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In the Ugalla ecosystem, wildlife conservation is constantly and pervasively challenged by the local
communities looking for ways to improve their livelihoods. The need to curb poaching of wildlife
continues to spark debate amongst conservation stakeholders in the area. Assessing the livelihood
contributions of different sources of income in light of wildlife poaching is vital to conservation effort.
The heads of households in villages bordering Ugalla Game Reserve (an integral component of Ugalla
ecosystem) were interviewed to obtain data on poaching and income sources. Income from crops
(especially tobacco, maize and groundnut) and livestock (cattle), had a remarkable positive effect on not
only improving household income, but also decreasing poaching frequency. Other economically
important crops were rice, sesame and sunflower, although these did not significantly influence wildlife
poaching. Household income from other sources, namely, wildlife, forests, small businesses, formal
employment and remittances, were not significantly associated with wildlife poaching. Although
generally, the study villages with relatively low mean income had high poaching frequency, the ones
close to Ugalla Game Reserve tended to have higher poaching frequency than the ones far from it.
However, improving agricultural production would help to lessen pressure on wildlife resources in

Ugalla.

Key words: Western Tanzania, Ugalla, wildlife poaching, income sources, income determinants.

INTRODUCTION

The majority of rural communities in the developing world
depend on the renewable natural resources such as
forest (Butler, 2006) and wildlife (TNRF, 2008) for their
livelihoods. These resources supply a basic safety net for
the poor rural people. For example, forest as an
alternative source of income offers a range of timber and
non-timber products, such as  fuel wood, honey,
beeswax, building poles, fodder resources, fruits and
medicinal plants (Sunderlin et al., 2005; Giliba et al.,
2010). Economically, disadvantaged rural communities
also depend on wildlife-based products such as
bushmeat, fur, skin, claws, horns and teeth as sources of
income and/or protein (LWAG, 2002; Pattiselanno, 2004;
Bennett et al., 2006; Carpaneto et al., 2007). Since the
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rapidly growing human population is already accelerating
the pace of exploitation of natural resources (Songorwa,
2004; Wilfred, 2010), there is a strong need for effective
conservation measures. Roe and Elliott (2005) broadly
defined conservation as “the management of renewable
natural resources over the long-term”.

The main approach to conservation until the end of the
20th century has been the establishment of protected
areas (Johannesen, 2007). A protected area is “a clearly
defined geographical space recognized, dedicated and
managed through legal or other effective means to
achieve the long-term conservation of nature with asso-
ciated ecosystem services and cultural values” (UNEP-
WCMC, 2008). Protected areas are both advantageous,
by providing alternative sources of income to local people
mainly through tourism, and disadvantageous, by
denying local people access to natural resources (Roe
and Elliott, 2005). The latter is a problem because it leads
to poor support for the principle of conservation



(Shemwetta and Kideghesho, 2000; Arjunan et al., 2006;
Allendorf, 2007). Conservation has therefore found itself
at a crossroad between meeting the demands of local
people for sustainable livelihoods and ensuring the
preservation of natural resources (Roe and Elliot, 2005).

From a wildlife conservation perspective, uncomfort-
able interactions between protected areas and local
communities are perpetuated through illegal hunting
activities (Wilfred, 2010). Such hunting activities are
correctly referred to as wildlife poaching, since they are
carried out regardless of whether the wildlife laws permit
them. Wildlife poaching is often unsustainable and is
mainly done to harvest bushmeat, although it may also
involve small-scale trade of by-products such as skins,
horns, teeth, claws, etc. (Taylor and Dunstone, 1996). A
variety of different income-based factors behind
bushmeat exploitation have been put forward, apparently
by location-specific and thus it operates at a local scale.
For example, Coad (2007) found that relatively rich
households dominated the commercial use of wildlife in
Dibouka and Kouagna villages in Gabon, precisely
because they had the resources necessary to invest in the
bushmeat exploitation.

Loibooki et al. (2002) found that keeping fewer livestock,
in particular goats and sheep, coupled with a “lack of
alternative income sources”, were the main drivers of an
increased dependency on wildlife in the Serengeti
ecosystem. Shrestha and Alavalapati (2006) established
that lower agricultural incomes were one of the main
reasons for an increase in dependency on wildlife in the
Koshi Tappu Wildlife Reserve in Nepal.

In the case of Tanzania, notwithstanding its
internationally recognised and highly valued protected
areas, wildlife poaching is increasingly becoming a
controversial issue (Carpaneto and Fusari, 2000; Baldus,
2002; Rustagi, 2005; Holmern et al., 2004; Caro, 2008).
One of the predominant reasons for poaching is a need
to improve living standards (Caro and Scholte, 2007;
Kideghesho, 2008). The government of Tanzania is
strongly determined to improve the livelihoods of its
people by integrating different local sources of income
sustainably, for example, agriculture, wildlife, forests and
small-scale businesses (URT, 1998; 2005). Assessing
the relative importance of such sources of income in the
light of wildlife poaching would reveal priority options for
both improving livelihoods and minimising human
pressure on wildlife protected areas.

This paper therefore explores the relative contribution
of different sources of income to the livelihoods of rural
communities, and how this relates to wildlife poaching
around Ugalla Game Reserve, Western Tanzania. Ugalla
Game Reserve was first occupied in the 1950s by
Wagalla people, who were hunters, fishermen and honey
gatherers. These people were allowed to carry out their
livelihood activities in the reserve until 1965, when the
area was officially gazetted as a game reserve. Owing to
increased pressure on wildlife resources, all unauthorized
use of resources were prohibited within the game

Wilfred and MacCaoll 887

reserve, and local people were compelled to move out,
occupying the adjacent areas (Lutabingwa, 2006).
Demand for wildlife resources in the area then continued
to pose conservation challenges, despite the availability
of alternative sources of livelihoods. Regrettably, the
relationship between different livelihood opportunities (or
sources of income) and wildlife poaching has received far
less attention. The results presented here suggest
opportunities for reducing poaching through improving
the living standards of the people in Ugalla.

METHODOLOGY
Study area

The study was conducted in the Sikonge and Urambo Districts,
Western Tanzania. These districts contain a substantial part of the
Ugalla ecosystem, in which Ugalla Game Reserve is the key
component (Figure 1). The area falls between 4 to 7° South and 31
to 34° East, with an altitude ranging from 1100 to 1300 m above
sea level. The land areas of Sikonge and Urambo Districts are
21000 and 21299km?, respectively (URT, 1998). According to the
2002 population census, Sikonge and Urambo District had a
population size of 133,388 and 370,796, respectively (NBS, 2002).
In general, the human population of Tabora region is among the
fastest growing region in Tanzania with a growth rate of 3.6% (NBS,
2002).

The climate is defined by a distinct wet season from December
to June and a dry season from July to November. The rainfall varies
between 700 and 1000 mm per year, and the mean maximum and
minimum temperatures lie between 28 and 30°C and 15 and 21°C,
respectively (Mbwambo, 2003; Hazelhurst and Milner, 2007). The
vegetation contains a dry Zambezian miombo woodland dominated
by the following species: Brachystegia spiciformis, B. microphylla,
B. bussei, Isoberlinia globiflora, Acacia kirkii, Cassia abbreviata,
Burkea africana, Cymbopogon giganteus, Julbernadia globiflora,
Grewia bicolor, Ozoroa reticulata, Sesbania sesban, Ximenia
americana and Pterocarpus angolensis. Wooded grassland with a
reduced tree cover is the most widespread vegetation type in the
area. The herbaceous layer is dominated by Hyperrhenia species,
with a shrub layer of saplings of the canopy trees (Carpaneto and
Fusari, 2000; Lutabingwa, 2006). As in many other rural areas in
Tanzania, the livelihoods of the local people around Ugalla Game
Reserve rely fundamentally on a mixture of activities such as
keeping livestock, agriculture, fishing, hunting, beekeeping and the
harvesting of forest products (Lutabingwa, 2006). Rain-fed
agriculture plays a central role in the people’s livelihoods, but soil
fertility is relatively low (URT, 1998; Hazelhurst and Milner, 2007).
Popular crops grown in the area include maize, cassava, sweet
potatoes, rice, groundnuts, tobacco and sunflower (Kikoti, 2009).

Sampling

Following the theory for sampling techniques by De Vaus (2002), a
sample of 19 study villages was drawn randomly from a total of 122
villages (15% sampling intensity) in both Sikonge and Urambo
Districts. The study villages were, Isongwa, Kangeme, Lumbe,
Nsenda, Ukumbi-Siganga, Usinga, Zugimlole, Mole,
Izengabatogilwe, Igalula, Ipole, Mitowo, Mitwigu, Wema,
Usanganya, Kasisi, Izimbili, Nsogolo and ltebulanda. Data were
collected from these villages through structured questionnaires,
which were completed in the interviews with heads of 573 randomly
selected households (out of about 11000 households in all the
study villages, yielding the sampling intensity of 5.2%), in the period
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Figure 1. Map showing the study area. Ugalla Game Reserve [UGR] is also shown.

Table 1. Mean income (U.S. $) + standard error (s.e.) from different sources in the study villages around Ugalla Game
Reserve, Western Tanzania. Number of observations for different sources (n) and the total number of observations (N)

are shown.

Income source n Income' + s.e. Income® ¢ s.e. (N = 573)
Crop sales 460 1057.63 + 67.64 849.05 +57.10
Livestock 173 249.45 + 35.44 75.31 £11.70
Forests' 220 8.87 +0.87 21.19+2.69

Small business? 49 147.31 £14.93 12.60 £ 2.14
Formal employment® 28 134.24 £ 24.45 6.56 £ 1.69
wildlife* 90 134.89 £ 11.17 3.41 £0.38
Remittances® 40 33.62 +3.88 2.35+0.45

Official exchange rate in 2009: 1 US dollar = 1300 Tanzanian Shilling (TZS). fiIncome divided by “n”. Sincome divided by “N”.
'Forest-based products, for example, timber, charcoal, building poles, ropes, firewood, honey, beeswax, medicinal plants.
23elf employment activities such as carpentry, local village midwifery and traditional healing practices; day labourers on
farms; selling fruits, vegetables, fishes, soft drinks and local alcoholic drinks; kiosks; maize mills. *Formal employment such
as primary school teaching; village healthcare practitioners; village agricultural extension officers; village executive officers;
working with non-governmental organisations. *Wildlife-based products, for example, bushmeat, teeth, claws, skins, skulls,
feathers, horns, jaws and other bones and organs. 5Money sent home by children and/or other relatives working in towns or

other regions.

from March to October, 2009. Random sampling was adopted in
order to ensure that the estimated parameters (for example, income
and poaching in this case) represent the population as adequately
as possible (Levy and Lemenshow, 1999; De Vaus, 2002).

The survey gleaned information related to income generation
through 7 sources (Table 1), in addition to wildlife poaching. Firstly,
respondents were asked about production and sales of their crops

and livestock in the preceding harvest season. They were then
asked to estimate their income from small business, formal
employment, forest- and wildlife-based products, and remittances in
the previous 6 months. Conversely, the second portion of the
survey encompassed questions of direct relevance to wildlife
poaching. Respondents were asked to state whether or not
poaching incidents had occurred in their villages in the previous 6



months. Responses concerning poaching were used as an
indication of poaching frequency or intensity. Elsewhere, wildlife
researchers have also gleaned information about wildlife
exploitation from the views of local people (Holmern et al., 2004;
Ndibalema and Songorwa, 2007; Caro, 2008; Rist et al., 2008;
Smith, 2008). Indeed, assessment of wildlife poaching is
enormously challenging not only because of the illegal nature of
poaching, but also because capturing reliable information depends
chiefly on the ability of respondents to remember any of the details
(Knapp et al., 2010). However, due to good rapport established with
the villagers, most were willing to report poaching activities in their
villages anonymously. In addition, following Dewalt and Dewalt
(2002), participant observation was carried out to verify various
answers provided by respondents. In the data analysis and
interpretation of the results, we were also mindful of any potential
bias associated with the survey. For each of the study villages,
distance from the centre of the village (as agreed with the village
chairman) to the closest point on the Ugalla Game Reserve
boundary was estimated using a hand-held GPS unit.

Data analysis

All statistical analyses were carried out using the statistical package
GenStat version 10 (Payne et al., 2007). Non-parametric Kruskal-
Wallis one-way analysis of variance was used in the comparison of
different sources of income in order to determine their relative
importance. The rest of the analysis was done using generalized
linear models (GLMs). The interest here centred on the
comparisons of household income among crops, livestock species
and the study villages. The relationship between different sources
of income and the frequency of wildlife poaching was also
investigated. The best predictors or determinants of household
income were identified from the list of potential variables: age,
household size, family labour (household members aged>18
years), productive assets, tribe and level of education. This was
done systematically by dropping predictors in order of their F-values
(that is, lowest first) until all remaining predictors contributed
significantly to the model. Thus the minimum sufficient model is
presented in subsequent tables shown in this study.

RESULTS
Respondents’ characteristics and income sources

The majority of the households that were surveyed had
male heads (69.3%), while the average household size (+
s.e.) was 9.1 £ 0.24 people. The age distribution revealed
that 28.8% of the respondents were young-adults
between 18 and 35 years of age, 46.8% were aged
between 36 and 55 years and 24.4% were more than 56
years of age. However, the mean age was 45.3 £ 0.63
years. Of the respondents, almost 40% had no formal
education, 60% had acquired primary education ranging
from 1 to 7 years of schooling and 0.03% had achieved
secondary education. There were no respondents with
college and/or university education. On average, the
years of formal education were 3.5 = 0.13. The largest
proportion of the respondents (37.5%) belonged to the
Sukuma tribe, whereas 29.7 and 15.2% belonged to the
Nyamwezi and Muha tribes, respectively. Other tribes
combined (17.6%) were: Bemba, Bende, Bungu, Chaga,
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Fipa, Gogo, Haya, Hehe, Kimbu, Kanonko, Lungwa,
Lwila, Wagalla, Gogo, Hyao, Wajita, Ngoni, Nyakyusa,
Nyaturu, Nyiramba, Pimbwe and Tutsi.

All the respondents (99%) practiced small-scale
farming, 80% of whom sold some of their produce. About
90% of the respondents kept livestock, 33% of whom
sold some of them. Other sources of income, for
example, forests, wildlife, small business, remittances,
and formal employment, provided additional income to
38.4, 15.7, 8.6, 7 and 4.9% of the respondents,
respectively. The mean self assessed household annual
income was U.S. $ 819.67 + 59, composed of income
derived from various sources. Income sources differed
significantly in their contribution to the total Kruskal-Wallis
test: > = 1473, d.f. = 6, p<0.001 (Table 1), the most
important one being crop sales, followed by livestock,
whereas remittance income was the least one.

Crop and livestock sales

Owing to the central role played by crops and livestock in
the household economy, it is worthwhile to quantify the
contribution of each element to the household income.
Table 2 presents the estimates of income for crops grown
in the study area. Maize was the most commonly grown
food and cash crop (98% of households), followed by
groundnut (90%), whereas other crops such as cowpea,
green gram and millet, were not common in the study
area. Tobacco was grown exclusively for sale by 37% of
the respondents. A Generalized Linear Model (GLM)
analysis (with normal errors) showed that seven crops
were important in determining household income (Table
4). The most profitable crop was tobacco, followed by
groundnut, whereas others, for example, sorghum, beans
and cassava had relatively low contribution to the
household income.

In the case of livestock, the common species were
chicken, goat and cattle. Only cattle had significant
positive impact on the household income (Tables 3 and
4). Other livestock, for example, goat, sheep and duck,
had low contribution to the household income.

Income determinants

Study villages varied significantly in the mean household
income (GLM with normal errors, Fi7571 = 6.26, p<0.001)
(Figure 2), whereas mean household income increased
with the increase in distance from Ugalla Game Reserve
(F1572 = 4.57, p<0.033). Of the individual villages, the
ones located, at least, 10 km away had noticeably high
mean incomes. There were, however, a few exceptions.
For example, Kangeme village had a relatively high mean
income despite being very close to Ugalla Game
Reserve. Similarly, Igalula village had a very low mean
income even though it was far from Ugalla Game
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Table 2. Crops produced and sold annually in the study villages around Ugalla Game Reserve, Western Tanzania.

Crop Respondents Mean amount produced Mean amount sold Mean income
(%) (kg) £ s.e. (kg) £ s.e. (U.S. $) £ s.e.
Tobacco 37 418.2 £ 35.5 418.2 £ 35.5 658.3 + 54.0
Groundnut 90 1097.9 £65.0 568.7 + 50.4 70.5+7.3
Maize 98 1313.5+77.2 285.3 £33.2 51.6+6.4
Rice 28 467.3+71.3 194.1 £ 36.6 43.9+83
Sesame 10 19.3+7.3 16.3+3.4 17.8 £3.7
Sunflower 18 92.0 £20.8 38.3+13.5 129+1.3
Potato 32 1529+ 154 27.8+6.3 76+0.6
Cassava 40 238.4 £27.2 14.4+4.6 1.1+£04
Beans 16 19.6 £5.3 1.3+0.6 09+0.4
Sorghum 10 40.2+73 3.6£1.9 0.7+£0.5
Other* 3 23.1+79 55+3.3 0.09 £ 0.04

Official exchange rate in 2009: 1 US dollar = 1300 Tanzanian Shilling (TZS). *include cowpea, green gram and millet.

Table 3. Ownership of livestock in the study villages around Ugalla Game Reserve, Western Tanzania.

Livestock Respondents (%) Mean owned Mean sold Mean income (U.S. $)
Cattle 32 10.7+1.4 0.4+0.1 64.2+11.2

Goat 42 51+0.5 0.3+0.1 59+1.3
Chicken 81 15.6 £ 0.7 1.2+0.2 3.9+0.6
Sheep 13 0.9+0.1 0.01 +0.004 0.2 +0.1

Duck 72 0.5+0.1 0.02 + 0.01 0.07 £ 0.04

Official exchange rate in 2009: 1 US dollar = 1300 Tanzanian Shilling (TZS).

Reserve.

A number of factors were found to be associated with
household income (Table 5): household assets (the value
of the productive assets in the house) had a significant
positive effect on the household income; households that
were larger in total size tended to have lower income,
although those with more members aged 18 and above
had higher household income; educated individuals had
higher income than the non-educated. However, age and
tribe of the respondents had no significant influence on
the income.

Income and wildlife poaching

Wildlife poaching frequency differed significantly across
the study villages (GLM with binomial errors, d.f. = 17,
deviance %2 = 51.4, p<0.001) (Figure 3). Generally, mean
poaching frequency decreased with increasing distance
from the Ugalla Game Reserve boundary (d.f. = 1,
deviance 2 = 41.3, slope = -0.058 £ 0.009, p = 0.001),
especially for study villages with relatively high mean
household income (GLM with binomial errors, p = 0.001)
(Figure 4). Of all the income sources, livestock and crop
sales were the best predictors of wildlife poaching (Table

6), meaning that the increase in income from these
sources led to significant decrease in poaching.

An attempt was made to identify the effects of
individual crops, livestock species and income deter-
minants on wildlife poaching. Of all the crops, as income
from tobacco, groundnut and maize increased, the
frequency of wildlife poaching decreased (Table 7).
Likewise, cattle, goat and chicken were the livestock
species, which significantly predicted poaching
frequency. However, only income from cattle and goat led
to the decrease in poaching frequency. Conversely,
poaching frequency was high in the villages where most
of the respondents relied on chicken as their main source
of income (Table 7). Of the income determinants, the
study villages with higher mean value of productive
assets had significantly lower mean poaching frequency.
In addition, increase in manpower led to significant
decrease in poaching frequency, whereas household size
had a positive impact on poaching frequency (Table 8).

DISCUSSION

In general, increases in income led to decreases in
wildlife poaching, which suggests that most of the hunting



Table 4. Results of a GLM examining the association between the overall household income and income from

different crops and livestock.
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F- value (Estimate + s.e.) x 10° Probability
Constant 11520 + 358 <0.001
Tobacco 3211.66 12.85 £ 0.23 <0.001
Groundnut 100.79 18.72 £ 1.86 <0.001
Cattle 78.80 16.4 +1.12 0.001
Maize 60.33 13.64 £ 1.65 0.011
Rice 42.37 20.38 +3.03 0.021
Sesame 28.95 12.64 +2.35 0.028
Sunflower 19.30 28.68+7 0.033
Potato 11.09 41.4£20.5 0.049
Chicken 4.74
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Figure 2. Comparison of mean household income across the study villages.
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Table 5. Determinants of the household income (N = 573).

d.f. (change, residual) F- value Estimate  s.e. Probability

Constant 7.85+3.18 0.014
Household assets 1,565 134.88 1.209 £ 0.10 <0.001
Household size 1,565 9.80 -0.822 + 0.26 0.002
Education 1,565 6.24 0.594 +0.24 0.013
Family labour 1,565 4.15 0.911 £ 0.45 0.042
Age 1,565 2.09 -0.072 £ 0.05 0.149
Tribe 3,567 1.55 0.200
Tribe (Sukuma) -2.67£2.20

Tribe (Nyamwezi) -2.36 + 2.21

Tribe (Other*) 1.23£2.45

Tribe reference level: Muha

* include: Bemba, Bende, Bungu, Chaga, Fipa, Gogo, Haya, Hehe, Kimbu, Kanonko, Lungwa, Lwila, Wagalla, Gogo, Hyao, W gjita,

Ngoni, Nyakyusa,Nyaturu, Nyiramba, Pimbwe and Tutsi.
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Figure 3. Comparison of mean poaching frequency across the study villages.

activities were carried out by low-income villagers. This is
in accordance with several wildlife conservation studies
elsewhere (Loibooki et al., 2002; Robinson and Bennett,
2004; Bennett et al., 2006). Nonetheless, the effects of
different sources of income on the total household
income determined the extent to which villagers were
involved in poaching. For example, families who earned

considerable income from agriculture were less likely to
engage in illegal hunting activities. Shrestha and
Alavalapati (2006) reported similar observations in Nepal
and found that farmers who earned high incomes from
agriculture were not very dependent on wildlife
resources.

Household income ensued from crop and livestock
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Figure 4. Relationship between mean household income and poaching frequency.

Table 6. General linear model, with a binomial error structure, showing the wildlife poaching influence of crop
sales and livestock in the study villages around Ugalla Game Reserve, Western Tanzania.

Parameter d.f. Deviance (Estimate * s.e.) x 10 Probability
Constant 1219 £ 194 <0.001
Crop sales 1 17.09 -0.73+£0.179 <0.001
Livestock 1 12.34 -3.82+ 1.1 <0.001

Table 7. General linear model, with a binomial error structure, showing the influence of crops and
livestock on wildlife poaching. N = 19 villages, d,f. (change, residual) = 1 and 13.

Deviance (Estimate * s.e.) x 10 Probability
Constant 1022 + 222 <0.001
Cattle 19.17 -9.5+2.19 <0.001
Chicken 16.99 194.3 + 48.1 <0.001
Tobacco 13.59 -0.27 £ 0.07 0.007
Maize 12.11 -11.29 + 3.26 0.013
Groundnut 7.85 -0.02 + 0.01 0.024
Goat 4.42 -39.4 + 14.6 0.057

sales. Of crops, tobacco was the most profitable and the
only non-food crop grown for commercial purposes.
Income from tobacco far exceeded other crops,
undoubtedly due to its relatively high market price.
Respondents admitted that the price per kg of tobacco
had increased significantly in the 2008 to 2009 farming
season compared to the situation in the 1990s. This
however, represents a conservation problem, since it
may attract many farmers into extensive cultivation of
tobacco at the expense of the miombo ecosystem
(Yanda, 2010). Other important food and cash crops that
were not predictors of wildlife poaching were rice,

sunflower and sesame. Generally, crop farming in the
study area was confronted by a number of challenges.
Some of them as mentioned by one of the farmers in
Usanganya village were the expensive agricultural inputs
such as fertilizer, power tillers, pesticide, water pumps,
ploughs, etc.; poor access to credit facilities coupled with
tightened eligibility criteria; poor soil fertility; and fewer
agricultural extension officers (Ellias R. Kaugilla, pers.
com.). Indeed, ensuring adequate and affordable inputs
is a pre-requisite for increased profit from crop farming,
because of the huge loss of soil fertility (Hazelhurst and
Milner, 2007).
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Table 8. General linear model, with a binomial error structure, showing the influence of income
determinants on wildlife poaching around Ugalla Game Reserve. N = 19 villages, d,f. (change,

residual) = 1 and 16.

Deviance Estimate * s.e. Probability
Constant -2.37 £0.25 <0.001
Household assets 18.29 -0.16 £ 0.023 <0.001
Household size 9.31 0.18 £ 0.057 0.002
Family labour 5.00 -0.29 + 0.092 0.002

The study found that livestock was the second most
important source of income, as Bucheyeki et al. (2010)
also found. Of the livestock species, only cattle had a
significant effect on both household income and poaching
frequency. However, some of the villagers were reluctant
to sell their livestock, and in most cases, only sick or very
weak animals saw their way to the seasonal local
markets called “mnada”. According to URT (1998), for
some communities in Tabora, keeping large numbers of
livestock signals wealth and prestige. This has been a
worrying scenario in terms of both the amount of land
cleared to provide grazing space, and disputes between
pastoralists and farmers over land resources, especially
due to mobile and largely uncontrolled keeping of
livestock (URT, 1998; Abdallah and Monela, 2007;
Matata et al., 2010).

Apart from agriculture (crop farming and livestock
keeping), villagers were also dependent on other income
sources. Despite the fact that non-agricultural sources of
income could not significantly predict wildlife poaching,
respondents who made use of some of such sources (for
example, small businesses, formal employment and
wildlife), had somewhat substantial earnings from them.
Forest-based products were consumed by a relatively
large number of respondents, which is why the average
income from “forests” seemed to be lower. However,
during participant observation, it was established that
charcoal, honey and timber were the most marketable
and profitable forest-based products. Bucheyeki et al.
(2010) reported substantial income earned from forest
products by local communities in Western Tanzania.
Utilization of forest products, especially through
commercial logging and charcoal making has had a
noticeable impact on miombo woodlands in the area
(Mkanta and Chimtembo, 2002), which is more likely to
have undesirable effects on wildlife habitats.

Wildlife seemed to have a relatively low contribution to
household income. According to most of the respondents,
income from wildlife was mainly generated through
selling bushmeat, and much of the bushmeat was
consumed for non-commercial purposes. Carpaneto and
Fusari (2000) saw that bushmeat hunting was less
important as a source of income for local people in
Western Tanzania. In addition, owing to the fact that in
Tanzania selling bushmeat is illegal, and in most cases,
the people involved, sell it on black markets for fear of

being arrested for poaching (Baldus, 2002; Knapp et al.,
2010), the possibility that income from wildlife might be
underestimated cannot be ruled out. Other wildlife by-
products such as skin, claws, teeth, etc., were either sold
or used for ritual and traditional purposes.

Income from other off-farm sources (formal employ-
ment, small business and remittances) accounted for
2.2% of the total income in the study area. Formal
employment was uncommon, and one might expect that
this would have been caused by the low literacy level, but
this was not the case. Apart from few government
employees such as primary school teachers and village
executive officers, most of the unemployed respondents
had at least a primary school education. Indeed, in the
rural areas, economic openings are few (URT, 2005), and
therefore, formal employment opportunities are limited.

Small businesses were carried out by a handful of
people in the study area. Owing to their importance in the
economy of rural areas, the government of Tanzania is
strongly committed to undertake policy changes
necessary to improve rural livelihoods through small-
scale business enterprises (URT, 2004; 2005).

Variation in the mean household income explains the
observed variation in wildlife poaching frequency among
the study villages. However, wildlife poaching was more
important to villages that are close to Ugalla Game
Reserve than those far from it. Elsewhere, in Panama,
Smith (2008) found a close relationship between in-
creases in wildlife exploitation and decreases in distance
of human settlements from wildlife areas. Household
productive assets such as ploughs, water pumps, hand
hoes, wheel barrows, traditional carts, tobacco barns and
traditional grain storage baskets, were of paramount
importance in increasing household income, thereby
reducing villagers’ dependency on wildlife resources.
Byarugaba (2003) pointed out productive assets as one
of the missing ingredients in poverty-stricken rural com-
munities whose lives are predominantly dependent on the
natural ecosystem. The importance of family labour in
crop farming and livestock keeping cannot be
overemphasized. On the other hand, the increase in the
household size heightened family demands, thus
exacerbating the household economic situation,
especially for larger-sized households with insufficient
family labour available for agricultural activities, simply
because most household members had migrated to



urban areas in search for a better life. Some respondents
claimed that they had to hire additional labour for
agricultural production, thereby further worsening their
economic situation. The results also showed a significant
positive impact of formal education on household income.
Formal education is a tool for making sound decisions
that would improve income from both livestock keeping
and crop farming (Inoni et al., 2007; Serin et al., 2009).
Nonetheless, education facilitates adoption and
successful implementation of new technologies that
would improve agricultural productivity (Weir, 1999; Serin
et al., 2009).

Conclusion

Assessing different sources of income in Ugalla
ecosystem from a wildlife poaching standpoint offers a
good understanding of the tradeoffs existing between
local livelihoods and wildlife conservation. This study has
revealed some factors that influence both people’s
livelihoods and wildlife poaching. The study has revealed
that crops and livestock are not only important sources of
income, but also reliable options for curbing wildlife
poaching.

Other sources of income, namely, forests, wild-life,
small business, formal employment and remittances,
although subsidiary, signify the presence of additional
livelihood options for local people in the study area. None
of these were relevant in reducing poaching. While
income is an important ingredient in lessening local
people’s dependence on wildlife resources, the results
suggest that villagers carryout poaching activities not only
because of their economic hardship, but also because of
their close proximity to wildlife areas.

Attempts to improve people’s livelihoods in Ugalla
should pay a great deal of attention to local communities
neighbouring Ugalla Game Reserve. This would con-
tribute to commendable conservation work carried out by
the Ugalla Game Reserve Management Team. A
considerable amount of emphasis should be put on the
cultivation of important food and cash crops. In addition,
the influence of other factors (apart from household
income) on wildlife poaching is worthy of consideration in
future studies.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We are very grateful to Commonwealth Scholarship
Commission for financial support. We thank the Districts’
Authorities for permissions to carry-out this study in the
villages around Ugalla Game Reserve (UGR). In addition,
we thank Dr. Francis Gilbert who made helpful comments
on earlier drafts of this paper. We also thank the project
manager of Ugalla Game Reserve, Mr. Edward
Lutabingwa, and his assistant Mr. Japhary Lyimo, for
their huge support and encouragement during the field

Wilfred and MacCaoll 895

work. Anyabwire Mwamaso, Dennis Njovu, Baraka
Ngure, Gadi Mwatebela and Mr. Isandalala as well as all
vilage and sub-village leaders provided invaluable
assistance during the household surveys.

REFERENCES

Abdallah JM, Monela GC (2007). Principle Socio-Economic Issues in
Utilization of Miombo Woodlands in Tanzania. Proceedings of the
First MITMIOMBO Project Work-shop held in Morogoro, Tanzania,
6th-12th February, 2007. Working Papers Finish For. Res. Inst., 50:
115-122.

Allendorf TD (2007). Resident’s attitudes towards three protected areas
in south-western Nepal. Biodiv. Conserv.,16: 2087-2102.

Arjunan M, Holmes C, Puyravaud JP, Davidar P (2006). Do
developmental initiatives influence local attitudes toward
conservation? A case study from the Kalakad-Mundanthurai Tiger
Reserve, India. J. Environ. Manage., 79: 188-197.

Baldus RD (2002). Bushmeat: Some Experience from Tanzania. Paper
presented at the Bushmeat Training Development Workshop held at
the College of African Wildlife Management, Mweka, Tanzania, 7th-
9th May.

Bennett EL, Blencowe E, Brandon K, Brown D, Burn RW, Cowlishaw G,
Davies G, Dublin H, Fa JE, Milner-Gulland EJ, Robinson JG,
Rowcliffe JM, Underwood FM, Wilkie, DS (2006). Hunting for
consensus: reconciling bushmeat harvest, conservation and
development policy in west and central Africa. Conserv. Biol., 21:
884-887.

Bucheyeki TL, Shenkalwa ME, Mapunda XT, Matata WL (2010). The
groundnut client oriented research in Tabora, Tanzania. Afr. J. Agric.
Res., 5(5): 356-362.

Butler RA (2006). Impact of Population and Poverty on Rainforests.
Mongabay.com / A Place Out of Time: Tropical Rainforests and the
Perils They Face.

Byarugaba DN (2003). Poverty Environment Linkages in Uganda. A
paper presented at a meeting on Poverty-Environment Partnership,

Brussels, Belgium 22nd and 23rd May.

Caro T (2008). Decline of large mammals in the Katavi-Rukwa
ecosystem of Western Tanzania. Afr. Zool., 43(1):99-116.

Caro T, Scholte P (2007). Policy piece: when protection falters. Afr. J.
Ecol., 45: 233-235.

Carpaneto GM, Fusari A, Okongo H (2007). Subsistence hunting and
exploitation of mammals in the Haut-Ogooué province, south-eastern
Gabon. J. Anthropol. Sci., 85: 183-193.

Carperneto GM, Fusari A (2000). Subsistence hunting and bushmeat
exploitation in Central-Western Tanzania. Biodiv. Conserv., 9: 1571-
1585.

Coad L (2007). Bushmeat Hunting in Gabon: Socio-Economics and
Hunter Behaviour. PhD Dissertation. Emmanuel College, University
of Cambridge Imperial College London, p. 347.

De Vaus D (2002). Surveys in Social Research. Routledge, Taylor and
Francis Group, London and Newyork.

DeWalt KM, DeWalt BR (2002). Participant observation: a guide for
fieldworkers, AltaMira, Walnut Creek.

Giliba RA, Lupala ZJ, Mafuru C, Kayombo C, Mwendwa P (2010). Non-
timber forest products and their contribution to poverty alleviation and
forest conservation in Mbulu and Babati Districts —Tanzania. J. Hum.
Ecol., 31(2): 73-78.

Hazelhurst S, Milner D (2007). Watershed Assessment of the Ugalla
Landscape. USDA, Forest Service Technical Assistance Trip Report,
Aug. 18 — Sept. 1, p. 25.

Holmern T, Johannesen AB, Mbaruka J, Mkama SY, Muya J, Roskaft E
(2004). Human-wildlife conflicts and hunting in the western Serengeti,
Tanzania. In: NINA Project Report Norwegian Institute of Nature
Reseach, Trondheim, Norway, p. 26.

Inoni OE, Chukwuiji CO, Ogisi OD, Oyaide WJ (2007). Alleviating Rural
poverty: what role for small-holder livestock production in delta state,
Nigeria. Agric. Trop. Subtrop., 40(2): 39-43.

Johannesen AB (2007). Protected areas, wildlife conservation, and local
welfare. Ecol. Econ., 62: 126—135.



896 Afr. J. Environ. Sci. Technol.

Kideghesho JR (2008). Co-existence between the traditional societies
and wildlife in western Serengeti, Tanzania: its relevancy in
contemporary wildlife conservation efforts. Biodivers. Conserv., 17:
1861-1881.

Kikoti Z (2009). Livelihoods and Ecosystem Services around Protected
Areas. A case study from Ugalla Ecosystem, Tabora, Tanzania. A
Master thesis submitted of the requirements for the degree of Master
of Science (M.Sc.) in Management of Protected Areas at the
University of Klagenfurt, Austria, p. 97.

Knapp EJ, Rentsch D, Schmitt J, Lewis C, Polasky S (2010). A tale of
three villages: choosing an effective method for assessing poaching
levels in western Serengeti, Tanzania. Int. J. Conserv. ORYX, 44(2):
178-184.

Levy PS, Lemeshow S (1999). Sampling Populations (3rd edition). New
York, Wiley Int. Sci.

Livestock and Wildlife Advisory Group [LWAG] (2002). Wildlife and
Poverty Study. Dept. Int. Dev., London, p. 89.

Loibooki M, Hofer H, Campbell K, East ML (2002). Bushmeat hunting by
communities adjacent to the Serengeti national park, Tanzania: the
importance of livestock ownership and alternative sources of protein
and income. Environ. Conserv., 29(3): 391-398.

Lutabingwa EM (2006). A Checklist of Plants, Animals and Birds in
Ugalla Game Reserve. Ugalla Game Reserve Project, Tabora,
Tanzania.

Matata PZ Ajay OC, Oduol PA, Agumya A (2010). Socio-economic
factors influencing adoption of improved fallow practices among
smallholder farmers in Western Tanzania. Afr. J. Agric. Res., 5(8):
818-823.

Mbwambo L (2003). Off-forest tree resources conservation and tree
planting in selected villages in Tabora Region, Tanzania. TAFORI
Newslett., 3(2): 26-3.

Mkanta WN, Chimtembo MMB (2002). Towards Natural Resource
Accounting in Tanzania: A Study on the Contribution of Natural
Forests to National Income. CEEPA Discussion Paper Series No. 2.

National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) (2002). The 2002 Tanzania
Population and Housing Census, Dar es Salaam, Tanzania.
www.tanzania.go.tz.

Ndibalema VG, Songorwa A (2007). lllegal meat hunting in Serengeti:
dynamics in consumption and preferences. Afr. J. Ecol., 46: 311-319.

Pattiselanno F (2004). Wildlife utilization and food security in West
Papua, Indonesia. Paper presented at the SEARCA Agriculture and
Development Seminar Series, SEARCA Los Bafos 13 April.

Payne RW, Murray DA, Harding SA, Baird DB, Soutar DM (2007).
GenStat for Windows (10th Edition) Introduction. VSN International,
Hemel Hempstead.

Rist J, Rowcliffe M, Cowlishaw G, Milner-Gulland EJ (2008). Evaluating
measures of hunting effort in a bushmeat system. Biol. Conserv.
141:2086-2099.

Robinson JG, Bennett EL (2004). Having your wildlife and eating it too:
an analysis of hunting sustainability across tropical ecosystems.
Anim. Conserv., 7: 397-408.

Roe D, Elliott J (2005). Poverty-Conservation Linkages: A Conceptual
Framework. Poverty and Conservation Learning Group, Int. Inst.
Environ. Dev. London, UK.

Rustagi D (2005). What the Kidunda Dam will Destroy: Ecological and
Socio-economic Value of Gonabis, Selous Game Reserve, Tanzania.
Tanzania Wildlife Discussion Paper No. 45. GTZ Wildlife Programme
in Tanzania Wildlife Division, Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, p. 84.

Serin V, Bayyurt N, Civan A (2009). Effects of formal education and
training on farmers income. Euro. J. Social Sci. 7(3):52-62.

Shemwetta DTK, Kideghesho JR (2000). Human wildlife conflicts in
Tanzania: What research and extension could offer to conflicts
resolution.1st University Wide Conference, Sokoine University of
Agriculture, Morogoro, Tanzania.

Shrestha RK, Alavalapati JRR (2006). Linking conservation and
development: analysis of local people’s attitude towards Koshi Tappu
Wildlife  Reserve, Nepal. Environment, Development and
Sustainability 8:69-84.

Smith DA (2008). The spatial patters of indigenous use in western
Panama: implications for conservation management. Biol. Conserv.,
141: 925-937.

Songorwa AN (2004). Human population increase and wildlife
conservation in Tanzania: Are the wildlife managers addressing the
problem or treating symptoms?" Afr. J. Environ. Assess. Manage., 9:
49-77.

Sunderlin WD, Angelsen A, Belcher B, Burgers P, Nasi R, Santoso L,
Wunder S (2005). Livelihoods, forests, and conservation in
developing countries: an overview. World Dev. 33: 1383—1402.

Taylor VJ, Dunstone N (eds.) (1996). The Exploitation of Mammal
Populations. Chapman and Hall, London, UK, p. 415.

TNRF (2008). Wildlife for all Tanzanians: Stopping the loss, nurturing
the resource and widening the benefits, pp
6,http://www.u4.no/pdf/?file=/document /literature/E-TNRF-
Information_Brief_ 7.pdf.

UNEP-WCMC (2008). State of the world’s protected areas: an annual
review of global conservation progress. UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge,
UK.

United Republic of Tanzania [URT] (2004). Evaluation of the Poverty
Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) Process and Arrangements Under
the Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility (PRGF), p.100.
http://www.imf.org/ieo.

URT (1998). Tabora Region Socio-Economic Profile. The Planning
Commission Dar es Salaam, and Regional Commissioner’'s Office,
Tabora, Tanzania, p. 183.

URT (2005). National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty
(NSGRP). Vice President’s Office, Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, p.109.
Weir S (1999). The Effects of Education on Farmer Productivity in Rural
Ethiopia. Centre for the Study of African Economies, Department of

Economics, University of Oxford, UK.

Wilfred P (2010). Towards sustainable wildlife management areas in
Tanzania. Trop. Conserv. Sci., 3(1): 103-116.

Yanda PZ (2010). Impact of small scale tobacco growing on the spatial
and temporal distribution of Miombo woodlands in Western Tanzania.
J. Ecol. Natural Environ., 2(1): 010-016.



