFM contracts already four years ago, 

the JFM approach had been introduced to the other villages only in summer or autumn 2009. Due to this 

different extent of experience with the lease system, Barvoz could hardly be compared to the other villages. 

Therefore we decided to create different pools of villages and to analyze them separately: 

1) Villages with mid-term experience (more than two years) with JFM: Barvoz. 

2) Villages with no mid-term experience (less than two years) with JFM: all other villages. 

From each of these pools of villages, 20 percent of tenants had to be selected. With regard to the first pool, 

this was quite easy because it consisted only of one village, so 20 percent of the tenants of Barvoz were 

selected randomly. 

With regard to the second pool, this was more complicate because it consisted of many villages and we first 

had to form clusters. We did this by selecting 40 percent of the project villages in Roshtkala district and 40 

percent of the project villages in Ishkashim district in order to make sure that both districts were adequately 

represented within the sample. The following villages were selected from the second pool: Sovietabad 

(Roshtkala district), Mulvoj, Namadguti-Bolo, Tokakhona, Yamchun, Nizhgar, Drizh, Langar (Ishkashim 

district)
 1
. All in all, the following interviews were taken: 

                                                           
1
 Ideally, the selection should take place absolutely randomly. In our case, however, for practical reasons logistics had to be taken 

into consideration. Two research teams conducting the confidence survey went into the field together with a different research 

mission, therefore Sovietabad, Langar, Drizh and Nizhgar were selected non-randomly because the other research mission was 

going there anyway and logistics were easy to organize. Moreover, when selecting the villages we had in mind that villages with 

many tenants and villages with few tenants should be represented in the sample in proportion to their number. This deviation from 
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Village Total number of 

tenants 

Number of 

tenants 

interviewed 

Percentage of 

tenants 

interviewed 

Barvoz 37 9 24% 

Sovietabad 23 13 56% 

Mulvoj 16 8 50% 

Namadguti-Bolo 11 5 45% 

Tokakhona 10 5 50% 

Yamchun 3 2 67% 

Nizhgar 24 12 50% 

Drizh 3 1 33% 

Langar 13 6 46% 

Total  61
2
  

 

In the end, 50 percent of the tenants in each of these villages were selected randomly. To select tenants 

randomly, lists of tenants in the selected villages were printed and given to a person who didn’t know the 

tenants. This person marked 50 percent of the names randomly. As it could be expected that not all the 

selected tenants would be available for interviews, additional 10 to 20 percent of the tenants in the 

respective village were selected as reserve interviewees. The research teams had to take interviews from the 

selected 50 percent of tenants at first. In case some of them were not available, they were told to ask the 

reserve interviewees for interviews. 

For practical reasons, the JFM 

mobilizers (extension staff) formed 

the research team and conducted 

the interviews. They knew the 

respective villages and the tenants 

relatively well because they had 

been working with them for 

several months. This was a 

significant advantage as far as the 

organization of the survey was 

concerned because it was quite 

easy for the mobilizers to find the 

interviewees. But this solution also 

had some disadvantages: The 

mobilizers were not familiar with 

methods of social research and 

were lacking an objective approach 

towards the interviewees.  

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
the ideal form of selection has probably had little influenced the results, as it was still more or less at random. However, in future 

surveys the sample villages should be selected consequently randomly.  

2
 The total number of tenants was 300 at that time, so altogether 20.3 percent of tenants were interviewed. 

Barvoz 

Sovietabad 

Yamchun 

Tokakhona 

Namadguti-

Bolo 

Mulvoj 

Nizhgar / Drizh 

Langar 
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Another significant problem was the diversity of languages spoken on the Pamirs. In Ishkashim district, both 

interviews and notes were taken in Tajik language. In Roshtkala district, questionnaires were in Russian 

language, interviews were conducted in local Shugni language, and notes again were taken in Russian 

language. This made it difficult to standardize the questions and the way of asking them, which is essential to 

get comparable results.  

In order to attain at least a partial standardization, questionnaires were printed in both Russian and Tajik 

languages, and a seminar was held for the seven mobilizers before they conducted interviews. In this 

seminar, the survey concept was presented, an overview over interview techniques was given, the questions 

and their translations were discussed intensively, and interview situations were trained in role plays. 

The seven mobilizers were sent to the field in three teams in late February and early March 2010
3
. During 

the first interview, at least two teams were supervised by the PR specialist of the project, who was 

experienced in interview techniques, and got a feedback. After this, in most cases they worked individually 

and not as a team, i.e. one person had to conduct the interview and note down the answers on the 

questionnaire at the same time. Interviewees were guaranteed anonymity. Usually, the tenant himself was 

interviewed and if he wasn’t at home, one of the reserve interviewees was selected in his place
4
.  

The data was processed in two relatively simple MS Excel sheets. Questionnaires were numbered so that 

information on the printed questionnaires and in the two Excel sheets could be correlated. On the sheet for 

the quantitative questions, the possible answers were already predefined, so the data from the individual 

questionnaires could be processed very easily. On the sheet for the qualitative questions, typical answers 

had to be added to the system only at the time of the data processing, and research staff had the possibility 

to choose more than one answer. The three research teams were asked individually to process the data 

shortly after their respective return from the field trip. In doing so, they were supervised by an international 

consultant only in the beginning. This was no problem with regard to the sheet for the quantitative data, as 

the data processing was highly standardized. As far as the sheet for the qualitative data is concerned, there 

were significant differences in the data processing between the three teams; therefore the qualitative data 

for the different villages is only partially comparable
5
. 

The analysis of the data has been done by an international consultant who had been involved in planning the 

survey and supervising the implementation, i.e. the author of this report. The quantitative questions have 

been analyzed by village pools and regions (pilot village of Barvoz, rest of Roshtkala district, Ishkashim 

district), and by individual villages. The qualitative data has only been used for explaining interesting aspects 

and surprising results with regard to the quantitative data. 

                                                           
3
 The first team conducted interviews in Yamchun, Nizhgar, Drizh and Langar. The second team conducted interviews in Barvoz and 

Sovietabad. The third team conducted interviews in Mulvoj, Namadguti-Bolo and Tokakhona.  

4
 The research team working in Barvoz and Sovietabad, however, often interviewed the partner or a sibling instead if the tenant was 

absent, which might have had some influence on the results. According to this research team, statements of partners and siblings 

were less concrete than the tenants’ statements, so there may have been some additional interpretation on the side of the 

interviewers. 

5
 The first team, when processing the qualitative data, were the first to define typical answers and so had a strong influence on the 

data processing of the following teams. Moreover, whereas the two teams working in Ishkashim tended to choose only one or two 

possible answers per question, the team working in Barvoz and Sovietabad (Roshtkala district) often chose three, four or even five 

possible answers. This difference makes it hard to compare the qualitative data for Ishkashim and Roshtkala districts. In the future, 

all teams should start processing the qualitative data together, defining the most typical answers and discussing a significant 

amount of questionnaires together in order to make sure that the data processing is done in a similar way by the different teams. 
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Besides this qualitative data, there are some other ways to check the validity of the quantitative data: First of 

all, if there are huge differences between individual villages, it has to be checked if this is related to 

individual interviewers and their ways of conducting interviews and asking questions. This can be done by 

comparing the results of different villages in which the same team has worked – if all of them show the same 

characteristics, this is an indicator for interviewer-related faults. Secondly, if confidence is surprisingly high 

or low, this may be due to interviewee-related faults, as interviewees might have been afraid of answering 

honestly. Therefore, such results could be cross-checked with the findings of the survey “JFM and its social 

dimension”, which is based on qualitative interviews
6
. Moreover, they could be discussed with the mobilizers 

who know the situation in the respective villages quite well and probably can assess in how far they are 

reliable. 

4. Data analysis 

In the following, the results of the survey will be analyzed. The order of subchapters corresponds to the 

order of questions on the questionnaire, but in some cases it makes sense not to go ahead question by 

question but to analyze the answers to some questions in a broader context. Recommendations with regard 

to the baseline will be given in the next chapter. 

4.1. Work in the forest before JFM 

Almost all interviewees in Roshtkala district – both in the pilot village of Barvoz and in Sovietabad – 

answered that they had worked in the forest regularly before signing the JFM contract. In Ishkashim district, 

however, the picture is different, as only some 40 percent of tenants gave this answer and another 40 

percent of tenants answered that 

they had not worked in the forest 

before signing the JFM contract. A 

detailed analysis shows significant 

differences between the 

individual villages in Ishkashim 

district: Whereas in the villages of 

upper Ishkashim district 

(Yamchun, Nizhgar, Drizh, Langar) 

a vast majority of interviewees 

seems to have had at least some 

experience with forest works, 

most respondents in the villages 

of lower Ishkashim district 

(Mulvoj, Namadguti-Bolo, 

Tokakhona) answered they had not worked in the forest before signing the JFM contract. 

These results might be due to interviewer-related faults, as the three groups of villages correspond to the 

three research teams. However, there might be other explanations: In Sovietabad, a forest lease system had 

existed before the introduction of JFM, so almost every household had already been using a forest plot. In 

                                                           
6
 Ruslan Chorshanbiev, Ifitkhor Mirshakarov, Christoph Wiedemann: JFM and its social dimension, Khorog 2010 (not published). For 

this survey, interviews have been taken in Langar, Nizhgar, Sovietabad and Barvoz as well, so the findings for these villages can be 

easily compared. Qualitative interviews can be expected to show more reliable results with regard to sensitive issues like 

confidence as the interview atmosphere is more relaxed and there are more opportunities for cross-checking information and 

impressions. 
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Langar, forest plots have been allocated systematically to persons who had already some practical 

experience with forestry. This may explain the relatively high rate of respondents in these villages who 

answered that they had worked regularly in the forest before signing the JFM contract. 

According to the JFM mobilizers, also in the villages of Mulvoj, Namadguti-Bolo and Tokakhona, former 

forest workers have been allocated plots, but according to the survey results their number has been much 

smaller than in Langar, and many other people without forestry experience seem to have received plots as 

well. 

4.2. Expectations from JFM 

When interviewees were asked why they had become tenants, almost all of them referred to nature and one 

of the following answers: for the protection of the forest, for the rehabilitation of the forest, for regreening, 

for the development of the village, for the prevention of degradation and soil erosion. In addition, 25 out of 

61 respondents (40 percent) answered that they had become tenants for their own benefit. There seems to 

be a double motivation for joining the JFM system – protecting the nature and getting access to forest 

resources. It can be expected that many respondents are not very keen on revealing the egoistic motivation 

during the interviews, so the number of tenants hoping for access to forest resources is probably bigger than 

the 25 persons who admitted it openly.  

It may be significant that in 

Sovietabad, 10 out of 13 interviewees 

answered that they had become 

tenants for their own benefit, 

whereas in Ishkashim district this 

egoistic motivation was much less 

often mentioned. This might indicate 

that in the project villages of 

Roshtkala district, where a forest 

lease system has been pre-existing 

and almost every household has 

received a plot, the egoistic 

motivation is more dominant than in 

some project villages of Ishkashim 

district, where forest resources are 

more degraded and have been 

allocated to fewer tenants
7
. 

When asked which expectations they had had when signing the JFM contract, many tenants referred to the 

welfare (14), development (10), regreening (4), cooperation (4), protection of the forest (4) like in the 

abovementioned question. Besides these expectations related to nature and to the community, there had 

also been rather egoistic expectations: technical or financial support (17, mainly in Ishkashim district), 

money (4, mainly in Roshtkala district), a share of forest products (6, in Roshtkala district). Again, it can be 

expected that these egoistic expectations in reality are more dominant than the results of this survey shows. 

                                                           
7
 This distinction corresponds to the findings of the survey “JFM and its social dimension”, according to which tenants in many 

villages in Ishkashim district tend to feel committed to the welfare of the community, whereas in Roshtkala district the individual 

tenants tend to regard their forest plot mainly as a source of natural resources for their own subsistence. 
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In the next step, respondents were asked in how far their expectations had been fulfilled until now. This is 

the question which shows the worst results of all. Only about 25 percent of respondents answered that their 

expectations had been fulfilled. According to another 27 percent, they had only partially been fulfilled, and 

again another 27 percent said they had not at all been fulfilled. The rest of interviewees didn’t know yet or 

didn’t want to answer. However, bad as they are, these results are not really surprising, taking into 

consideration the long-term character of many expectations mentioned above. And there is hope, as there is 

one village where more than 50 percent of interviewees answered that their expectations had been fulfilled 

– Barvoz, the project village, where the JFM system has already been working for four years. This might be 

an indicator that time is needed to have expectations fulfilled – and that after some years satisfaction will 

increase if the system is working well. 

Indeed, many tenants seem to be aware of the fact that it takes time. When asked why their expectation had 

not been fulfilled, they gave the following answers: Work within the JFM system has only started (9). Some 

problems still have to be solved (6). Technical support didn’t reach us (5). Work in the forest isn’t paid (4). 

The rehabilitation of forests takes time (3). Leskhoz hasn’t fulfilled its responsibilities (2). There are still 

problems with irrigation water supply (2). Other tenants don’t work (2).  

Those tenants in Ishkashim district who see their expectations fulfilled cannot really specify the reasons yet. 

Answers were more specific in Roshtkala district, where tenants believed that results are already visible (6), 

that they feel themselves lords of their plot (4) and that everything is going on by plan (2). Remarkably, most 

of these specific answers were given by tenants in the pilot village of Barvoz, where tenants obviously 

already recognize positive results – this may explain the relatively high level of satisfaction with the 

fulfillment of expectations. 

4.3. Problems and solutions 

Tenants have also been asked about the problems which they are struggling with in the framework of the 

JFM system. The clear “favourite” among the problems is water: One third (21) of respondents answered 

that the insufficient irrigation water supply was one the main problems. This problem seems to be 

particularly prominent in Langar, Nizhgar, Yamchun and Mulvoj. Other villages have a different problem with 

water: Some interviewees (11) mainly in the villages of Sovietabad, Barvoz and – above all – Tokakhona – 

mentioned floodings in summer.  

All in all, the following problems and solutions have been mentioned: 

Problem Number of 

answers 

Regional focus Proposed solutions 

Lack of irrigation water 21 Mainly Langar, 

Nizhgar, Yamchun, 

Mulvoj 

Support by the GTZ/DED project 

Floodings in summer 11 Mainly Sovietabad, 

Barvoz, Tokakhona 

Support by the GTZ/DED projec 

Destruction of fences by livestock 8 Mainly Barvoz Wired fences or stone walls 

Illegal cutting and theft of forest 

products 

8 Mainly Barvoz More control 

Problems with villagers about 

leased plots 

6 Mainly Barvoz, 

Sovietabad 

Consultation with Leskhoz, 

agreements between villagers, 

JFM council 

Lack of material for constructing 4 Mainly Sovietabad  



 

Page | 10 

fences 

Lack of forest instruments 4 Mainly Barvoz  

Problems with villagers and illegal 

grazing of livestock 

4 Namadguti-Bolo Consultation with Leskhoz, 

agreements with villagers, JFM 

council 

Lack of seedlings 1 Sovietabad  

Lack of transport opportunities 

for pruning wood 

1 Mulvoj  

Lack of a bridge to attain the plot 1 Sovietabad  

 

In another question, interviewees were asked what in there opinion was indispensable for a better and more 

effective work on their plots. Apart from the problems and proposed solutions already mentioned, they 

highlighted the following aspects: work according to the management and annual plans (11, mainly in 

Nizhgar), good irrigation and planting of trees (9, mainly in Nizhgar), more observation and control by the 

villagers and Leskhoz (7), hard work on the forest plot (5), labour force (4), mineral fertilizer (1), insecticides 

(1), market for forestry products (1). 

To draw a conclusion, when asked about problems with regard to Joint Forestry Management, tenants 

rather think of concrete technical (water, equipment) than of complex social or institutional problems (with 

Leskhoz or other villagers). This might indicate that a lack of confidence does not dominate the attitude 

towards JFM as long as this lack of confidence is not acutely confirmed by the behaviour of other 

stakeholders.  

Many tenants seem to expect support from the GTZ/DED project with regard to the water problems (digging 

channels, building dams) and technical equipment (instruments, netting wire, etc.). At the same time, a 

significant number of tenants seems to be aware of the necessity of planning and control, which is expected 

rather from Leskhoz than from the GTZ/DED project. 

4.4. Confidence in benefits 

Interviewees were asked if they believed that they would get more benefit from the JFM system than from 

former forest lease systems. This question was designed due to complaints by tenants that they had leased 

forest plots before but that their hopes had been betrayed by Leskhoz staff cutting firewood on these plots 

without asking for permission. The idea was to find out if tenants recognized the differences between the 

JFM system and pre-existing forest lease systems and if they had more confidence into the JFM system. A 

methodological problem resulted from the fact that forest lease systems hat been pre-existing in some 

villages, but not in all. The question formulated on the questionnaire did not reflect this heterogenous 

situation, therefore the research teams had to adapt the question to the specific situation. Instead of posing 

the question “Do you think you get more benefit from the present forest lease system than from the former 

one?”, they for example asked “Do you think you get more benefit from the JFM system than you got when 

this system hadn’t been introduced yet?”. Due to this inconsisting way of asking the question, answers may 

be hard to compare. Nevertheless, let’s give it a try. 

In the pilot project village of Barvoz, some 45 percent of respondents answered that they believed the JFM 

system gave them more benefit than pre-existing forest lease systems. This percentage is significantly higher 

than in the other villages, where JFM has been introduced only a few months ago (30 percent). This may 

indicate that for confidence into the benefits of JFM to grow, it needs some time without major disturbances 

also in the other villages 
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Even if only few tenants answered that they did not believe into higher benefits from the JFM system than 

from the pre-existing situation, many interviewees still seem not to be convinced yet. Altogether, some 20 

percent answered that they had partial 

confidence, and some 35 percent (in 

Ishkashim district even 45 percent) said 

they didn’t know yet. All this 

corresponds to what can be expected in 

the beginning of the implementation of 

a complex approach like JFM which 

implies many uncertainties and shows 

results only in the long term. 

Those who had confidence in the 

benefit of JFM gave as reasons that 

they did more work and therefore 

gained more benefit under this system 

(12, mainly in Barvoz), that the work 

went by plan (4), that they had got 

firewood and hay from their plot and had to pay a smaller share to Leskhoz than before (4, in Sovietabad and 

Barvoz), that under the JFM system there were better opportunities to work in the forest effectively (3), that 

they felt themselves lords of their forest plot (2, in Sovietabad and Barvoz), and that the GTZ/DED project 

gave incentives for the other stakeholders to do good work (2) 

Almost half of all interviewees (28) stated that the work under the JFM system had only started and that 

more time was needed to assess the benefits. Other explanations for negative or sceptical answers were that 

at the moment the tenants still worked for the future of the forest but not for themselves (7), that they had 

received the same plot on which they had already worked before (6) and that the main irrigation canal had 

not yet been repaired (2).  

4.5. Conditions of the contract 

One more question was if tenants 

believed that both sides would fulfill 

the conditions of the JFM system. The 

analysis of the answers shows an 

extremely high rate of confidence in 

Sovietabad (85 percent). Even if one 

considers all villages, total confidence 

(43 percent) and partial confidence (36 

percent) are still relatively high and 

very few tenants answered that they 

didn’t have any confidence into the 

conditions being fulfilled. 

As usually, tenants were also asked 

about the reasons of their assessment. 

Unfortunately, the data in the database 

is corrupt, so it would be necessary to process the questionnaires again in order to get reliable information 

about the reasons of the interviewees’ answers. It seems that most respondents in Sovietabad argued that 
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both parties (the tenants and Leskhoz) had signed the contract and therefore would be forced to fulfill its 

conditions, but due to the database corruption this analysis cannot be relied on. 

One possible explanation for the high confidence of Sovietabad tenants into the contracts and Leskhoz might 

be the pre-existing forest lease system: They had had some experience with leased forest plots and might 

have found Leskhoz a reliable partner. This assumption, however, contrasts with the general lack of 

confidence into Leskhoz in other villages of Roshtkala district, where tenants often complain that under the 

former lease system Leskhoz staff hadn’t respected their rights and cut firewood without asking for 

permission. The involved mobilizers explains this contrast with the fact that Sovietabad is quite remote and 

that leased plots there are very small, so that Leskhoz shows little interest into these resources and leaves 

the plots to the tenants, only collecting its official share
8
. 

Another explanation might that people in many villages, particularly in Sovietabad, are afraid of Leskhoz and 

therefore don’t dare to answer frankly
9
.  

4.6. Confidence into Leskhoz, the GTZ/DED project and the JFM approach 

The results of the survey show a surprisingly high level of confidence. A huge majority of respondents said 

they had confidence in the JFM system and in the GTZ/DED project, and in Roshtkala district (both in the 

pilot village of Barvoz and in Sovietabad) they gave this answer almost without exception. A detailed analysis 

shows that only in the villages of Mulvoj and Namadguti-Bolo less than half of the respondents answered 

they had confidence in the JFM system.  

The answers to the qualitative 

questions may help in 

understanding the reasons for the 

high confidence in the GTZ/DED 

project: The standard answers 

given by most interviewees were 

that project staff often visited the 

tenants to ask them about their 

work and to give helpful advice 

(30), that the efforts of the project 

were visible (12), that the project 

had helped tenants a lot (19), that 

only thanks to the project, the JFM 

system has been introduced (8), 

and that the project had done whatever it had promised (4).  

Those few tenants who answered that they only partially had confidence in the project or that they didn’t 

know yet gave as a reason that the project would not continue its work in the long term (4) or that it hadn’t 

done anything form them yet (4). 

                                                           
8
 However, even in Sovietabad some problems with illegal cutting by Leskhoz staff have been identified in the framework of the 

survey “JFM and its social dimension”, so this explanation is not totally convincing. 

9
 This would correspond to the findings of the survey “JFM and its social dimension”, according to which Leskhoz is much stronger 

and much more feared in the villages of Roshtkala district than in the upper Ishkashim district. 
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As far as the confidence in the JFM 

approach in general is concerned, 

most qualitative answers were little 

concrete. Many tenants positively 

pointed out the cooperation 

between all involved parties (17), 

the stimulation by the GTZ/DED 

project (11), the reliability of the 

official documents (10) and the 

present (or rather future) benefit 

like forest products and the 

reduction of illegal cutting (19). 

The picture is a bit different with regard to Leskhoz. Still some 50 percent of interviewees answered that 

they had confidence in Leskhoz, again with particularly high confidence rates in Roshtkala district. Main 

reasons for confidence into Leskhoz given by tenants are: Leskhoz has an interest in the JFM system as well 

(16), Leskhoz has signed the contracts and will therefore realize the JFM approach (11), Leskhoz is supporting 

the tenants (5). On the other hand, many tenants answered that the reliability of Leskhoz couldn’t be 

assessed yet (11), that Leskhoz for a long time hadn’t shown interest in the work of the tenants (7), that 

Leskhoz doesn’t have the capacities to solve some problems (5), that it doesn’t support the tenants (5) and 

that it doesn’t fulfill the conditions of the contract (5). 

Surprisingly, many unsatisfied tenants criticize rather the inactivity of Leskhoz than the corruptive attitude of 

some of its staff, as could be expected. This is a point to be kept in mind – in the perspective of the tenants, 

not only the negative behavior of some Leskhoz staff is the problem, but also the lack of positive behavior. 

However, taking into 

consideration this surprising 

result, it must be asked in how far 

the whole data is reliable. 

Interviewer-related faults are not 

obvious in this case, as results are 

quite different for Mulvoj and 

Namadguti-Bolo (where the same 

research team has worked). The 

mobilizers themselves, who have 

conducted the survey and know 

the situation in the villages quite 

well, judge that only the tenants in Namadguti-Bolo
10

 have given honest answers and that in many other 

villages tenants have been afraid of giving outright answers for fear of Leskhoz and of losing their plots. 

According to the mobilizers, fear of Leskhoz is particularly high in Roshtkala district (where the district sub-

division of Leskhoz is quite strong) and in Mulvoj (where the local forester has established a system of tight 

control), whereas in the upper Ishkashim district Leskhoz seems to have little influence due to huge 

distances
11

. Remarkably, the villages with tight Leskhoz control are the ones with the highest confidence rate 

                                                           
10

 With regard to most questions, tenants in Namadguti-Bolo have given remarkably negative and pessimistic answers. The field 

workers’ explanations are that only tenants in Namadguti-Bolo answered honestly and that they generally tend to complain 

particularly much about the lack of external support but don’t tackle problems themselves. 

11
 This tendency corresponds to the findings of the survey “JFM and its social dimension”. 
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(Mulvoj, Barvoz, Sovietabad), 

which might be an indicator for 

interviewee-related faults: 

Interviewees might have been 

afraid that Leskhoz would get the 

data and punish those who had 

given critical answers. 

Due to these uncertainties, no final 

conclusion can be made on the 

basis of this data. The following 

results, however, should be kept in 

mind: Confidence in the GTZ/DED 

projct and the JFM approach is 

much higher than confidence in Leskhoz. This seems to be mainly due to the visible efforts and commitment 

on the side of the GTZ/DED project. 

5. Recommendations regarding the baseline 

Now it’s time to return to the original intention of the whole survey: It was commissioned in order to gain 

baseline data for the following impact indicator: 

Impact: Community based organizations are enabled to tackle forestry resources matters. 

Indicator: Percentage of tenants who have confidence in the benefits of the JFM approach. 

Target value: The percentage
12

 of tenants who have confidence in the benefits of the JFM approach has 

increased by 20 percent in 2010 compared to 2009
13

. 

This survey has generated much and sometimes contradictory data. But as a baseline value for this indicator, 

we need one single number. When we designed the questionnaire, we combined several questions to 

generate as much information relevant for the project management as possible. We hoped that from the 

results it would become clearer which question should be used to generate the baseline value for the 

confidence indicator. So let’s check again the individual questions: 

• Have your expectations been fulfilled? The fact that the answers are much more positive in the pilot 

village of Barvoz than in the other villages indicates that the answers to this question develop over 

time. Thanks to the low values in this survey, there is much potential for improvement and a 

                                                           
12

 In the indicator matrix, the target value is defined as a “20 percent increase of tenants from 2009 who trust in JFM”. From the 

indicator (“percentage of tenants who have confidence in the benefits of the JFM approach”) it can be derived that this more 

concretely refers to confidence in the benefits of the JFM approach. It doesn’t make any sense to think in absolute numbers 

because the number of tenants is steadily growing. The question is if we aim at a 20 percent increase of the initial percentage of 

tenants having confidence (e.g. from 25 percent to 30 percent, i.e. plus 20 percent of 25 percent) or at 20 percent of tenants 

developing confidence in the benefits of JFM (e.g. an increase from 25 percent to 45 percent, i.e. plus 20 percent). The latter aim is 

rather unrealistic to achieve, taking into consideration that this would mean that 30 percent of tenants would have to develop 

confidence in the benefits of JFM by 2011 who haven’t had it in 2009. Therefore we should aim at a 20 percent increase of the 

percentage. 

13
 In the indicator matrix, the values for 2009 are considered as a baseline and a 20 percent increase is envisaged for 2010. Although 

the baseline survey has been implemented only in early 2010, its results can be accepted as 2009 values, and the follow-up survey 

implemented in early 2011 can generate the 2010 values. 
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baseline value based on this question would be very advantageous. However, expectations are very 

different; therefore respondents will have different aspects in mind when answering this question. 

• Do you think you get more benefit from the present forest lease system than from the former 

one? Answers to this question have been found realistic, with many respondents saying “I do not 

know yet” and values for the pilot village of Barvoz being better than for the other villages. 

Moreover, the question is quite close to the wording of the indicator. However, it has a 

methodological shortcoming as the questions have been formulated inconsistently at the time of the 

interviews. 

• Do you believe that both sides will fulfill the conditions of this lease system? The confidence values 

in Sovietabad are unexpectedly high, and no convincing explanation has been found yet. As long as 

interviewee-related faults are neither be clearly identified nor excluded, these values are not reliable 

enough to be used as an indicator baseline. 

• Do you have confidence in Leskhoz with regard to the implementation of this lease system? The 

results of this question are highly controversial and it is assumed that many interviewees have not 

dared to answer it honestly. Moreover, it only reflects confidence in Leskhoz but not in the JFM 

system as a whole. 

• Do you have confidence in the GTZ/DED project with regard to the implementation of this lease 

system? Answers to this question have been encouraging for the GTZ/DED project, but the very 

positive results show that this question is little related to the problems which make efforts to 

increase the tenants’ confidence necessary. 

• Do you have confidence into this lease system? Though being quite close to the wording of the 

indicator, this question is too general and its results are so unrealistically positive that they can 

hardly be used as a baseline. 

Taking into consideration all the advantages and disadvantages, it is recommended to generate the values 

for the indicator baseline from the question about the benefits from the JFM system: 

• It is relatively specific (i.e. not as abstract as the “confidence” questions), but indirectly it comprises 

many aspects of confidence because the problems with illegal cutting of firewood by Leskhoz and 

illegal grazing of livestock by other villagers highly affect the tenants’ benefits from their plots.  

• Interviewee-related faults can be expected not to be dominant. Even with a negative answer no 

stakeholder is directly blamed (in contrast to the question about confidence in Leskhoz). 

• The results of this survey show that this question is particularly sensitive to changes over time 

(better values for Barvoz than for the other villages, high rate of still undecided answers). It can be 

expected that many of the respondents who in this year’s interviews answered undecidedly will give 

either a positive or a negative answer next year when it has become clearer how the JFM system 

works. 

Still, the methodological problem has to be solved. It must be tolerated that the baseline value is based on 

partly inconsistent questioning with regard to a minor aspect of the question (the comparison to the pre-

existing situation). In future surveys, this minor aspect will have to be adapted, but the overall question 

should remain as close to the wording of the question in the baseline survey as possible.  
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In the baseline survey, the question has been asked in variants like this: 

• “Do you think you get more benefit from the present forest lease system than from the former 

one?” 

• “Do you think you get more benefit from the JFM system than you got when this system hadn’t been 

introduced yet?” 

• “Do you think you get more benefit from the present forest lease sysem than from the forestry 

management system before?” 

To increase consistency and to cover the variety of pre-existing systems of forestry management, in future 

surveys the question should be asked like this: “Do you think you get more benefit from the present forest 

lease system (JFM) than you got from the forest when this system hadn’t been introduced yet?” 

The indicator requires that the percentage of tenants who have confidence in the benefits of JFM increases. 

The question is: Shall we consider only those respondents who have answered “Yes, absolutely” or also 

those who have answered “Yes, partially”? Both solutions are viable, but as it is not perfectly clear what is 

meant by “Yes, partially”
14

, we should limit ourselves to the “Yes, absolutely” answer. 

Focusing on this, we can define as baseline values: 

• In the pilot village of Barvoz, 44 percent of interviewed tenants had confidence in the benefits of the 

JFM system in 2009
15

. 

• In the other villages, in which JFM had been introduced in 2008 or 2009, 31 percent of interviewed 

tenants had confidence in the benefits of the JFM system in 2009. 

 

                                                           
14

 Some respondents may have considered it equivalent to “I don’t know yet”, whereas others may have regarded it to be closer to 

“No” than to “Yes, absolutely”.  

15
 The survey was implemented only in early 2010, but the values have to be used as the 2009 baseline required by the indicator 

matrix. 
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This would imply the following target values for 2010 (increase of percentage by 20 percent): 

• In the pilot village of Barvoz, 53 percent of interviewed tenants should have confidence in the 

benefits of the JFM system in 2010. 

• In the other villages, in which JFM had been introduced in 2008 or 2009, 37 percent of interviewed 

tenants should have confidence in the benefits of the JFM system in 2010. 

The tenants’ confidence in the benefits of JFM is an indicator for the following output: “Community-based 

organizations enabled to tackle forestry resources matters”. In order to gain a better understanding of the 

working of these community-based organizations, in the follow-up surveys some additional questions about 

these conflict settling mechanisms should be asked. 

6. Checklist for follow-up surveys 

A baseline value for the confidence indicator has been defined with this survey. In order to generate data for 

comparison and recognize changes with regard to tenants’ confidence, follow-up surveys will have to be 

made in the future. It is recommended to implement such surveys yearly in spring (when there is still time 

for such research besides the regular project activities), to stick to the methodology defined in this baseline 

survey (in order to facilitate comparison) and to use the following checklist which is based on the lessons 

learnt from this baseline survey: 

1) Start planning the survey in January. Take into consideration that the whole survey cycle (from 

planning to report writing) may take some two or three months. 

2) Define one person responsible for the planning, the implementation of the survey and the analysis of 

results (in the following called survey manager)
16

. 

3) Make a schedule for the survey. Plan at least 

a. one two-hour seminar for discussing methodology, questionnaire and required resources 

(survey manager + involved stakeholders) 

b. one day for reviewing the questionnaire, preparing documents and designing the workshop 

for field interviewers (survey manager) 

c. one whole-day training for the field staff (survey manager + field staff) 

d. one hour of field work for each interview, excluding transport (field staff) 

e. one half-day workshop with field staff for establishing rules for data-processing (survey 

manager + field staff) 

f. half a day for data processing for each field worker (field staff) 

g. four to five days for data analysis and report writing (survey manager + field staff) 

h. half a day for discussing results (survey manager + field staff + involved stakeholders) 

i. one day for reviewing the report (survey manager) 

                                                           
16

 In this year’s survey, there have been no formal responsibilities. Initially, the PR unit was only involved to advice the JFM unit in 

elaborating the survey, but in the end took over the whole survey management. 
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4) Implement a seminar with involved stakeholders (i.e. project management, JFM team, Leskhoz) to 

discuss the methodology, the questionnaire and the required personnel and financial resources and 

time budget. Don’t develop a new concept, but take the methodology recommended in this report 

and especially in this checklist as a basis and discuss if any changes are necessary or appropriate
17

. 

5) Review the questionnaire on the basis of this seminar. If changes are made, have the questionnaire 

translated into Russian and Tajik language. 

6) Take a list of JFM villages and form pools of villages depending on how long the JFM approach has 

already been implemented there. Survey results can only be compared within these pools, as 

tenants’ confidence is highly dependent on their experience with the system. The following pools 

can be recommended for the next survey: 

a. Pool 1: only Barvoz (implementation since 2005) � compare 2010 data to 2009 baseline 

b. Pool 2: villages starting implementation in 2009 � compare 2010 data to 2009 baseline 

c. Pool 3: villages starting implementation in 2010 � use data as a baseline 

7) Select 40 percent of the villages in each of these pools randomly. Check that all districts and villages 

with different numbers of tenants are represented in the sample more or less proportionally
18

. 

8) Take lists of tenants in the selected villages. Select 50 percent of the tenants on each of these lists as 

interviewees and additionally 10 to 20 percent as reserve interviewees
19

. 

9) Decide if field staff should work individually or in teams and elaborate a schedule for field work 

(taking into consideration the time required for transport).  

10) Prepare and implement a workshop for the field staff. In the framework of this workshop, all field 

workers should understand 

a. The aims of the survey. 

b. The methodology of the survey (quantitative and qualitative questions, sampling of villages 

and tenants, etc.). 

c. How to conduct an interview (introducing yourself, asking for permission to ask a few 

questions, explaining the aim of the interview, assuring anonymity, asking questions, filling 

in the questionnaire, concluding the interview, etc.). 

d. That they should take interviews only from the tenants themselves (not from partners or 

siblings), how the lists of tenants are organized and in which order they should ask tenants 

for interviews. 

                                                           
17

 The question about the tenants’ confidence in the benefits of the JFM approach must be very close to the one used in the baseline 

survey to allow comparison. Other questions may be altered and additional questions may be added, but be aware of the fact that 

no comparison with the baseline data is possible any more if you alter questions. 

18
 For example, if there are 20 villages in pool 2 and among them are 10 villages with few tenants and 10 villages with many tenants, 

there should be 8 villages (40 percent out of 20 villages) in the sample, and among them 4 should have few and 4 should have many 

tenants (20 percent out of 10 villages). 

19
 If a pool consists only of one village (i.e. Barvoz) and no selection of villages has taken place, only 20 percent of tenants should be 

selected from the list. Altogether, 20 percent of tenants from each pool should have been selected. 
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e. That they should explain the JFM concept to the interviewees before asking them questions 

about their attitude towards it (both sides should have a common understanding of the JFM 

concept). 

f. That the interviews are anonymous and that interviewees should know about this. 

g. How the questionnaire is organized and how to apply each individual question in practice 

(taking into consideration the different languages which will be used when implementing the 

survey). 

h. How the data will be processed and analyzed. 

i. How field work will be organized, who will work in which village according to which schedule. 

As experience has shown, discussing the individual questions and their translations takes much time. 

In the end, participants should intensively train interview situations in role plays and give feedback 

to each other. Moreover, there should be time for questions and discussion. 

11) Prepare sets of questionnaires, lists of tenants and field work schedules. Hand them over to the field 

staff and have them conduct the interviews. 

12) Once all teams have finished field work, prepare and implement a workshop with the field staff. 

Shortly discuss the experience with the implementation of the survey. Shortly present the data 

processing system. Have participants process some three or four questionnaires in the sheet for 

quantitative questions together. Then focus on the qualitative questions: Have participants collect 

the most typical answers, insert them into the database and have participants process some 

questionnaires (at least one per team or per field worker) together. Discussion about individual 

answers should be fostered, so that field workers develop a joint vision of how to handle the data. 

13) Have field workers process both the quantitative and the qualitative data, inserting the information 

from the questionnaires into the database. They should work in teams (one person reads out the 

answers, another person adds them to the database) so that interpretations are discussed and cross-

checked. 

14) Analyze the data from the database. Make comparisons only within the individual pools of villages. 

Go ahead question by question, analyze answers comprehensively for the whole pool of villages at 

first, and then differentiate them by districts and individual villages. Look out for changes and 

developments over time, comparing the 2010 data with the 2009 baseline if possible. Don’t forget 

the aim of the survey (analysis of the confidence of tenants in the JFM system). Focus on the 

quantitative data, but also look at the qualitative data for further explanations. Identify open 

questions when writing the report. If possible, organize a workshop with field staff, present the 

graphics, highlight interesting and surprising results, discuss open questions and add the results to 

the report. 

15) Organize a workshop to discuss the results of the survey with stakeholders (project management, 

JFM team, Leskhoz, etc.). Highlight interesting and surprising results and open questions. Discuss the 

findings and review the report, if necessary. 
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7. Appendix 

7.1. Detailed results by villages 
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7.2.  Questionnaire in Russian 

 

Дата: ______________________________ опрос проводил(а): _________________________ 

Лесной участок: _____________________ 

Как долго вы работаете по контракту с проектом GTZ/DED в рамках подхода СУЛ? 

______Год _______Месяц 

 

1. Работали ли вы в лесу до того как подписали контракт об аренде в рамках СУЛ? 

 Да, постоянно.   Да, иногда.  Нет.  

Если да, то сколько лет? _____________________________________________________________ 

 

2. Почему вы стали арендатором? 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. Какие у вас были ожидания от подхода СУЛ до того как вы подписали контракт? 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. Оправдались ли ваши ожидания на сегодняшний день? 

 Да, полностью.   Да, частично.  Нет.  Пока не знаю. 

Почему? __________________________________________________________________________ 

 

5. С какими проблемами вы обычно сталкиваетесь, работая арендатором в рамках СУЛ. 

Как, по-вашему, лучше их решить? 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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6. По вашему мнению, что необходимо для того, чтобы вам лучше работалось на вашем 

участке? 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7. Вы считаете, что вы получаете больше пользы от арендной системы СУЛ, чем от 

предыдущей аренды?  

 Да, полностью.   Да, частично.  Нет.  Пока не знаю. 

Почему вы так считаете? ____________________________________________________________ 

 

8. Вы считаете, что арендаторы и Лесхоз будут выполнять условия данной арендной 

системы? 

 Да, полностью.   Да, частично.  Нет.  Пока не знаю. 

Почему вы так считаете? ____________________________________________________________ 

 

9. Вы доверяете лесхозу в реализации СУЛ (арендная система)? 

 Да, полностью.   Да, частично.  Нет.  Пока не знаю. 

Почему? __________________________________________________________________________ 

 

10. Вы доверяете проекту в реализации СУЛ (арендная система)? 

 Да, полностью.   Да, частично.  Нет.  Пока не знаю. 

Почему? __________________________________________________________________________ 

 

11. Вы доверяете подходу СУЛ (арендная система)? 

 Да, полностью.   Да, частично.  Нет.  Пока не знаю. 

Почему? __________________________________________________________________________ 
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7.3. Questionnaire in Tajik 

 

Таърих: ______________________________ Пурсишро гузаронд: ________________________ 

Китъаи чангал: _____________________ 

Чанд сол ё чанд мох  Шумо мувофики шартнома дар доираи  «Якчоя идоракунии чангал» кор 

мекунед? ______ Сол _______ Мох 

 

1. Оё Шумо то бастани хамин шартнома дар чангал кор мекардед? 

 Ха, доиман.   Ха, баъзе вактхо.  Не.  

Агар Ха, чанд сол? __________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. Барои чи Шумо ичорагир шудед? 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. То бастани шартнома Шумо аз хамин системаи «якчоя идоракунии чангал» чиро 

мунтазир будед? 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. Он чиро ки Шумо интизор будед  амали гардид? 

 Ха.   Кисман.  Не.  Холо намедонам. 

Барои чи? _________________________________________________________________________ 

 

5. Дар давоми кор бо системаи ичорави, Шумо одатан, бо кадом мушкилихо дучор 

мешавед ва рохи халли онхоро дар чи мебинед? 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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6. Ба фикри Шумо, чи лозим хаст, ки кор дар китъаи чангали Шумо аз руи накшаи 

идоракуни ва накшаи солона бехтар ичро карда шавад? 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

7. Ба фикри Шумо, аз системаи нави ичорагирии «Якчоя идоракунии чангал» назар ба 

системаи пештараи ичорагири бисертар фоида мебинед?  

 Ха.   Кисман.  Не.  Холо намедонам. 

Барои чи? _________________________________________________________________________ 

 

8. Шумо фикр мекунед, ки хамаи тарафхо шартхои ин системаи  ичорагириро ичро 

мекунанд? 

 Ха.   Кисман.  Не.  Холо намедонам. 

Барои чи? _________________________________________________________________________ 

 

9. Оё Шумо  ба хочагии чангал (Лесхоз)  дар хусуси ичрокунии системаи «Якчоя 

идоракунии чангал» бовари доред? 

 Ха.   Кисман.  Не.  Холо намедонам. 

Барои чи? _________________________________________________________________________ 

 

10. Оё Шумо дар хамин хусус ба лоихаи/проекти GTZ бовари доред? 

 Ха.   Кисман.  Не.  Холо намедонам. 

Барои чи? _________________________________________________________________________ 

 

11. Оё Шумо ба хамин системаи «Якчоя идоракунии чангал» бовари доред? 

 Ха.   Кисман.  Не.  Холо намедонам. 

Барои чи? _________________________________________________________________________ 


