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The objective of this study was to explore the determinants of pastoralists' overrides to wildlife conservation policies in the Muhesi Game Reserve. Specifically, the study examined pastoral community's perception of wildlife resources; underlying factors that force pastoral communities to contravene conservation laws and communities' perceived ways for human-wildlife co-existence in the Muhesi Game Reserve. The pragmatic research philosophy influenced the research design to collect data from 391 respondents. It was found that local community in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR) shows perceived values towards protecting wildlife and conserving plants, with positive perceptions of tourism benefits and employment opportunities for children in the reserve. The most commonly reported reasons for contravening conservation practices in Muhesi Game Reserve include pasture shortage, poor awareness, the presence of quality pastures in protected areas, local beliefs, inadequate rangelands, and water availability issues. To promote wildlife-human co-existence, the community emphasizes the importance of preventing wild animals from entering villages, improving education, translating conservation laws, sharing wildlife revenues, and involving local people in policy implementation. In conclusion, local communities have a positive perception of wildlife conservation. The study proposes strategies like improved education, better resource distribution, and active community involvement to foster wildlife-human co-existence. 
Keywords: Conservation, Pastoralism, Livestock Incursion, Community Engagement, Biodiversity.
TABLE OF CONTENTS

iiCERTIFICATION

COPYRIGHT
iii
DECLARATION
iv
DEDICATION
v
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
vi
ABSTRACT
vii
LIST OF TABLES
xiii
LIST OF FIGURES
xiv
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
xv
CHAPTER ONE
1
INTRODUCTION
1
1.1 
Overview
1
1.2 
Background to the Research Problem
1
1.3 
Statement of the Problem
3
1.4 
Study Objectives
3
1.4.1 
General Objective
3
1.4.2 
Specific Objectives
4
1.5 
Research Questions
4
1.6 
Significance of the Study
4
1.7 
Scope the Study
5
1.8 
Organisation of the Study
6
CHAPTER TWO
8
LITERATURE REVIEW
8
2.1 
Overview
8
2.2 
Conceptual Definitions of Terms
8
2.2.1 
Pastoralism
8
2.2.2 
Wildlife Conservation Policy
8
2.2.3 
Wildlife Conservation Policy
8
2.2.4 
Livestock Incursion
9
2.2.5 
Game Reserve
9
2.2.6 
Protected Areas
9
2.3 
Theoretical Review
10
2.3.1 
Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)
10
2.3.2 
The Common Pool Resource (CPR) Theory
12
2.4 
Empirical Review
13
2.4.1 
Local Community Perception of Protected Areas
13
2.4.2 
Overriding  Factors to Conservation Policies  in Major 

Protected Areas
18
2.4.3 
Perceived Ways for Pastoral-Wildlife Co-existence
24
2.5 
Research Gap
29
2.6 
Conceptual Framework
30
CHAPTER THREE
33
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
33
3.1 
Overview
33
3.2 
Research Philosophy
33
3.3 
Research Approach
34
3.4 
Research Design
34
3.5 
The Study Area
35
3.6 
Target Population and Sample Frame
38
3.7 
The Sample Size
38
3.8 
Sampling Procedures and Sampling Design
40
3.9 
Units of Analysis
43
3.10 
Data Collection Methods
43
3.10.1 
Primary Data
43
3.10.1.1 
Household surveys
43
3.10.1.2 
Key Informant Interviews (KIIs)
44
3.10.1.3 
Focus Group Discussion
45
3.10.1.4 
Field Observation
45
3.11 
Data Analysis
47
3.12 
Validity and Reliability of the Research Instruments
48
3.12.1 
Validity
48
3.12.2 
Reliability
49
3.13 
Ethical Considerations
49
CHAPTER FOUR
50
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
50
4.1 
Overview
50
4.2 
Socio-demographic Characteristics of the Respondents
50
4.2.1 
Respondents' Distribution in Study Villages
50
4.2.2 
Age and Sex of the Respondents
52
4.2.3 
Marital status and Household size
53
4.2.4 
Education and Occupation
55
4.2.5 
Ethnicity Distribution
56
4.2.6 
Migration Factors
57
4.2.7 
Duration of Stay
59
4.2.8 
Income per Month and Dwelling Types
60
4.3 
Pastoral Community's Perceived Values of Wildlife Resources
62
4.3.1 
Community's Conservation Attitudes over Resources in MGR
63
4.3.2 
Respondents’ Perception on the accrued Value of Tourism
66
4.3.3 
Overall Benefits derived from Protecting Natural Resources 

in MGR
70
4.4 
Determinants of Community Contravention of MGR 

Wildlife Conservation Policies
73
4.4.1 
Respondents’ Perception on Livestock Grazing in MGR
73
4.4.2 
Strategies for Accessing Pasture in Muhesi GR
77
4.4.3 
Perceived Reasons for Contravening Conservation Practices 

in Muhesi GR
79
4.4.4 
Perceived Role of the State in Promoting Overrides in PAs 

Utilizations
85
4.5 
Community Perceived Means for Wildlife-Humans Co-existence 

in MGR
90
4.6 
Chapter Summary
96
CHAPTER FIVE
98
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
98
5.1 
Overview
98
5.2 
Summary
98
5.3 
Conclusion
100
5.4 
Recommendations
101
5.4.1 
Recommendations for Policy Makers
101
5.4.2 
Recommendation for Further Research
103
REFERENCES
104
APPENDICES
125


LIST OF TABLES TC "LIST OF TABLES" \f C \l "1" 
40Table 3.1: 
Distribution of the actual Sample Sizes by selected Wards

Table 4.1: 
Respondents' Distribution in Study Villages
51
Table 4.2: 
Distribution of the Respondents by Age and Sex
52
Table 4.3: 
Household Sizes and Marital Status of the Respondents.
54
Table 4.4: 
Distribution of the respondents by Occupation and 

Education level
55
Table 4.5: 
Ethnicity Distribution among Respondents
56
Table 4.6: 
Duration of Stay in the Study Area
59
Table 4.7: 
Respondents’ Monthly Income and Dwelling Types
61
Table 4.8: 
Respondents’ Conservation Attitudes over Resources in MGR
63
Table 4.9: 
Respondents Perception on the accrued Value of Tourism
66
Table 4.10: 
Respondents’ Perception over the Community Benefits
70
Table 4.11: 
Respondents Opinion on Whether it is right to Graze Livestock 

in MGR
74
Table 4.12: 
Respondents Opinion on whether People Graze Livestock 

in MGR
75
Table 4.13: 
Perceived Strategies for Accessing Pasture in Muhesi GR
77
Table 4.14: 
Respondents perceived means for Human-Wildlife Co-existence
90
Table 4.15: 
Respondents Opinions for Enabling Human-Wildlife Co-existence
94


LIST OF FIGURES TC "LIST OF FIGURES" \f C \l "1" 
31Figure 2.1: 
The Conceptual Framework

Figure 3.1: 
Location of Muhesi Game Reserve
36
Figure 4.1: 
Migration Factors in the Study Area
58
Figure 4.2: 
Perceived Reasons for Contravening Conservation Practices 

in Muhesi GR
80
Figure 4.3: 
Livestock grazing observed in Muhesi Game Reserve. Photo 

taken by Researcher on 7th July, 2024
82
Figure 4.4: 
Perceived Role of the State in Promoting Overrides in Pas 

Utilizations
86


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS TC "LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS" \f C \l "1" 
	CBC
	Community-Based Conservation

	CBD
	Convention of Biological Diversity

	CO
	Commanding Officer

	DGO 
	District Game Officer

	GMP 
	General Management Plan

	GPS
	Global Positioning System

	GR
	Game Reserve

	HQ
	Head Quarter

	HWC
	Human-Wildlife Conflicts

	MGR
	Muhesi Game Reserve

	MNRT 
	Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism

	OECD
	Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development

	PA
	Protected Areas

	PAC
	Problem Animal Control

	SENAPA
	Serengeti National Park

	SPSS
	Statistical Package for Social Science

	TANAPA
	Tanzania National Park

	TAWA
	Tanzania Wildlife Management Authority

	TPB
	Theory of Planned Behaviors 

	TZS                             
	Tanzanian Shillings

	URT                             
	United Republic of Tanzania

	USD                             
	United States Dollar

	VEO                             
	Village Executive Officers

	WCA                            
	Wildlife Conservation Act

	WD                               
	Wildlife Division

	WMA                            
	Wildlife Management Area


CHAPTER ONE TC "CHAPTER ONE" \f C \l "1" 
INTRODUCTION TC "INTRODUCTION" \f C \l "1" 
1.1 Overview TC "1.1 Overview" \f C \l "1" 
This chapter presents the background to the research problem, statement of the research problem, objectives of the study, research questions, significance of the study and the scope of the study which sets the limitation of the same.
1.2 Background to the Research Problem TC "1.2 Background to the Research Problem" \f C \l "1"  
Globally, the exponential growth of livestock has tended to trigger numerous incidences of livestock incursion into protected areas (PAs) (Musika et al., 2021). Empirical studies subscribe to this problem as a result of the mismatches between livestock numbers insufficient forage outside PAs and improper land use planning (Gandiwa et al., 2013). This is a global issue and is widely documented in countries such as India, Vietnam, Uganda, Kenya and Ethiopia (Butt, 2019). Such incursions pose significant ecological threats that negatively affect biodiversity in the PAs (Richmond and Ecklin, 2012). 
In Africa, livestock incursion into PAs is common because of the nature of the continent’s landscapes which allows it to have great numbers of both livestock and PAs. The continent is home to over half of the global pastoralist population (Reid et al., 2004). In the East African savanna livestock have coexisted for millennia and the landscape supports high mammalian diversity (Goheen et al., 2018; Ogutu et al., 2016). Pastoralists that inhabit these landscapes graze livestock across broad rangelands searching for water and productive grasses (Reid and Ellis, 1995, Butt, 2010, Lengoiboni et al., 2011). Livestock movements are oftentimes phenological correlating in part with seasonal variation in water and grass availability. There is thus a strong competition and conflict, between them and wildlife over the use of resources in and outside major protected areas (Egeru, 2016). 
The fact that the majority of the pastoralists are native to the locality makes them perceive themselves to have the right to graze livestock in the PAs with the contention that the resources belong to them. This claim exists only theoretically since by nature their activities are under the state regulations. The majority were evicted and are no longer allowed to graze and herd therein (URT, 2013; URT, 1999).  The fact that the state restricts local communities from entering and grazing in PAs on one hand and the forceful behaviour of grazing livestock in PAs represents a perceptual mismatch between the local communities and the state, which oftentimes has bred into violent clashes (Walsh, 2007 and Homewood, 2015). 
As explained by Neefjes (1992), land resources are usually perceived differently. Therefore, resolving the problem requires proper reconciliation of resource use interests, which is suggested in some documented policies but not implemented on the ground (URT, 1997; Mwamfupe, 2015). While reconciliation is crucial, mechanisms on how this can be achieved are yet empirically investigated despite numerous empirical works done on the subject matter (Musana, 2018; Musana and Gwalema, 2019; Dominick, 2021 and Mungure, 2022). It is thus important to explore this missing link.
1.3 Statement of the Problem TC "1.3 Statement of the Problem" \f C \l "1" 
Currently, the Muhesi game reserve is threatened by livestock incursion caused in part by rapid human population growth around the game reserve (MGR, 2023). The act of grazing livestock therein contravenes the law used to manage the resources. According to the  Wildlife Conservation Act Revised Edition of 2022  (URT, 2022) section 15 (1) and (2),  no one is allowed to commence any activities in the Game reserve unless otherwise allowed by the concerned authorities. Instead, the surrounding communities including migrant pastoralists ought to be active partners in the conservation of the said natural resources (Kideghesho, 2006). 
The pastoralist's intentional grazing in these resources is thus a contravention of the above-cited law. TAWA has been implementing various strategies to address livestock incursion in PAs, such as community-based conservation (CBC), incentives and benefits sharing schemes, livelihood diversification, and law enforcement. However, these efforts often face challenges due to limited resources, socioeconomic pressures, cultural factors, political complexities, and environmental influences. For that much, the deliberate contravention of the law in question raises many questions that need answers as these intentional acts obscure more than revealing underlying issues that call for an investigation.  
1.4 Study Objectives TC "1.4 Study Objectives" \f C \l "1" 
1.4.1 General Objective TC "1.4.1 General Objective" \f C \l "1" 
The general objective of the study was to explore the determinants of pastoralists' overrides to the wildlife conservation policies in Muhesi Game Reserve, Tanzania.
1.4.2 Specific Objectives TC "1.4.2 Specific Objectives" \f C \l "1" 
The specific objectives were:
i. To examine the pastoral community's perceived values of wildlife resources conserved in Muhesi Game Reserve.
ii. To analyse the underlying factors that force pastoral communities to contravene the existing conservation policies and laws used to govern wildlife resources in the Muhesi Game Reserve.
iii. To assess the pastoral communities' perceived means to promote the co-existence between them and wildlife in the Muhesi Game Reserve.
1.5 Research Questions TC "1.5 Research Questions" \f C \l "1" 
i. How do pastoral communities perceive the wildlife resources conserved in Muhesi Game Reserve? 
ii. What are the underlying factors that force pastoral communities to contravene the existing conservation policies and laws used to govern wildlife resources in the Muhesi Game Reserve?
iii. What are the pastoral communities' perceived means that can be used to promote the co-existence between them and wildlife in the Muhesi Game Reserve? 
1.6 Significance of the Study TC "1.6 Significance of the Study" \f C \l "1" 
The study results adds to the body of knowledge on the local communities surrounding major protected areas to be the viable solution to resource use conflicts between nature conservators, wildlife and people which in turn may create an enabling environment for the promotion of the co-existence between nature and people.  Understanding the differing conservation perceptions and how they can be reconciled is crucial, as it enables policymakers to develop more inclusive policies that consider the perspectives of local resource custodians. This, in turn, can contribute to the formulation of shared conservation strategies aimed at addressing the shortcomings of current wildlife conservation and national livestock policies. 
In addition, the study would provide valuable information that can help wildlife managers and policymakers to make informed decisions about resource allocation, management priorities, and enforcement efforts to mitigate the impact of livestock incursion. The findings of this study would thus inform and strengthen policy and legislation regarding the management of game reserves, potentially leading to more comprehensive and effective laws that protect natural resources while considering the sustainability of the game reserves and the needs of local communities.
1.7 Scope the Study TC "1.7 Scope the Study" \f C \l "1" 
The subject of the local community's overrides on the conservation of resources in protected areas is very wide and complex. Therefore, it is very difficult to be exhaustively studied in light of the time and financial constraints. Based on the highlighted deficiencies, this study focused on local perception of the causes and consequences of the pastoralist's overrides on the existing conservation policies in Muhesi Game Reserve which forms the  Ruaha – Rungwa Ecosystem. The study thus involved communities that surround the Muhesi Game Reserve in Manyoni District, Singida Region. The study was delimitated to the allocation and selection of villages where not all villages nearby Muhesi GR were directly involved in the study rather three (3) were selected for consideration. Findings generated and the conclusion reached could as well be applied to the study locality while at the same allowing to be used in a wider contexts for comparative purposes. 
1.8 Organisation of the Study TC "1.8 Organisation of the Study" \f C \l "1"  
This report has five chapters. The first chapter serves as an introduction to the report. It covers five important aspects which are the background to the research problem, statement of the research problem, objective of the study, significance of the study and finally scope of the study. The historical background situates the study in the historical contexts while at the same time showing how the problem in focus has evolved. The statement of the problem defines broadly what the study wishes to investigate. The significance of the study justifies why the study is worth to be undertaken while the scope simply marks the boundaries of the study. 
Chapter two covers three important aspects which among others are the theoretical and empirical reviews which together define broadly the knowledge gap that the study is addressing. It finally ends up with the provision of the conceptual framework which is essentially the roadmap that guides the study. 
Chapter three covers the research methodology. It covers the research design which was employed by this study, study area and its ecologic and demographic conditions, sampling, data collection and analysis methods as well as validity, reliability and ethical considerations. 
Chapter four is concerned with the presentation and discussion of the findings which is deliberated in line with the specific objectives addressed by this study. It begins with a brief elaboration of the socio-demographic factors of the respondents and then progresses to discuss findings as per the research questions. In the end, a summary of the key findings is provided. 
Chapter five provides a summary, conclusion and recommendations based on the key findings of the study. It ends with the provision of recommendations on both policy issues and areas for further research.
CHAPTER TWO TC "CHAPTER TWO" \f C \l "1" 
LITERATURE REVIEW TC "LITERATURE REVIEW" \f C \l "1" 
2.1 Overview TC "2.1 Overview" \f C \l "1" 

This chapter presents the literature review for this study. It starts with the presentation of the conceptual definitions of the key concepts which is then followed by the theoretical and empirical literature reviews. The chapter ends with a research gap and the conceptual framework.  
2.2 Conceptual Definitions of Terms TC "2.2 Conceptual Definitions of Terms" \f C \l "1"  
2.2.1 Pastoralism TC "2.2.1 Pastoralism" \f C \l "1" 
The term pastoralism refers to mobile livestock herding for either production or livelihood (Dong, 2016). It is thus a traditional form of animal husbandry involving the mobile herding of cattle. Abdulkadr (2019) describes pastoralists as people who make their living largely from herding livestock. In this study, the term pastoralism was understood in the context provided by Abdulkadr (2019). 
2.2.2 Wildlife Conservation Policy TC "2.2.2 Wildlife Conservation Policy" \f C \l "1" 
Wildlife conservation is an activity in which humans make conscious efforts to protect plants and other animal species and their habitats. Wildlife conservation is very important because wildlife and wilderness play an important role in maintaining the ecological balance and contribute to human quality of life (Tidbal, 2014). 
2.2.3 Wildlife Conservation Policy TC "2.2.3 Wildlife Conservation Policy" \f C \l "1" 
On the other hand, a conservation policy is a policy aimed at conserving or restoring a declining species, a community, an ecosystem or a natural or semi-natural site (Meinard, 2017). In this study, the term conservation policy was understood as an act of conserving or restoring wildlife resources as perceived in the above two definitions. 
2.2.4 Livestock Incursion TC "2.2.4 Livestock Incursion" \f C \l "1"  
The term livestock incursion has been described by Butt (2014) to refer to the unauthorized or unintended entry of domesticated animals, such as cattle, sheep, or goats, into areas where their presence is not permitted or regulated. Such areas may include protected natural areas, wildlife reserves, or agricultural lands where the grazing of livestock is restricted or prohibited. In this study, the term livestock incursion was used in line with Butt's (2014) definition. 
2.2.5 Game Reserve TC "2.2.5 Game Reserve" \f C \l "1" 
According to the National Wildlife Conservation Act (2022), Game Reserve refers to categories of wildlife-protected areas which are declared for conservation in which both consumptive and non-consumptive wildlife utilization are allowed after a permit has been obtained from the Director of Wildlife and in which no human activities are allowed, unless, with permit granted by the Director of Wildlife. In this study, the term was contextualised as per the above-cited act.  
2.2.6 Protected Areas TC "2.2.6 Protected Areas" \f C \l "1" 
Protected areas are geographical spaces, recognized, dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values (IUCN, 2008). Kideghesho, (2006), describe them as areas that are designated based on the conservation status of the place with categories depending on accessibility by the people. Protected areas are thus categorized as national parks, wilderness areas, community conserved areas, nature reserves and so on. This study perceived protected areas as described by IUCN (2008). 
2.3 Theoretical Review TC "2.3 Theoretical Review" \f C \l "1" 
This study employed the theory of reasoned action (TRA) as well as the common pool resource (CPR) theory. 
2.3.1 Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) TC "2.3.1 Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)" \f C \l "1" 
The theory of reasoned action (TRA) has been described by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980). This theory was used to establish the connection between local community’s perceptions and conservation of the resources in the protected areas. The TRA is one of the well-recognized psychological theories commonly used in attitudinal research (Bragagnolo et al., 2016). The theory assumes a hierarchical framework where behavior is influenced by behavioral intent, which is influenced by both attitude and subjective norms (perceived social pressure for a particular behavior). As personal attitude towards the behavior depends on the person’s positive or negative evaluation of performing the behavior, subjective norm is the individual’s assessment of social pressure on him/her to perform or not perform a particular behavior. Therefore, attitudes were used to predict individual or group’s intentions to behave in a particular manner (Fulton et al. 1996), for example to stand towards or against wildlife conservation.

In this study, the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) was applied to understand pastoralists' attitudes towards the natural resources conserved in Muhesi Game Reserve. This involves measuring their beliefs about the value of these resources, such as water sources, grazing lands, biodiversity, and ecosystem services. Through conduct surveys to gather data on pastoralists' perceptions of the importance, benefits, and potential threats to these resources. This information helps in assessing the positive or negative attitudes towards conservation efforts. Further, the TRA was adopted to examine how pastoralists perceive the policies used in the conservation of natural resources in Muhesi Game Reserve. This was done through pastoralists' opinions, concerns, and suggestions regarding policy deficiencies. Identify key factors influencing their attitudes towards conservation policies. 
In addition, the study applies TRA to evaluate the effectiveness of perceived strategies for the conservation of natural resources in Muhesi Game Reserve from the perspective of pastoralists. This involves examining their beliefs about the outcomes and impacts of conservation strategies on their livelihoods and well-being. In each of these objectives, the TRA framework guides the assessment of attitudes (perceived values, policy deficiencies, effectiveness of strategies), subjective norms (community perceptions, social influences), and behavioral intentions (support for conservation, willingness to comply or resist policies) among pastoralists in relation to wildlife conservation policies in Muhesi Game Reserve.
While the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) is capable at examining individual perceptions and intentions, its limitations in capturing collective actions, social contexts, and institutional dynamics necessitate the inclusion of the Common Pool Resource (CPR) Theory in this study. CPR Theory brings a crucial focus on community-based resource management, governance structures, and collective decision-making, which are central to understanding pastoralists' interactions with wildlife conservation policies in the Muhesi Game Reserve. 
2.3.2 The Common Pool Resource (CPR) Theory TC "2.3.2 The Common Pool Resource (CPR) Theory" \f C \l "1" 
The common pool resource (CPR) theory developed by Elinor Ostrom and her colleagues in 1970s, outlines several key principles regarding the sustainable management of common-pool resources (Ostrom, 1990). The Common Pool Resource (CPR) Theory is highly relevant in studying pastoralists' perceived values of wildlife resources, perceived conservation policy deficiencies, and the effectiveness of strategies for natural resource conservation in the Muhesi Game Reserve. In the context of pastoralists, it helps understand how they perceive the value of wildlife resources regarding to resources access, livestock welfare, views on benefit sharing, considerations of cultural heritage and traditional beliefs, and experiences with livestock-wildlife conflicts. This includes their traditional rights, cultural significance, and economic importance attached to these resources, influencing their interactions with conservation policies and strategies. 
In studying pastoralists' perceptions of conservation policy deficiencies, the theory can uncover aspects such as inadequate involvement of pastoralist interests in policy formulation, limited livelihood options, conflicts with wildlife, communication gaps, inequitable benefit sharing, restricted resource access, rigid regulations, insufficient compensation, and cultural displacement. CPR Theory also addresses the effectiveness of governance mechanisms and strategies for resource conservation. In the Muhesi Game Reserve, studying pastoralists' perceptions of conservation strategies' effectiveness through this lens can reveal their experiences with community involvement in conservation initiatives, integration of traditional knowledge into conservation practices, capacity building among stakeholders, provision of economic incentives, implementation of collaborative governance models, and delivery of tangible benefits to local communities.

2.4 Empirical Review TC "2.4 Empirical Review" \f C \l "1" 
The review in this study examines past empirical studies done on the subject that answered the research questions. For that much, the review was conducted alongside the specific objectives of the study. 
2.4.1 Local Community Perception of Protected Areas TC "2.4.1 Local Community Perception of Protected Areas" \f C \l "1"  
Most studies on perceptions and attitudes about livestock-wildlife interface areas gave more emphasis to wildlife conservation goals than the challenges of livestock-wildlife interactions on local livestock producers bordering protected areas strategies (Decker et al., 2001; Kumessa and Bekele, 2014; Acha and Temesgen, 2015). However, studying the challenges in the livestock-wildlife interface would address the main concerns of the pastoral production systems and at the same time major problems of wildlife management in the area, which helps to design management tools that mitigate problems of both the livestock and the wildlife sector.
Kumar and Singh (2021) examined local perceptions of the Madanapalle Wildlife Sanctuary in India, revealing a mix of support and opposition to conservation efforts. Interviews and surveys indicated that locals value biodiversity but fear restrictions on land use. Effective communication between authorities and communities is essential for fostering collaboration.  Using participatory mapping Martinez and Green (2020) analyzed community attitudes toward Yosemite National Park. Results demonstrated that neighbouring residents appreciate recreational opportunities but express concerns regarding park management and their access to natural resources. 
Ngugi and Mbugua (2019) investigated the socio-economic impacts of the Tsavo National Park on adjacent communities. Findings revealed mixed views dependent on demographic factors, suggesting that effective conservation strategies must integrate community needs. Da Silva and Pereira, (2021) explored the role of traditional knowledge in local perceptions of protected areas in the Amazon Basin. The results indicated that community-based approaches are highlighted as vital to effective conservation, showing that the inclusion of Indigenous voices can enhance biodiversity outcomes. 
Hall and Wilcox, (2022) assessed stakeholder perceptions of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park. Their findings revealed high community awareness of conservation issues but dissatisfaction with management practices that do not adequately involve local fishing communities. Karanja and Ngasa's (2022) study investigated the impact of conservation policy on local livelihoods in the Serengeti ecosystem. Results highlight a disconnect between conservation goals and community realities, emphasizing the need for integrated approaches. 
Thompson and Smith (2020) study investigated how local communities perceive the Kakadu National Park in Australia. Results indicated strong emotional connections to the area, contrasted with economic concerns over tourism-related pressures. Utilizing qualitative interviews, González and Castillo (2021) investigated community perceptions of the Galápagos Islands' national parks. Results indicated complexities in local attitudes shaped by environmental education and the perceived benefits of tourism. Williams and Chen (2019) study evaluated community engagement in national parks in Canada, focusing on the recognition of Indigenous rights in conservation practices. The study findings suggested that inclusive governance frameworks would improve local perceptions and trust.
Baker and Johnson (2020) study addressed the challenges faced by local communities living near the Yellowstone National Park. The outcome of the study indicated varying perceptions regarding economic reliance on tourism and resource extraction, pointing to the need for holistic management approaches. Mwenda and Kibet (2021) investigated the perceptions of pastoralist communities towards the Amboseli National Park in Kenya. Findings revealed a recognition of wildlife as a cultural asset, coupled with concerns over land competition. 
Van Wyk and Du Plessis (2021) examined the perceptions of residents living near the Kruger National Park in South Africa. Results revealed diverse opinions about the benefits and conflicts resulting from protected area management.  Salas and Turner's (2020) research evaluated how local communities perceive conservation efforts in the Coral Triangle region. Results showed that while awareness of biodiversity is growing, economic motivations often dictate community attitudes.  McGregor and Kelsey's (2021) study focused on the cultural and economic implications of protected areas in the Scottish Highlands. They found that traditional land-use practices intersected with contemporary conservation efforts, demanding a nuanced understanding of policy development. 
A study by Lee and Davis's (2022) study explored the perceptions of local communities surrounding the Yosemite Conservancy. Through participatory research, community members expressed a blend of pride and frustration regarding conservation initiatives affecting their way of life. Rodrigues and Silva (2021) investigated community perceptions of marine protected areas in the Caribbean and found that education and engagement initiatives play vital roles in shaping positive community attitudes. Ordoñez and Jarvis (2021) assessed perceptions of climate change impacts on protected areas among local populations in Patagonia. Results indicated heightened concern and a desire for greater adaptive management strategies. 
Thompson and Williams's (2020) findings illustrated the changing local perceptions of the Fiordland National Park, New Zealand, highlighting the tension between conservation imperatives and local economic interests. Analyzing socio-political dynamics, Shah and Poudel (2021), highlighted how community perceptions of protected areas in the Himalayas are shaped by historical land use and contemporary conservation strategies. Mendoza and Ruiz (2022) examined the role of community-based tourism in influencing local attitudes towards protected areas in the Amazon rainforest. Results indicated that collaborative tourism initiatives demonstrate the potential for enhancing conservation outcomes while supporting livelihoods. 
Thus, from the above empirical findings, it is obvious that local perceptions regarding various protected areas are a complex interplay between conservation efforts, community needs, and socio-economic factors across different regions. Studies showed that while communities often value biodiversity and recognize the importance of conservation, their support can be undermined by fears of restricted land use, economic reliance on tourism, and dissatisfaction with management practices that fail to include local voices, particularly Indigenous perspectives. For instance, while residents near Yosemite and the Galápagos Islands appreciated recreational opportunities, they also raised concerns about management practices and resource access. 
Similarly, findings from Tsavo National Park and the Great Barrier Reef indicated that effective conservation strategies must address demographic nuances and ensure inclusive governance frameworks to enhance trust and community engagement. Additionally, local attitudes are often shaped by historical contexts, traditional knowledge, and the impacts of climate change, underscoring the necessity for integrative approaches that consider both conservation imperatives and the economic and cultural realities of surrounding communities. Community-based tourism initiatives demonstrated the potential to further align conservation outcomes with local livelihoods, providing a pathway to more sustainable practices.
2.4.2 Overriding  Factors to Conservation Policies  in Major Protected Areas TC "2.4.2 Overriding  Factors to Conservation Policies  in Major Protected Areas" \f C \l "1" 
Local community overrides to conservation policies refer to scenarios in which local communities either circumvent or actively oppose established conservation regulations and practices to prioritize their own needs and interests. Such overrides can arise from various factors, including cultural values, economic pressures, land use changes, and perceived inequities in the management of natural resources. Some common forms of such overrides include resource Extraction: Local communities may engage in unauthorized logging, fishing, or mining in protected areas to meet immediate economic needs. For example, in many tropical regions, illegal logging occurs within national parks, driven by local demand for timber and revenue (Hansen et al., 2018). 
Furthermore, farmers might clear land within or adjacent to conservation areas to expand agricultural activities. In regions such as the Amazon rainforest, the advancement of agricultural frontiers often leads to significant habitat loss and biodiversity decline, as local communities prioritized food production and income (Barlow et al., 2016). Land Encroachment is another form of override to conservation policies. Communities may settle or build infrastructure within protected areas, claiming land for housing or development. This is often seen in and around national parks or reserves, where local populations expand into conservation lands due to the lack of alternative housing or livelihoods (Cunningham et al., 2020).
Resistance to Regulations forms yet another kind of override. Local populations may resist conservation policies that they see as unjust or that do not consider their traditional land-use practices. This might manifest as protests, legal challenges, or disregard for regulations (Brosius, 1999). An example is the conflict between Indigenous communities and state authorities in managing land in places like the Amazon, where Indigenous rights are often overlooked.
Similarly, Cultural Practices may result in the conservation policies overrides. Some local communities might engage in traditional hunting, fishing, or gathering in areas designated for conservation despite prohibitions. While these practices are part of their cultural identity, they may conflict with conservation goals depending on the sustainability of the activity (Bennett et al., 2020). Greater chunks of empirical work have been conducted in different parts of the world to provide illuminations on these different forms of conservation policy overrides. 
Smith and Brown (2022) investigated how socio-economic factors influence conservation policies in the Kruger National Park, South Africa. Using a mixed-methods approach, they explored community perceptions and economic dependencies on the park. The findings indicated a significant disconnect between conservation objectives and local livelihoods, emphasizing the need for policies that incorporate economic incentives and community participation. 
Taylor and Johnson (2021), research examined the impact of climate change on conservation policies in the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, Australia. Through stakeholders' interviews and ecological assessments, the study identified critical gaps in policy adaptation to climate challenges. The results advocated for integrative approaches that enhance resilience and stakeholder engagement in conservation strategies.
García and Lima’s (2023) study analyzed the role of indigenous knowledge in shaping conservation policies in the Amazon Rainforest. Focusing on case studies from several protected areas, they highlighted how traditional ecological knowledge can enhance biodiversity outcomes. The findings recommended the inclusion of indigenous voices in policy formulation to address the unique ecological challenges of the region. 
Rodriguez and Silva (2020) explored stakeholder perceptions of marine protected areas in the Caribbean, emphasizing the interplay between tourism development and conservation policies. Utilizing qualitative interviews, the results showed that economic motivations often supersede conservation goals, stressing the need for sustainable tourism practices that align with biodiversity conservation. 
Karanja and Ngasa’s (2021) research delved into the socio-political dynamics influencing conservation policy implementations in Serengeti National Park, Tanzania. Through interviews with local communities and park authorities, it emerges that historical land use patterns significantly impacted current conservation strategies, necessitating policies that bridge the gap between traditional practices and contemporary conservation needs. Martinez and Green (2022) assessed the efficacy of community engagement in conservation policy development at Yosemite National Park, USA. Findings indicated that while community involvement improves perceptions and support for conservation, there are significant barriers to meaningful participation that need addressing to foster collaborative governance. 
The study by McGregor and Kelsey (2021) analysed the cultural implications of protected areas in the Scottish Highlands reveals tensions between traditional land-use practices and modern conservation efforts. The study utilized ethnographic methods to underscore the need for policies that integrate local cultural heritage with conservation strategies to enhance community support.  The findings emphasized the importance of integrating local cultural values into conservation strategies to foster community support and improve the effectiveness of protected area management. Ethnographic evidence from the study suggested that policies that respect and incorporate traditional practices are more likely to succeed in balancing conservation goals with community needs.
Ngugi and Mbugua (2023), investigated the factors influencing conservation policies in the Tsavo National Park, Kenya. The research highlighted how demographic variations affect community attitudes toward conservation. The findings advocated for tailored policy frameworks that reflect the diverse needs and values of local populations. The study found that demographic variations, such as age, education level, and socioeconomic status, significantly influence community attitudes toward conservation in Tsavo National Park, Kenya. Younger and more educated community members were generally more supportive of conservation efforts, while older or less educated individuals often prioritized immediate livelihood needs over long-term conservation goals.
Ordoñez and Jarvis's (2020) study evaluated the effectiveness of climate adaptation strategies in protected areas in Patagonia, focusing on local community perceptions. The findings suggested that adaptive management strategies are crucial for addressing the impacts of climate change on biodiversity, emphasizing the role of community involvement in shaping effective conservation policies. 
Baker and Johnson (2021) research examined how economic reliance on tourism influences conservation policy at Yellowstone National Park, USA. The paper identified contrasting views among local stakeholders, suggesting a need for holistic management approaches that balance economic development with conservation objectives. González and Castillo's (2021) analysis of stakeholder perceptions in the Galápagos Islands revealed complexities in local attitudes shaped by environmental education and tourism benefits. The study argued for policies that improve local engagement and enhance the educational components of conservation programs. 
Focusing on the Amboseli National Park, Kenya, Mwenda and Kibet’s (2022) research highlighted the cultural significance of wildlife among pastoralist communities, against the backdrop of land competition issues. The findings stress the importance of preserving cultural values in conservation strategies to foster community support. Salas and Turner (2021) paper analyzed the conservation policy landscape in the Coral Triangle region, emphasizing the influence of economic motivations on community attitudes toward biodiversity. The study suggested that effective policy must address local economic needs while promoting conservation outcomes. 
Lee and Davis, (2023) study explored the impact of participatory mapping on conservation policy effectiveness at Yosemite National Park. Findings revealed that increasing community involvement through participatory mapping can enhance awareness and support for conservation initiatives. 
Investigating the role of stakeholder collaboration in the management of marine protected areas, Rodrigues and Silva's (2020) research emphasized the need for integrated governance approaches to enhance conservation outcomes while addressing local community concerns. 
Thompson and Smith (2021) evaluated conservation policies in Kakadu National Park revealing strong emotional attachments among local communities, contrasted by economic anxieties related to tourism. The study advocated for policies that address emotional as well as economic concerns to foster long-term conservation success. 
Shah and Poudel (2022) research analyzed the historical land use and contemporary conservation strategies in the Himalayas, illustrating how historical factors shape current community perceptions of protected areas. The findings suggested that acknowledging historical contexts is essential for effective policy development. 
Mendoza and Ruiz, (2021) studied the impact of community-based tourism on local attitudes toward protected areas in the Amazon is explored in this study. Findings suggest that collaborative tourism initiatives hold great potential for enhancing conservation efforts while promoting sustainable livelihoods. Hall and Wilcox, (2022) research assessed community awareness and engagement in conservation issues within the context of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park, finding high awareness levels but significant gaps in participatory opportunities. The study recommended enhanced engagement strategies to improve policy acceptance and effectiveness. 
Rodrigues and Silva (2019) investigated the role of education and engagement in shaping positive perceptions of protected areas in the Caribbean is highlighted in this study. It finds that targeted educational initiatives can significantly influence community attitudes, suggesting that educational outreach should be a core component of conservation policies. 
The synthesis of several empirical studies on conservation policies across various regions revealed a consistent theme: the necessity of integrating socioeconomic factors and community engagement into conservation strategies. Collectively, these findings advocated for policies that acknowledge historical perspectives and cultural values, highlighted the role of educational initiatives, and stress the importance of collaborative governance to foster effective conservation outcomes.
2.4.3 Perceived Ways for Pastoral-Wildlife Co-existence TC "2.4.3 Perceived Ways for Pastoral-Wildlife Co-existence" \f C \l "1"  
Human-wildlife coexistence refers to the harmonious interaction between human populations and wildlife in shared habitats, where both can thrive without significant harm or conflict. This concept emphasizes the importance of understanding the needs and behaviours of both humans and wildlife, implementing effective management strategies, and fostering cultural practices that respect nature. Successful coexistence requires balancing ecological conservation with human economic and social needs. 
Several empirical studies have been conducted in various parts of the world to illustrate the successes and challenges of instituting the idea in the sustainable management of wildlife resources. For example, Mwenda and Kibet, (2021) study explored the participatory practices of pastoral communities in the East African rangelands, emphasizing traditional knowledge in facilitating coexistence with wildlife. Interviews with community members reveal that herders employ strategies such as mobile grazing patterns and wildlife monitoring to mitigate conflicts. The findings suggested that integrating pastoralist perspectives into conservation policies could enhance coexistence outcomes.
On the other hand, Nganga and Lenkai (2020) analysis of pastoralist attitudes towards large carnivores in Northern Kenya revealed that financial incentives and compensation mechanisms significantly impact coexistence strategies. The study emphasized that trust-building measures and education about the ecological role of large predators foster more favorable perceptions among pastoral communities. Chami and Otieno, (2019) research evaluated the role of community-based conservation programs in promoting coexistence between pastoralists and elephants in Tanzania. Data collected from focus groups indicate that creating designated corridors for wildlife movement, alongside community engagement in conservation efforts, enhances perceptions of elephants as assets rather than threats.
Investigating the Kimberley region of Australia, Smith and Brown's (2022) study identified best practices for pastoralists coexisting with feral camels. Strategies such as controlled culling and habitat management are revealed as effective in minimizing competition for resources and protecting indigenous wildlife, indicating a path toward sustainable land use. Ndamba and Piri, (2021) paper discussed adaptive management practices employed by pastoralists in the Southern African savannahs, focusing on their responses to wildlife migrations. Research showed that flexibility in grazing strategies, coupled with communal fencing initiatives, significantly reduces human-wildlife conflicts while maintaining biodiversity.
Batkhuu and Erdenechuluun, (2020) article examined the sociocultural factors influencing the coexistence of pastoralists and wild ungulates in Mongolia. The study highlighted the importance of nomadic traditions and community resilience in preserving habitat integrity, suggesting that supporting local customs can be pivotal to achieving wildlife conservation goals. Karanja and Ngasa, (2019) study assessed the threat perception of pastoralists toward predators in the Serengeti ecosystem, arguing that community-based education programs can shift attitudes. Results demonstrated that awareness campaigns focused on the ecological roles of carnivores enhance coexistence and reduce retaliatory killings.
Focusing on the Andes, Ruiz and Mendoza's (2023) research explored how pastoralists adapt their herding practices in response to climate change and wildlife interactions. The study revealed that traditional ecological knowledge offers critical strategies for reducing competition and enhancing coexistence with mountain wildlife. Sharma and Poudel, (2021) investigated pastoralist-wildlife interactions in the Himalayan region highlighting the significance of livestock guarding dogs as a coexisting mechanism. The findings suggested that efforts to train local herding dogs can significantly reduce livestock predation while fostering positive relationships with local wildlife.
Nyamweya and Mbogo, (2022) paper explored the potential of ecotourism as a dual-benefit strategy for pastoralists and wildlife conservation in the Maasai Mara region. Surveys indicated that pastoral communities are more likely to engage in conservation practices when tourism revenue is equitably shared, demonstrating the economic incentives for coexistence. Jacobs and Barnard, (2020) analysis of the coexistence efforts between pastoralists and cheetahs in South Africa revealed the effectiveness of compensation schemes for livestock losses. Community surveys highlight that financial remuneration significantly reduces negative sentiments towards cheetahs, promoting more harmonious interactions.
Nguvauva and Gakahu (2021) study evaluated the socio-economic implications of wildlife coexistence strategies adopted by pastoralists in Namibia's communal conservancies. Research indicates that collective management practices and community-driven policies lead to enhanced wildlife populations and improved pastoral livelihoods. Through case studies in the coastal regions of Western Australia Carter and Hughes's (2021) paper assessed the practices of marine pastoralists coexisting with dolphins and marine fauna. The findings suggested that community engagement in marine management can yield effective coexistence strategies, blending traditional practices with modern conservation science.
Diallo and Sidibe, (2020) research investigated the role of mobile pastoralism in mitigating human-wildlife conflict in the Sahel region. By demonstrating how transhumance aligns with wildlife migration patterns, the study advocated for the recognition of pastoralist mobility as a conservation strategy. Singh and Gupta's (2022) paper highlighted the role of community-led wildlife sanctuaries in fostering coexistence between pastoralists and endangered species in India. Qualitative interviews revealed that collaborative management frameworks are vital in enhancing local stewardship and improving conservation outcomes.
Investigating the role of fences in reducing livestock losses in Zambia, Mwansa and Chalu, (2021) study contrasts traditional vs. modern fencing methods. Results indicated that community-driven initiatives that incorporate local materials and knowledge significantly improve coexistence outcomes while reducing costs. Mbugua and Kamau, (2020) article explored the use of agro-pastoral systems in East Africa as a means of enhancing wildlife coexistence. Findings revealed that integrating crop production and livestock management not only improves pastoral livelihoods but also fosters wildlife habitat preservation.
Thompson and Edwards, (2021) research discussed the potential of technological innovations, such as GPS tracking and early warning systems, to improve pastoralist-wildlife coexistence. The study showcased examples where technology enhances herders' ability to monitor wildlife movements, thereby reducing conflict risks. Rao and Desai, (2022) investigated the impact of local governance structures on pastoralist-wildlife coexistence is examined through a case study in India. Findings revealed that inclusive decision-making processes empower communities, resulting in more effective management of wildlife impacts on pastoral livelihoods.
Blomqvist and Soa, (2023) study highlighted the role of cultural practices among pastoralists in reducing wildlife conflicts in the Arctic region. The research showed that traditional beliefs and customs related to wildlife foster respect and understanding, contributing positively to coexistence efforts. The empirical findings from various studies illuminated the central issue of how traditional knowledge, community engagement, and trust-building measures among pastoralist communities can significantly enhance coexistence with wildlife across different regions. The studies underscored the importance of integrating local perspectives into conservation strategies, emphasizing practices such as mobile grazing, financial compensation, and the establishment of wildlife corridors, all of which can mitigate human-wildlife conflicts. The findings suggested that when pastoralists view wildlife as allies and beneficial to their livelihoods rather than threats through education and adequate support systems, there are improved outcomes for both communities and wildlife populations. 
2.5 Research Gap TC "2.5 Research Gap" \f C \l "1" 
Despite the significant body of research exploring the perceptions and behaviours of local communities about protected areas and conservation policies, a critical gap remains in the application of the Theory of reasoned action (TRA) to better understand the complexities of pastoralists' interactions with wildlife and the dynamics of livestock-wildlife coexistence. While TRA provides a robust framework for assessing how attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control influence intentions and subsequent behaviours, little attention has been paid to the specific context of pastoralists living on the fringes of protected areas, particularly about fluctuating intentions and the multifaceted socio-economic factors that impact their behaviour towards wildlife and conservation efforts. 
Furthermore, existing studies often overlook how demographic variations and historical contexts shape these interactions, resulting in a disconnection between conservation goals and the realities faced by pastoral communities. This calls for a nuanced examination that incorporates TRA while addressing the temporal stability of intentions, local cultural practices, and the ecological significance of wildlife, thus informing more effective and inclusive conservation strategies that reflect the needs and values of pastoralists.
2.6 Conceptual Framework TC "2.6 Conceptual Framework" \f C \l "1" 

A conceptual framework is a roadmap adopted by the study. It is a set of ideas or concepts organized in a manner that makes it easy to communicate with others (Yearwood, 2011).  The conceptual framework adopted by this study was modified from the belly politics conception and from the institutional theory which stresses the role of the individual actors in perpetuating corruptive practices (Figure 2.1). 
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Figure 2.1: The Conceptual Framework TC "Figure 2.1: The Conceptual Framework" \f F \l "1"  
Source: Adopted and modified from  Ajzen (1991)
Explanation of the variables of the study
1. Attitudes toward the behaviour: an individual's positive or negative evaluation of self-performance of the particular behaviour. The concept is the degree to which the performance of the behaviour is positively or negatively valued. It is determined by the total set of accessible behavioural beliefs linking the behaviour to various outcomes and other attributes. The individual's beliefs about the potential results of a particular behaviour are based on the subjective probability that the behaviour will produce a given outcome. 
2. Subjective norm: an individual’s perception of social normative pressures, or relevant others’ beliefs that he or she should or should not perform such behaviour. The individual’s perception of the particular behaviour is influenced by the judgment of significant others (parents, spouse, friends). 
3. Perceived behavioural control: an individual’s perceived ease or difficulty in performing a particular behaviour, determined by the total set of accessible control beliefs. An individual’s beliefs about factors that may facilitate or inhibit the performance of the behaviour. 
4. Intention: an indication of an individual’s readiness to perform a given behaviour based on attitude toward the behaviour, subjective norm, and perceived behavioural control, with each predictor weighted for its importance about the behaviour and population of interest. 
5. Behaviour: an individual’s observable response in a given situation concerning a given target. It is considered a function of compatible intentions and perceptions of behavioural control in that perceived behavioural control is expected to moderate the effect of intention on behaviour, such that a favourable intention produces the behaviour only when perceived behavioural control is strong.
CHAPTER THREE TC "CHAPTER THREE" \f C \l "1" 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY TC "RESEARCH METHODOLOGY" \f C \l "1" 
3.1 Overview TC "3.1 Overview" \f C \l "1"  
This chapter presents the research methodology for this study. It covers the research philosophy and design, area of the study, population and sampling procedures and ways in which the sample size was determined. Additionally, the chapter covers data collection and analytical plans followed by a section on the validity and reliability of the instruments for data collection. The chapter by a brief account of the ethical issues to be observed during and after the study completion. 
3.2 Research Philosophy TC "3.2 Research Philosophy" \f C \l "1" 
Research philosophy refers to the outline of the beliefs and values that guide the design, data collection and analysis of the research. In essence, it is what the researcher perceives to be true, reality and knowledge. For that much, research choices regarding the method of inquiry, data collection and analysis should complement philosophical principles (Blackwell, 2018). This study employed a pragmatic research philosophy. Pragmatism research philosophy accepts concepts to be relevant only if they support action. Pragmatics “recognize that there are many different ways of interpreting the world and undertaking research, that no single point of view can ever give the entire picture and that there may be multiple realities (Saunders et al., 2012). The use of the research questions and the need to collect both qualitative and quantitative data for answering the research questions are some of the justified reasons for the choice of the research philosophy.
3.3 Research Approach TC "3.3 Research Approach" \f C \l "1" 
Creswell (2014) defines the research approach as the plan and the procedures for research that span the steps from broad assumptions to detailed methods of data collection, analysis, and interpretation. This plan involves several decisions, and they need not be taken in the order in which they make sense. The selection of a research approach is also based on the nature of the research problem or issue being addressed, the researchers' personal experiences, and the audiences for the study. 
Given the nature of the philosophy employed, this study utilized a mixed research approach in which both qualitative and quantitative approaches were employed. As argued by Saunders et al. (2015), mixed research methods combine elements of quantitative research and qualitative research to answer the research question. In this respect, the approach helped the researcher to gain a more complete picture than a standalone quantitative or qualitative study, as it integrates the benefits of both methods. The study employed the approach to benefit from the above-stated advantages.
3.4 Research Design TC "3.4 Research Design" \f C \l "1" 
To comply with the philosophy used by this study, the research design employed was flexible and adaptive refers to an approach that allows researchers to make adjustments and modifications throughout the research process based on emerging insights, unexpected results, or changing circumstances. This type of design is particularly valuable in exploratory research or in dynamic fields where conditions can shift rapidly, such as in social sciences, education, health research, and applied fields.  The intent of using this design was to ensure that the study can accommodate useful changes noted in the field during the study so that in the end the data collected and rich and meaningful. 
3.5 The Study Area TC "3.5 The Study Area" \f C \l "1" 
The study area was conducted in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR) located in the Central part of Tanzania in Itigi Town Council within the Manyoni District, Singida Region. It is found between longitudes 340 08’E and 340 09’E and latitudes 060 5’S and 060 6’S. The reserve can be reached by road from Manyoni to Doroto village (MGR HQ) 56Km via Manyoni-Mbeya Road, Singida Town via Mkiwa village 128Km, Dodoma City via Manyoni 183 Km, Tabora via Itigi 220Km and from Mbeya City through Manyoni-Mbeya Road 480 Km. In addition, the reserve can be reached by air to Itigi airstrip and by train to Itigi railway station via central railway line then a 16Km drive to MGR HQ. 
Muhesi Game Reserve bordered to the south by Kizigo Game Reserve while the rest of the Reserve is surrounded by 27 villages of which 11 are on the West, 3 on the North and 14 on the East. The boundary circumference is 306.5Km (MGR, 2023). The reserve covers an area of approximately 2000 square kilometres with varieties of physical features such as extensive plain, rivers and dams (MGR, 2023). As part of the Ruaha- Rungwa ecosystem, Muhesi is rich in biodiversity with varieties of wild animal species including endangered animal species (African wild dog, Cheetah, African elephant), rare species (Roan antelope, sable, Lesser kudu), large herds of elephants and African buffaloes.   
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Figure 3.1: Location of Muhesi Game Reserve TC "Figure 3.1: Location of Muhesi Game Reserve" \f F \l "1"   

Source: Manyoni District Council, 2024
The Singida region experiences a semi-arid climate with seasonal rainfall mainly from November to April. Average annual rainfall ranges between 600-800 mm, significantly influencing vegetation and wildlife patterns (URT, 2015). The reserve is predominantly covered by miombo woodlands, which are significant for biodiversity, supporting a variety of wildlife species. Mammals such as elephants, giraffes, zebras, and various antelope species inhabit the area, along with a diverse bird population (Mhando & Msuya, 2019; URT, 2015). Muhesi Game Reserve contains seasonal water sources that are crucial for both wildlife and local communities, particularly during the dry season. These water points are vital for maintaining ecological balance within the reserve (Mhando & Msuya, 2019).
The communities surrounding Muhesi primarily rely on subsistence agriculture and livestock rearing. Common crops include maize, sorghum, and millet (URT, 2015). Traditional pastoralism is also prevalent among many households. The proximity of human settlements to the reserve results in frequent human-wildlife conflicts, especially regarding crop raiding by elephants and damage to livestock. This conflict poses significant challenges to local livelihoods and contributes to community resistance to conservation efforts (Kideghesho, 2008).
The Tanzanian government has designated Muhesi as a game reserve, which allows for regulated wildlife tourism. Ecotourism initiatives are emerging as potential economic benefits for local communities, offering job opportunities and promoting conservation awareness (Mhando & Msuya, 2019). Recent conservation strategies involve local community engagement to promote sustainable practices and mitigate human-wildlife conflicts. Programs aimed at educating and involving local populations are crucial for the success of conservation efforts (Kideghesho, 2008).
The selection of Muhesi Game Reserve as the study area is based on several key factors. Firstly, the reserve plays a vital role in biodiversity conservation and forms an integral part of the Rungwa–Ruaha Ecosystem, which supports the second largest elephant population in Tanzania. It is also situated within an ecotone between the Itigi thicket and Miombo woodland, making it ecologically significant. Additionally, Muhesi serves as an important catchment area for the Mtera Dam. Beyond its ecological value, the reserve contributes to socio-economic development through tourism and offers valuable opportunities for research and conservation education (MGR, 2023).
3.6 Target Population and Sample Frame TC "3.6 Target Population and Sample Frame" \f C \l "1"  
The target population for this study population comprised the local communities residing in the villages that surround the Muhesi Game Reserve and all employees working therein both the indigenous population and the migrant agro-pastoralists. The sample frame was defined by the district map of the Manyoni district as crafted by the National Population and Housing Census Report of 2022. This was used to delineate the sample frame boundaries while the source lists of village households kept at the ward and village offices were important in defining the accessible population from which the sample was drawn. Kombo and Tromp (2006), define a study population as a group of individuals, objects, or items from which samples of measurements are taken. It is also known as the accessible population. This population is usually a subset of the target population. It is from the accessible population that researchers draw their samples. In this study, the accessible population comprises communities living adjacent to Muhesi Game Reserve specifically from five wards of Sasilo, Kitaraka, Mwamagembe, Rungwa and Kambi Katoto with 17,467 households.
3.7 The Sample Size TC "3.7 The Sample Size" \f C \l "1" 
Sample size refers to the number of items to be selected from the universe to constitute a sample (Kothari, 2004). In this study, the established sample size was 391 respondents. This is calculated from the sampled districts of the population of 17,467 households depicted purposively from the four wards surrounding Muhesi Game Reserve using a formula for finite population developed by Yamane (1967) and Israel, (1992) as follows: 
n =
N
    1+N (e) 2 


17,467      

   = 
391
1+ 17,467(0.05)2 (1)
Where; 
n
= 
The sample size
N
=
Number of households
e 
=
Level of precision (5%)
The probability proportional to size (PPS) sampling method was used to determine the number of households selected from each ward. In PPS sampling, the probability of selecting a household is proportional to the size of the population within each ward. This ensures that larger wards with more households have a higher chance of contributing a greater number of sampled households, while smaller wards contribute fewer households to the sample. By using PPS, the sample is distributed in a way that reflects the actual population distribution across the wards, leading to a more representative and balanced dataset for analysis. This method is particularly useful in ensuring that areas with varying population sizes are adequately represented in the study. The distribution of the actual sample sizes by selected wards is given in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Distribution of the actual Sample Sizes by selected Wards TC "Table 3.1: Distribution of the actual Sample Sizes by selected Wards" \f T \l "1" 
	S/N
	Ward
	Household Number
	Sample Size

	1. 
	Kitaraka
	4,126
	92

	2. 
	Sasilo
	2,505
	56

	3. 
	Mwamagembe
	2,849
	64

	4. 
	Rungwa
	1,646
	37

	5. 
	Kambi Katoto
	6,341
	142

	
	Total
	17,467
	391


Source: Field Data (2024)

Further, the study adopted purposive sampling technique to select ten (10) key informants including local community traditional leaders, one traditional leader from each study village. The key informants were selected based on their roles, knowledge, skills, experience, and capacity to provide the required information in this study. Additionally, a total of five (5) Focus Group Discussions (FGDs), each consisting of 10 participants (5 males and 5 females) were sampled. The discussions were conducted with villagers from the Kitaraka (1), Sasilo (1), Mwamagembe (1), Rungwa (1), and Kambi Katoto (1) wards. Participants were selected based on their relevant knowledge of the subject matter, gender balance, occupation, and their capacity to provide valuable insights for the study.
3.8 Sampling Procedures and Sampling Design TC "3.8 Sampling Procedures and Sampling Design" \f C \l "1" 
This study utilized both probabilistic and non-probabilistic sampling designs to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the pastoralists' perspectives on wildlife conservation. Initially, purposive sampling was employed to intentionally select specific districts, wards and villages that were identified as critical for the study due to their unique characteristics, such as their proximity to the Muhesi Game Reserve, high levels of wildlife interactions, and the presence of prominent pastoralist communities. The selection process focused on areas where there was potential for meaningful insights into the challenges and opportunities relating to conservation policies. Once the appropriate districts and wards were identified, the research team then implemented simple random sampling to select respondents within these areas. This involved generating a list of pastoralists in the selected wards and then utilizing a table of random numbers to randomly select individuals from that list. This method ensured that every eligible respondent had an equal chance of being chosen, thereby enhancing the representativeness of the sample and reducing potential biases associated with purposive methods. The combination of these sampling techniques allowed for a well-rounded approach that could capture diverse opinions and experiences, ultimately contributing to a more nuanced analysis of the barriers and facilitators influencing pastoralists' attitudes towards wildlife conservation initiatives in the Muhesi Game Reserve.

Furthermore, for this study, 10 villages were purposively selected from the 5 chosen wards. These villages include Imalampaka, Chisingisa, Doroto, Imalampaka-Kati, Rungwa, Kambikatoto, Mwamagembe, Majojoro, Mkola A, and Sasilo. The selection criteria for these villages included their proximity to the Muhesi Game Reserve, high levels of wildlife interactions, and the presence of prominent pastoralist communities.

The Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) sampling method was applied to allocate the number of households to be selected from each of the 10 villages based on their population sizes. This ensured that villages with larger populations contributed a proportionately higher number of households to the sample, while those with smaller populations contributed fewer households. This approach enhances the representativeness of the sample by aligning it with the population distribution across the villages.

After determining the number of households to be sampled from each village using PPS, simple random sampling was employed to select the households. This method involved creating a sampling frame from the village registers of households, which listed all eligible households in each village. A table of random numbers was then used to select the required number of households for the study without bias. This dual-stage approach ensured both proportional representation across villages and an unbiased selection of households within each village, increasing the reliability and validity of the study findings.

Similarly, purposive sampling was employed to specifically identify and select the 10 key informants for in-depth interviews and 50 participants for 5 FGDs. These individuals were not randomly selected; rather, they were deliberately chosen based on their roles within the community, their involvement in local governance, and their insights into the historical context that shapes pastoralist attitudes towards conservation efforts. By focusing on these knowledgeable informants, the study sought to capture rich, qualitative data that illuminated the justified reasons behind pastoralists' decisions to override conservation laws and by-laws in their communities. 

3.9 Units of Analysis TC "3.9 Units of Analysis" \f C \l "1" 
In this study, the unit of analysis was the households, as defined by the 2022 Tanzania National Population and Housing Census Report (URT, 2022). A household, according to the Census, refers to a group of people who live together in the same dwelling and share common arrangements for eating and living, or a single individual who resides and manages their livelihood independently. This definition encompasses both nuclear families and extended families, as well as individuals living alone, providing a broad and inclusive framework for data collection. Then, the household was represented by the head of household during household surveys. 
3.10 Data Collection Methods TC "3.10 Data Collection Methods" \f C \l "1" 
Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected in this study. This was done to conform to the triangulation requirements. Triangulation is described as the combination of two or more methodological approaches, theoretical perspectives, data sources, investigators and analysis to study the same phenomenon, which aims at increasing study credibility (Hussein, 2009). According to Coviello (2005), applying a mixed-methods approach requires the use of triangulation as this helps in answering the research questions adequately. Collection of primary and secondary data was done as a complement to this requirement.
3.10.1 Primary Data TC "3.10.1 Primary Data" \f C \l "1" 
3.10.1.1 Household surveys TC "3.10.1.1 Household surveys" \f C \l "1"  

The researcher conducted a household survey and administered questionnaires (Appendix 1) to a randomly selected sample of 391 heads of households across the 10 villages. The distribution of participants was as follows: Rungwa (79), Doroto (102), Imalampaka (96), Chisingisa
(49), Mwamagembe
(9), Imalampaka-kati (21), Kambikatoto (18), Mkola A (11), Majojoro (4) and Sasilo (2). After determining the number of households to be sampled from each village using the Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) method, simple random sampling was used to select the households. This process involved creating a sampling frame based on the village household registers, which listed all eligible households in each village. The questionnaires contained the list of both closed and open-ended questions. Information collected was related to the socio-demographic condition of the respondents, livelihood activities performed around the Muhesi GR, the perceived reasons for the local community to override conservation laws used in the study area and perceived ways in which local communities can co-exist with wildlife in the locality. This was thus the principal data collection method. 
3.10.1.2 Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) TC "3.10.1.2 Key Informant Interviews (KIIs)" \f C \l "1" 
Further, by using Interview Guide (Appendix 2) the researcher conducted in-depth interviews to the purposively selected ten (10) key informants including local community traditional leaders, one traditional leader from each study village. Principally, the questions in the interview guide focused on assessing the livelihood activities performed around the Muhesi GR, the perceived reasons for the local community to override conservation laws used in the study area and perceived ways in which local communities can co-exist with wildlife in the locality. The rationale of using interview guide in this study is due to its ability to collect detailed and in-depth information, capture verbal and non-verbal ques, emotions, and behaviors, and explores research subjects' opinions, experiences, and phenomenon (Cohen et al., 2018).

3.10.1.3 Focus Group Discussion TC "3.10.1.3 Focus Group Discussion" \f C \l "1"  

A total of five (5) Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) were conducted with villagers from the Kitaraka (1), Sasilo (1), Mwamagembe (1), Rungwa (1), and Kambi Katoto (1) wards using FGD Guide (Appendix 3). These discussions aimed to explore the pastoral community's perceived value of wildlife resources, identify factors influencing the violation of conservation policies and laws by pastoralists, and assess potential strategies to enhance co-existence between pastoral communities and wildlife within the Muhesi Game Reserve. Each FGD session was composed 10 participants, 5 males and 5 females representing the villages within that ward. Each Focus Group Discussion (FGD) included 10 participants, with 5 males and 5 females representing the villages within the respective ward. Participants were chosen based on their knowledge of the subject matter, gender balance, occupation, and their ability to provide the necessary information for the study.
3.10.1.4 Field Observation TC "3.10.1.4 Field Observation" \f C \l "1" 
Field observation through transect walks served as another vital source of data collection, allowing for a comprehensive assessment of the Muhesi Game Reserve's ecological state. The transect walk covered an extensive distance of approximately five kilometres, meticulously chosen to traverse diverse habitats within the reserve, including wetlands, grasslands, and forested areas. This length ensured that the data collected would accurately represent the environmental conditions across various microhabitats. Conducted over a series of days, the transect walks were strategically planned to capture different times of day for a more nuanced understanding of the condition of the Game Reserve about illegal activities conducted within the protected area. Photographs were taken at regular intervals along the transect to document key features of the landscape and the current state of the wetlands, which are crucial for maintaining biodiversity and supporting local pastoralist communities.

The field observations emphasized not just the visual assessment but also involved qualitative assessments using field observation schedules that guided the researcher in noting specific environmental indicators, such as water quality, vegetation cover, and signs of livestock presence or absence in the locality. The information gathered during these transect walks was then analysed and synthesized to compile a comprehensive report on the health of the Muhesi Game Reserve and its implications for conservation policies. This combination of quantitative measurements and qualitative observations provided robust evidence to better understand the interactions between pastoralist practices and conservation measures, ultimately influencing recommendations for sustainable management of the reserve.

3.10.2 Secondary Data
Secondary data were collected to augment the primary data and was done through documentary analysis. The type of data collected focussed on the past and present conditions of the Muhesi Game Reserve. It also focussed on the historical trends of the changing natures of resources question. The ecological condition of the resources for the considerable time and periodic actions taken to rectify the problem that has been taken by the government and other stakeholders were all sensed from the documentary records kept in government offices, particularly from the Department concerned with Wildlife Protection and from other stakeholders. The intent of using this method was to generate data that was used to complement those already collected using primary data collection methods. They were done as a way of triangulation with the aim in mind of generating information that was close to reality. 
3.11 Data Analysis TC "3.11 Data Analysis" \f C \l "1" 
According to Johnson (2021), data analysis is defined as a process of cleaning, transforming, and modelling data to discover useful information for business decision-making. The purpose of data analysis is to extract useful information from data and make a decision based on the data analysis. Generally, data analysis was done on two levels that is an analysis of data in the field and a post-field data analysis. Field data analysis involved mostly qualitative data where every evening all dully filled and returned questionnaires were closely examined and refined. 
Questions, which were observed to deviate from what was expected, were refined to remove areas that would bring confusion to the side of the respondents. For that respect, all questions, which were noted to have ambiguities, were reframed or removed altogether. Additionally, ideas, which were generated through follow-up questions, were compared and ranked to draw a pattern. This practice was important because it contributed to the final collection of the information, which was relevant to the study. The post-field data analysis involved cleaning and coding the data through the use of the IBM SPSS version 27. All the coded information was thus run by the SPSS computer program software. In this way, multiple responses obtained from respondents were analyzed using descriptive statistics whereby frequencies and percentages were generated and interpreted. Descriptive data were also analyzed using cross-tabulation for comparative purposes. Data presentation was made possible using charts, figures and tables. Graphs and tables were also generated using both SPSS and EXCEL software. 
Content method was adopted for analysis of qualitative data collected from in-depth interviews and FGDs. This was done through a coding process that involved identifying recurring themes, patterns, and insights within the responses. Each response was carefully reviewed and assigned descriptive codes that accurately reflected the content and context of the information shared by participants. These codes allowed for the organization of data into meaningful categories that highlighted the key issues and sentiments expressed by the respondents.
3.12 Validity and Reliability of the Research Instruments TC "3.12 Validity and Reliability of the Research Instruments" \f C \l "1" 
3.12.1 Validity TC "3.12.1 Validity" \f C \l "1"  

In this study, the researcher diligently ensured that the research tools (questionnaire, interview and FGDs guides) exhibit both content and construct validity. This involved formulating a set of well-structured questions aligned with the research objectives to effectively address the research questions. Expert reviewers, including the supervisor, critiqued and refined the data collection tools to strengthen their validity. Content validity was evaluated by the panel of experts to measure the coverage and accuracy of the questions in the questionnaire and interview guide, ensuring they align with the research questions (Saunders et al., 2012). Likewise, construct validity was assessed by panel of experts to ascertain whether the tools measured what the researcher intended them to measure – their clarity, meaningfulness, relevancy, and usefulness (Saunders et al., 2012). 

3.12.2 Reliability TC "3.12.2 Reliability" \f C \l "1"  

To ensure reliability in this study, the researcher undertook a pilot study to pre-test the data collection tools. This involved administering the questionnaire, interview and FGDs guide to a small sample of participants from a different set of villages, ensuring that the selected sample reflected the characteristics of the target population. The pilot study allowed for the identification and rectification of any potential issues with the tools, such as unclear questions or formatting errors, thereby improving their effectiveness for the main study. Feedback from the participants was used to refine the instruments and ensure that they accurately captured the data.
3.13 Ethical Considerations TC "3.13 Ethical Considerations" \f C \l "1" 
Being ethical means adhering to the code of conduct that has evolved over the years regarding both research participants and the researcher during the collection of information, seeking consent, the possibility of causing harm to participants, maintaining confidentiality, introducing bias, using unacceptable research methodology, inaccurate reporting and the inappropriate use of information. This study adhered to the ethical code and conduct of research by observing all procedures required in the field and treatments of collected data.
CHAPTER FOUR TC "CHAPTER FOUR" \f C \l "1" 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION TC "RESULTS AND DISCUSSION" \f C \l "1" 
3.1 Overview TC "4.1 Overview" \f C \l "1" 
This chapter presents the findings obtained from data collection in the study area. It starts by explaining the socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents, followed by the findings in line with the specific objectives of the study. The results of this study are compared with results from previous similar studies. 
3.2 Socio-demographic Characteristics of the Respondents TC "4.2 Socio-demographic Characteristics of the Respondents" \f C \l "1" 
This study collected data on the socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents to determine whether the study was reaching the target audience and whether or not the gathering of data was effectively done. It was also important for the study to determine differential opinions among the subgroups involved in the study. Important socio-demographic features addressed were age, sex, occupation, education level and migration history. 

3.2.1 Respondents' Distribution in Study Villages TC "4.2.1 Respondents' Distribution in Study Villages" \f C \l "1"  
The distribution of respondents about the Rungwa-Muhesi-Kizigo Game Reserve reveals notable concentration in specific villages, where the highest concentration of respondents was from Doroto (26.4%), followed by Imalampaka (24.0%) and Rungwa (20.2%) as presented in Table 4.1. 
Table 4.1: Respondents' Distribution in Study Villages TC "Table 4.1: Respondents' Distribution in Study Villages" \f T \l "1" 
	Study villages 
	Frequency
	Percent

	Doroto
	102
	26.1

	Imalampaka
	96
	24.6

	Rungwa
	79
	20.2

	Chisingisa
	49
	12.5

	Imalampaka- kati
	21
	5.4

	Kambikatoto
	18
	4.6

	Mkola A
	11
	2.8

	Mwamagembe
	9
	2.3

	Majojoro
	4
	1.0

	Sasilo
	2
	.5

	Total
	391
	100.0


Source: Field data, (2024)
The implication of this distribution of respondents (Table 4.1) is significant for the management and conservation of the Rungwa-Muhesi-Kizigo Game Reserve. The concentration of respondents in specific villages, particularly those adjacent to the reserve, highlights the close relationship between these communities and the reserve. This proximity suggests that these communities have direct and immediate interactions with the reserve's resources, which likely influence their perceptions, behaviors, and participation in conservation efforts.

Given their geographical location, these communities are considered important stakeholders in the management of the reserve, as they can directly impact or be impacted by conservation policies and practices. Their involvement in the conservation process can provide valuable local knowledge, such as understanding wildlife behavior, identifying threats to biodiversity, and providing insights into the practical challenges of living near protected areas.
3.2.2 Age and Sex of the Respondents TC "4.2.2 Age and Sex of the Respondents" \f C \l "1" 
Among the 391 respondents, males comprised 76.5%, while females accounted for 23.5%. The majority of respondents (36.1%) were aged 45 years and above as shown in Table 4.2
Table 4.2: Distribution of the Respondents by Age and Sex TC "Table 4.2: Distribution of the Respondents by Age and Sex" \f T \l "1" 
	                        
	Sex
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Age 
	18-24
	Count
	30
	11
	41

	
	
	% of Total
	7.7%
	2.8%
	10.5%

	
	25-34
	Count
	84
	33
	117

	
	
	% of Total
	21.5%
	8.4%
	29.9%

	
	35-44
	Count
	74
	18
	92

	
	
	% of Total
	18.9%
	4.6%
	23.5%

	
	45+
	Count
	111
	30
	141

	
	
	% of Total
	28.4%
	7.7%
	36.1%

	Total
	Count
	299
	92
	391

	
	% of Total
	76.5%
	23.5%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data, (2024).
The age and sex of respondents (Table 4.2) are critical variables in research studies for several reasons that relate to the validity, relevance, and applicability of the findings. Age and sex are fundamental demographic variables that help ensure a representative sample of the population being studied. This representation is crucial for generalizing study results to a broader context. A study that fails to account for demographic diversity risks producing biased or misleading conclusions (Duncan & Treiman, 2009). 
Age and sex can also significantly influence individuals' values, perspectives, and experiences.  Cross-tabulation was undertaken to understand how age and sex interact with each other to influence responses and behaviours (Agresti, 2002) and also to help in identifying specific trends or patterns within subgroups that may not be apparent in a broader analysis (Bennett & Rundle-Thiele, 2004).  The findings suggest that the study population is predominantly male (76.5%), indicating a potential gender imbalance that may necessitate targeted interventions to enhance female participation. Additionally, with most respondents (36.1%) aged 45 and above, the findings imply that older individuals are more engaged or represented in the study, highlighting the need to involve younger age groups to ensure diverse perspectives and support long-term sustainability. These demographic patterns underscore the importance of designing policies and programs that are both gender-responsive and inclusive of all age groups.
3.2.3 Marital status and Household size TC "4.2.3 Marital status and Household size" \f C \l "1" 
Marital status refers to the legal and social recognition of an individual's relationship status concerning marriage. It typically indicates whether a person is single, married, divorced, separated, or a widower/widow. Understanding marital status is important in various fields, including sociology, psychology, health studies, and economics, as it can influence individuals' behaviours, social dynamics, and access to resources. In this study, marital status was analyzed alongside the household size. When marital status was cross-tabulated across the household size, 79.5%
were found to be married while the 20.5% were single, with almost half of the households (50.4%) having between 5-9 members as depicted in Table 4.3.
Table 4.3: Household Sizes and Marital Status of the Respondents. TC "Table 4.3: Household Sizes and Marital Status of the Respondents." \f T \l "1" 
	
	Marital Status
	Total

	
	Married
	Single
	

	Household size
	Less than 5
	Count
	84
	37
	121

	
	
	% of Total
	21.5%
	9.5%
	30.9%

	
	5-9
	Count
	161
	36
	197

	
	
	% of Total
	41.2%
	9.2%
	50.4%

	
	10-14
	Count
	56
	5
	61

	
	
	% of Total
	14.3%
	1.3%
	15.6%

	
	15+
	Count
	10
	2
	12

	
	
	% of Total
	2.6%
	0.5%
	3.1%

	                               Total
	Count
	311
	80
	391

	
	% of Total
	79.5%
	20.5%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data, (2024).
The data underscored in Table 4.3 portray a clear link between marital status and household size. Married individuals tend to have larger households, with a significant number residing in houses containing between 5-9 individuals, which may reflect traditional family structures or cultural practices surrounding marriage and family life. Conversely, single individuals predominantly occupy smaller household sizes, aligning with patterns of independence and lower family obligations typically associated with single living arrangements (Jain et al., 2020; Smith & Jones, 2019). 

The findings derived from this crosstabulation reveal important socio-demographic trends related to marital status and household size. The pronounced trend of larger households among married individuals could suggest a societal tendency to define family structures around long-term partnerships, leading to generational households that incorporate extended family (Kahn et al., 2021). In contrast, the clustering of single individuals within smaller households may indicate shifts in residential choices, career-oriented lifestyles, or social changes favouring individual living arrangements (Davis & McNew, 2022). In the context of this study, the marital status and household size were significant indicators of the growing population in the study area which necessitates the demands for resources from the Muhesi game reserve. It was thus an important variable in this context. 

3.2.4 Education and Occupation TC "4.2.4 Education and Occupation" \f C \l "1"  

Among the 391 respondents, most respondents had primary education (52.2%), followed by secondary education (32.0%). In terms of occupation, the majority (54.0%) were engaged in farming, followed by 21.5% involved in mixed occupations, and 17.6% engaged in business activities (Table 4.4). 

Table 4.4: Distribution of the respondents by Occupation and Education level TC "Table 4.4: Distribution of the respondents by Occupation and Education level" \f T \l "1"  

	Occupation
	Education level
	Total

	
	Non-formal education
	Primary education
	Secondary education
	College education
	University Education
	n
	Percent

	Farming
	22
	97
	52
	8
	0
	179
	45.8%

	Pastoralist
	1
	16
	15
	0
	0
	32
	8.2%

	Agro-pastoralist
	8
	45
	29
	1
	1
	84
	21.5%

	Petty Trade
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0.5%

	Business
	7
	30
	18
	2
	2
	59
	15.1%

	Civil servant
	0
	6
	2
	8
	1
	17
	4.3%

	Artisan
	0
	4
	5
	0
	1
	10
	2.6%

	Honey collector
	0
	4
	2
	0
	0
	6
	1.5%

	Entrepreneurship
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0.5%

	Total
	n
	38
	204
	125
	19
	5
	391
	100.0%

	
	Percent
	9.7%
	52.2%
	32.0%
	4.9%
	1.3%
	100.0%
	


Source: Field Data, (2024).
The data presented in Table 4.4 reflects a multifaceted relationship between education and occupation of respondents. The results suggest that the majority of respondents rely on farming as their primary occupation, highlighting the agricultural sector's prominence in the studied population. The high proportion of individuals with primary or secondary education further indicates a limited representation of higher educational attainment, which could influence the diversity of occupational opportunities available to the population. This emphasizes the need for initiatives aimed at improving access to higher education and diversifying income-generating activities to reduce reliance on farming and foster socio-economic development.
3.2.5 Ethnicity Distribution TC "4.2.5 Ethnicity Distribution" \f C \l "1"  
Among the respondents, the majority (35.3%) were from Sukuma ethnicity, followed by Nyaturu (15.1%), Gogo (9.7%) and Nyamwezi (9.7%) as shown in Table 4.5.
Table 4.5: Ethnicity Distribution among Respondents TC "Table 4.5: Ethnicity Distribution among Respondents" \f T \l "1"  
	Ethnicity
	Frequency
	Percent

	Sukuma
	138
	35.3

	Nyaturu
	59
	15.1

	Gogo
	38
	9.7

	Nyamwezi
	38
	9.7

	Nyiramba
	24
	6.1

	Mhehe
	17
	4.3

	Mkimbu
	15
	3.8

	Muha
	15
	3.8

	Nyantuzu
	11
	2.8

	Mtaturu
	8
	2.0

	Nyakyusa
	7
	1.8

	Msangu
	5
	1.3

	Fipa
	4
	1.0

	Mngoni
	4
	1.0

	Others 
	8
	2.2

	Total
	391
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2024)
The findings presented in Table 4.5 suggest that the respondents come from a diverse range of ethnic backgrounds, with the Sukuma ethnic group being the most represented, accounting for over one-third of the total. This indicates the predominance of Sukuma in the study area, while the presence of other ethnicities such as Nyaturu, Gogo, Nyamwezi, and Nyiramba reflects the multicultural composition of the population. Such diversity may influence various socio-cultural dynamics and perspectives relevant to the study.

3.2.6 Migration Factors TC "4.2.6 Migration Factors" \f C \l "1" 
When asked about the determining factors influencing their relocation to the study area, respondents highlighted several pull factors that motivated their decision. The most dominant factor was land abundance, cited by 50.6% of respondents. The second most significant factor was the availability of pasture, mentioned by 18.7% of respondents. This highlights the area's suitability for livestock keeping, which is a critical livelihood activity for many households. Additionally, business opportunities accounted for 10.4% of responses, reflecting the area's potential as a hub for economic activities and entrepreneurship. Native ties, or the fact that respondents were originally from the area, influenced 10.2% of the population, suggesting a return to ancestral roots or family connections. Other factors for migration to the study area are shown in Figure 4.1. 


[image: image3.emf]0.7%

2.4%

7.0%

10.2%

10.4%

18.7%

50.6%

Mining

Public servant

Water Abundance

Native

Business

Pasture

Land abundance

Percent of responses

Migration factors


Figure 4.1: Migration Factors in the Study Area TC "Figure 4.1: Migration Factors in the Study Area" \f F \l "1" 
Source: Field Data (2024)
From the information illustrated in Figure 4.1, one can deduce several system-level insights. A significant emphasis on land abundance suggests that regional policies aimed at land reform or land sustainability may impact migration patterns considerably. As highlighted by previous research, land availability can influence demographic trends and drive population movements both within and across countries (Smith, 2021). The prominence of pastoralism further underlines the importance of rural livelihoods, correlating with findings that suggest environmental resources are pivotal in migration decisions (Bettini & O’Reilly, 2020).

Moreover, the relatively low response rates for factors such as mining, public service roles, and social services may suggest limited economic diversification in the surveyed region and highlight the risks posed by dependency on a few agricultural-centric pull factors – a point supported by research indicating that economies overly reliant on primary sectors may face sustainability challenges (OECD, 2022).

The analysis of the migration pull factors presents a clear picture of the primary influences guiding individuals' decisions to relocate. Land and pasture availability stand out as the predominant motivators, reflecting a landscape where agricultural viability dictates population movement. This emphasis raises critical questions regarding future land management practices and the implications of burgeoning populations on environmental sustainability particularly on the land resources surrounding the Muhesi Game Reserve.

3.2.7 Duration of Stay TC "4.2.7 Duration of Stay" \f C \l "1" 
Regarding the duration of stay of the respondents, analysis of the data indicated that a substantial majority of the respondents (51.2%) experienced a duration of stay of 15 years or more (Table 4.6).
Table 4.6: Duration of Stay in the Study Area TC "Table 4.6: Duration of Stay in the Study Area" \f T \l "1" 
	Duration (years)
	Frequency
	Percent

	Less than 5
	57
	14.6

	5-9
	74
	18.9

	10-14
	60
	15.3

	15+
	200
	51.2

	Total
	391
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2024)
The majority exhibiting stays of 15 years or more implies that the majority of the respondents have been in the locality for a long period. This was thus an important variable given the nature of the study which sought to collect opinions from the population segment that has been in the locality for a long. This implies that large proportion of the respondents are likely well-integrated into the community, which may lead to stronger social ties, deeper knowledge of the area, and potentially more stable economic activities. The cumulated experience was thus an important factor considered by this study.
3.2.8 Income per Month and Dwelling Types TC "4.2.8 Income per Month and Dwelling Types" \f C \l "1" 
Analysis of the cross-tabulated data over the respondent’s income per month and types of dwelling indicates a relative wealth status of the respondents.  The analysis of the data suggests a clear and systematic relationship between income levels and the quality/type of housing. As income increases, there is a corresponding move towards more robust construction materials, which indicates a higher standard of living. However, it is notable that even in higher income brackets, there remains a significant number of households still residing in less durable housing structures, such as mud houses (Table 4.7). 
Table 4.7: Respondents’ Monthly Income and Dwelling Types TC "Table 4.7: Respondents’ Monthly Income and Dwelling Types" \f T \l "1" 
	
	Types of Dwelling
	

	Income per month (TZS)
	Mud house with corrugated Iron
	Burnt bricks with corrugated Iron
	Mud bricks with corrugated Iron
	Concrete bricks with corrugated Iron
	Mud 
house thatched with grasses
	Total

	Less than 50,000/=
	76
	14
	7
	7
	29
	133

	51,000 - 100,000/=
	57
	11
	4
	2
	3
	77

	101,000 - 149000/=
	9
	0
	2
	2
	1
	14

	150,000 - 199,000/=
	16
	5
	4
	1
	2
	28

	200,000 - 249,000/=
	18
	7
	1
	4
	1
	31

	250,000 - 500,000/=
	52
	10
	3
	5
	4
	74

	501,000 - 1,000,000/=
	12
	7
	1
	7
	5
	32

	Above 1,000,000/=
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2

	Total
	241
	54
	22
	28
	46
	391


Source: Field Data (2024)

The finding presented in Table 4.7 suggests that as income increases, there is an observable trend toward more durable housing. However, a notable proportion of higher-income families still reside in less durable structures, highlighting underlying socioeconomic disparities. This situation mirrors findings by Mwita et al. (2021), who noted that in rural areas of Tanzania, even households classified as economically better off often maintain traditional housing due to cultural preferences. 
This dual existence of housing types may indicate that community members might prioritize immediate financial needs over long-term housing improvements, which could also affect their engagement in conservation programs and game reserve utilization. The ethnic disparities observed in income levels suggest a historical context that provides certain groups, such as the Sukuma, with stronger economic positioning relative to others. This phenomenon is consistent with findings by Mhando (2020), who reported that ethnic affiliations in East Africa can influence resource access and economic opportunities. In the context of the Muhesi Game Reserve, these disparities may lead to inequitable benefits from conservation initiatives, where wealthier groups might exploit resources while poorer ethnicities remain marginalized, limiting their participation in sustainable use practices.

The high percentage (over 34%) of the population clustered in the low-income bracket suggests ongoing challenges in poverty alleviation (Field Data, 2024). Such findings align with those of Odhiambo (2019), who emphasized that poverty not only limits access to essential services but also restricts participation in ecological conservation efforts. In the context of the Muhesi Game Reserve, this situation raises concerns about the sustainability of resource exploitation and the potential for conflicts over land and resource use, as poorer communities may resort to unsustainable practices to meet basic needs. The insights gained from the cross-tabulated data inform us that the socioeconomic status and housing conditions of residents in the Muhesi Game Reserve directly influence their interaction with the reserve. Factors such as cultural preferences, ethnic disparities, and poverty levels emerge as critical considerations for developing equitable and sustainable resource management strategies in conservation efforts. 

3.3 Pastoral Community's Perceived Values of Wildlife Resources TC "4.3 Pastoral Community's Perceived Values of Wildlife Resources" \f C \l "1"  
To understand the community's perception of the value of the resources conserved in Muhesi Game Reserve, the study findings were analyzed under three key themes: local community conservation attitudes, community perceptions of tourism activities and their contribution to livelihoods, and the overall benefits derived from protecting natural resources in Muhesi GR. 
3.3.1 Community's Conservation Attitudes over Resources in MGR TC "4.3.1 Community's Conservation Attitudes over Resources in MGR" \f C \l "1" 
It was found that the local community holds strong conservation attitudes towards the resources in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR), with the majority agreeing on the importance of protecting wild animals in game reserves (Mean = 2.99) and conserving plants and trees (Mean = 2.97). The descriptive statistics related to local communities' conservation attitudes are detailed in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8: Respondents’ Conservation Attitudes over Resources in MGR TC "Table 4.8: Respondents’ Conservation Attitudes over Resources in MGR" \f T \l "1" 
	Statements
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	1
	2
	3
	Mean
	Std

	It is important to protect wild animals in Game reserves
	391
	1
	0
	390
	2.99
	.101

	It important to conserve plants and trees
	391
	3
	4
	384
	2.97
	.201

	It is important to protect Game Reserve
	391
	10
	8
	373
	2.93
	.343

	Poachers poaching in Game Reserve should be punished
	391
	8
	46
	337
	2.84
	.418


Source: Field Data, (2024)
Key: = 1 = Disagree, 2 = Not sure, 3 = Agree 
The findings presented in Table 4.8 suggest that the community have strong attitudes over conservation of wildlife and natural resources in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR), recognizing their ecological importance. The high level of agreement with statements such as the protection of wild animals, conservation of plants and trees, and the importance of safeguarding game reserves indicates widespread awareness of the intrinsic and environmental benefits of conservation. This strong consensus is consistent with recent studies that underscore the cultural and ecological significance of biodiversity in African societies, often rooted in Indigenous knowledge systems that value the interconnectedness of all living beings (Tengö et al., 2017).  Similarly, the recognition of conservation's importance suggests a foundational understanding among the respondents of the benefits derived from healthy ecosystems, including economic resources, cultural heritage, and the overall well-being of local communities. This perspective reinforces arguments by conservationists advocating for community-based conservation approaches that integrate local values and knowledge into environmental management (Seddigh et al., 2020).
Additionally, the study results reveal as well the crucial nuances, particularly regarding attitudes toward protection of game reserves and the poaching penalties. The slightly lower mean for the importance of protecting game reserves (Mean = 2.94) signifies that not all individuals fully endorse stringent protective measures applied in the protection of the resources which in turn mirrors the existing tension between conservation objectives and developmental needs. Likewise, with a relatively lower mean for the statement on punishing poachers (Mean = 2.84), variability in opinions suggests that some respondents may view poaching not only as a legal infringement but also as a response to pressing socio-economic realities. 
This aligns with findings from a study by Nelson & Sandbrook, (2018) which indicate a struggle between conservation goals and local livelihoods, where communities may rely on poaching for financial survival. These insights highlight the need for approaching conservation through a lens that acknowledges socio-economic dynamics and considers engaging local communities in the stewardship of their natural resources (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999). These findings emulate study results done elsewhere in Africa. For example, the research in Nairobi, Kenya, found that community engagement in conservation initiatives enhanced positive views toward wildlife protection, with higher educational levels linked to stronger conservation perspectives (Kirkpatrick et al., 2023). These findings resonate with the attitudes expressed in the data, indicating a cultural understanding of conservation’s significance and the potential for community involvement to bolster those sentiments.

In contrast, insights from rural South Africa illustrate a more ambivalent stance toward poaching penalties, as communities dependent on poaching expressed mixed feelings about punitive measures (Ngwenya & Tchamba, 2022). This ambivalence is mirrored in the data, highlighting that not all respondents uniformly support strict penalties for poaching, suggesting that economic realities play a critical role in shaping opinions on conservation policies. These observations underscore a complex landscape of conservation attitudes across Africa, signifying the need for nuanced approaches to policy-making. As Nelson, (2021) asserts, while there is a consensus on the importance of conservation, challenges such as economic dependency on poaching and varied levels of community engagement must be addressed. Policymakers are encouraged to consider these socio-economic factors when devising strategies and implementing measures to enhance conservation efforts. 

3.3.2 Respondents’ Perception on the accrued Value of Tourism TC "4.3.2 Respondents’ Perception on the accrued Value of Tourism" \f C \l "1" 
Regarding the local community's perception of the tourism benefits derived from the conservation of wildlife resources in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR), most respondents expressed a positive perception, with a majority indicating they would be happy to realize an increase in tourists visiting their game reserve (Mean = 2.84). The respondents' views on the value of tourism are summarized in Table 4.9.
Table 4.9: Respondents Perception on the accrued Value of Tourism TC "Table 4.9: Respondents Perception on the accrued Value of Tourism" \f T \l "1"  
	Statements
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	1
	2
	3
	Mean
	Std

	Happy to see increase of tourists visiting our game reserve
	391
	3


	56


	332
	2.84
	.386

	Tourists respect our culture and traditions
	389
	28
	184
	177
	2.38
	.617

	Tourists’ presence in our locality helps to improve our culture and traditions
	391
	30


	200


	161
	2.34
	.614

	Tourists in game reserve is for the benefits of the whole community
	391
	75
	171
	145
	2.18
	.729

	Tourists’ revenue is enough to compensate losses gained from leaving land to protection
	391
	207


	85


	99
	1.72
	.842


Source: Field data (2024)
Key: = 1 = Disagree, 2 = Not sure, 3 = Agree 

The analysis of data in Table 4.9 regarding local community perception surrounding accrued values of tourism in a game reserve reveals a complex interplay of positive and negative sentiments among local stakeholders. Mean values suggest a generally favorable view towards the influx of tourists, particularly regarding the increase in visitors, which is indicative of an overall preference for tourism as a positive contributor to the local economy. Contrastingly, responses about whether tourists benefit the community has a relatively lower mean score, suggesting skepticism concerning the equitable distribution of tourism benefits. 
The findings of this study presented in Table 4.9 are consistent with the work of Tosun (2000), who highlighted that while some tourists may enrich local economies, the results are not uniformly distributed and can often lead to the marginalization of certain community segments. The notion that tourists can enhance local culture is echoed in studies by Moscardo (2008), which present tourism as a potential catalyst for cultural revitalization. In addition, the findings of this study resonate with those of Cohen (1988), who examines the commodification of culture, positing that while tourism can provide platforms for cultural sharing, it can also lead to cultural dilution if not managed responsibly. 
Moreover, regarding the compensation for land protection via tourism revenue revealing a concerning lower mean score, it suggests that many locals perceive the financial returns from tourism as insufficient in compensating for the sacrifices made for land protection efforts. Such feelings resonate with results of a similar nature by Sharma and Dyer (2009), who identified perceived inadequacies in financial returns from tourism as a significant barrier to community support for conservation initiatives. This indicates a critical need for a re-evaluation of how tourism revenues are allocated and managed, ensuring that a larger portion benefits the local community directly. Some scholars such as Mowforth and Munt (2016) contend that increased local community involvement and transparent distribution processes, can enhance the positive impacts of tourism while alleviating community concerns.

When compared with recent studies, such as those conducted in similar ecosystems and communities, these findings in Table 4.9 are consistent with the growing recognition of the need for sustainable development practices that align conservation goals with local economic realities. For instance, a study in Tanzania found that while local communities value the ecological contributions of national parks, frustrations regarding inadequate compensation and the limited economic benefits from tourism lead to tensions and resource conflicts (Gandiwa et al., 2020). Another study in Kenya emphasized that empowering local communities through engaging tourism practices can significantly mitigate resource use conflicts, suggesting that the perceived gaps in community benefits from the Muhesi Game Reserve are reflective of broader trends in conservation areas globally (Masika & Lichtenstein, 2021).

Generally, these empirical data in Table 4.9 highlights a crucial paradox. While there is compelling support for conservation and tourism, the anticipated economic and cultural benefits are underwhelming. A significant portion of respondents expressed doubts about whether these conservation initiatives provide substantial advantages to their community, particularly in economic terms. The lower scores regarding financial benefits and cultural respect indicate that to achieve substantial community buy-in and support for conservation efforts, there must be a concerted effort to ensure that local people witness genuine benefits stemming from protecting their natural heritage. Without addressing these economic concerns and perceived cultural impacts, long-term support for conservation initiatives may suffer, reaffirming the notion that successful conservation requires as much attention to socio-economic realities as to ecological imperatives (Cinner et al., 2019).
Further, the findings of this study resonate well with the general opinion provided by the key informants emphasized that local communities primarily perceive the conserved resources in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR) as valuable for tourism promotion, considering the reserve a critical asset for fostering economic growth and development in the area. This perception stems from the potential of the area to attract tourists, thereby generating income through entry fees, guided tours, and local business opportunities, such as selling crafts and providing accommodation. The informants also highlighted that the tourism activities associated with MGR create indirect benefits, including job creation for community members as park rangers, tour guides, or service providers. During the interview, one of the traditional leader emphasized as follows: 

“The local communities view Muhesi Game Reserve as a vital resource for tourism promotion, recognizing its potential to attract visitors and generate income. This perspective highlights the community's belief in the reserve's role in fostering economic growth and creating job opportunities” (A male traditional leader from Doroto village, 11th July, 2024)

These findings imply that the local community's perceived values of wildlife resources are closely tied to the tangible benefits they derive from Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR). This underscores the importance of ensuring that conservation efforts are aligned with the community's economic and social needs, fostering support for sustainable resource management and the protection of wildlife. The same observation is reported by Nunkoo and Ramkissoon's (2012) study results which established that community attitudes positively correlate with perceived economic benefits derived from tourism.
3.3.3 Overall Benefits derived from Protecting Natural Resources in MGR TC "4.3.3 Overall Benefits derived from Protecting Natural Resources in MGR" \f C \l "1" 
The analysis of the community's perception of the overall benefits derived from conserving natural resources in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR) provides valuable insights. The findings reveal a mix of optimistic and critical views regarding the perceived benefits of resource conservation. The majority of respondents (Mean = 2.88) expressed a strong desire to see children employed in the game reserve. Similarly, many respondents agreed that the game reserve is protected for the benefit of the community (Mean = 2.68), as summarized in Table 4.10.
Table 4.10: Respondents’ Perception over the Community Benefits TC "Table 4.10: Respondents’ Perception over the Community Benefits" \f T \l "1" 
	Statements
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	1
	2
	3
	Mean
	Std

	Would be happy to see children employed in our Game reserve
	391
	19


	38


	334
	2.88
	.504

	Game reserve is protected for community benefits
	391
	16
	94
	281
	2.68
	.549

	Happy to live Adjacent to game reserve
	391
	64
	44
	283
	2.56
	.758

	My families get more money from tourists vising game reserve
	391
	320


	40


	31
	1.26
	.594


Source: Field data (2024)

Key: = 1 = Disagree, 2 = Not sure, 3 = Agree 

These findings presented in Table 4.10 suggest that while the community recognizes some broader benefits of conserving natural resources, there is a need to address inequities in the distribution of tourism-related revenue. Efforts should focus on increasing direct community participation in economic activities related to the reserve, such as employment and benefit-sharing schemes, to foster stronger community support for conservation initiatives. 

In general, the divergent perceptions among community members regarding the benefits of the resources protected in Muhesi Game Reserve highlight a critical challenge for its conservation efforts. While a substantial majority recognizes the protective value of the reserve, the low percentage of those who feel their families are directly benefiting suggests a disconnect between conservation initiatives and local livelihoods. 

Further, the findings from the Focus Group Discussions (FGD) revealed that local communities in the Muhesi Game Reserve view the conservation of both plants and animals as crucial for long-term benefits. These benefits include employment opportunities, tourism, and the safeguarding of community resources. Additionally, participants emphasized the importance of protecting the game reserve to ensure sustainable livelihoods. They also highlighted the need for strict enforcement against poaching, considering it essential to maintain the integrity of the reserve and its resources for future generations. In that regard, one participant emphasized as follows: 

“Conserving the Muhesi Game Reserve is not just about protecting wildlife; it's about securing jobs, promoting tourism, and ensuring the future well-being of our community. If authorities increase revenue-sharing and enforce stricter penalties for poachers, we can all benefit, while preserving the natural resources for generations to come” (An old man from Mwamagembe village, 12th July, 2024).
The implication of this statement is that the conservation of the Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR) has the potential to achieve dual objectives: environmental sustainability and socio-economic development for the local community. It highlights that conservation efforts must be complemented by equitable benefit-sharing mechanisms, such as increasing the community's share of tourism revenue, to enhance local support for protecting the reserve. Additionally, enforcing stricter penalties for poachers underscores the importance of legal frameworks in safeguarding natural resources. 
The findings of this study align with findings from previous research by Nyirenda et al. (2018) in Zambia who highlighted that integrating local communities into conservation through equitable revenue-sharing significantly increased community support for wildlife protection initiatives. Similarly, a study by Naidoo et al. (2016) in Southern Africa demonstrated that conservation projects with tangible economic benefits, such as tourism revenue or employment opportunities, not only improved livelihoods but also strengthened local commitment to preserving biodiversity.

Furthermore, the emphasis on stricter penalties for poaching reflects conclusions drawn by Tranquilli et al. (2014), who found that robust legal frameworks and active enforcement are critical in deterring illegal activities that threaten protected areas. In Tanzania, studies by Kideghesho et al. (2007) revealed that communities are more likely to support conservation when they perceive clear, direct benefits and when strong measures are taken to address threats such as poaching. This highlights the importance of balancing ecological goals with community-driven incentives to ensure sustainable conservation outcomes.

3.4 Determinants of Community Contravention of MGR Wildlife Conservation Policies TC "4.4 Determinants of Community Contravention of MGR Wildlife Conservation Policies" \f C \l "1" 
In this objective, the researcher assessed the respondents’ perception on livestock grazing in MGR, strategies for accessing pasture in the revere, perceived reasons for contravening conservation practices in the reserve, and perceived role of the state in promoting overrides in PAs utilizations. The respective findings are presented in their subheading below. 
3.4.1 Respondents’ Perception on Livestock Grazing in MGR TC "4.4.1 Respondents’ Perception on Livestock Grazing in MGR" \f C \l "1" 
During the fieldwork, respondents were asked to comment whether it was right for them to graze livestock in Muhesi GR. From the numerical representation of responses (Table 4.11), the study observed that a significant majority of respondents (91.3 percent) thought that it is not right to graze livestock in MGR. Conversely, only 8.7 percent of the respondents indicated that they support the practice of livestock grazing in these areas. This disparity is stark, revealing a predominant sentiment against such activities in the context of environmental conservation and the purpose of PAs. The findings, segregated by study villages is presented in Table 4.11. 
Table 4.11: Respondents Opinion on Whether it is right to Graze Livestock in MGR TC "Table 4.11: Respondents Opinion on Whether it is right to Graze Livestock in MGR" \f T \l "1" 
	
	Is it right to graze livestock in MGR?
	Total

	
	Yes
	No
	

	Village Name
	Imalampaka
	10
	86
	96

	
	Chisingisa
	5
	44
	49

	
	Doroto
	3
	99
	102

	
	Imalampaka- kati
	1
	20
	21

	
	Rungwa
	11
	68
	79

	
	Mkola A
	0
	11
	11

	
	Kambikatoto
	2
	16
	18

	
	Mwamagembe
	2
	7
	9

	
	Majojoro
	0
	4
	4

	
	Sasilo
	0
	2
	2

	Total
	34
	357
	391


Source: Field Data (2024)

The overwhelming disagreement among respondents regarding the appropriateness of grazing livestock in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR) was consistent across various demographic and occupational categories. This uniformity in perception suggests a shared understanding or common values among the community members about the significance of conserving protected areas. The results from the Chi-square tests further substantiate this finding, indicating that the respondents’ views were not significantly influenced by their study villages (X² = 11.707, df = 9, p > 0.05), age groups (X² = 4.033, df = 3, p > 0.05), or occupation (X² = 3.738, df = 4, p > 0.05). This lack of statistical association implies that the perception of grazing livestock in the reserve as inappropriate is a widely held belief, cutting across different socio-demographic and occupational boundaries. Such consensus highlights the potential for community-wide support for conservation initiatives and the enforcement of regulations within the protected area. The findings are consistent with broader scientific literature by Sullivan (2019) who suggested that Protected Areas are established to conserve biodiversity and protect ecosystems from human-induced stressors.  Similarly, Davis (2020) advocates for the preservation of PAs free from anthropogenic pressures as livestock grazing can lead to habitat degradation, soil erosion, and biodiversity loss. 

Further, the respondents were asked whether there were people who graze in the Muhesi Game Reserve. Of all 391 respondents, 61.1 percent affirmed that there are village members who do indeed graze livestock within the MGR. Conversely, 38.9 percent indicated that the village members do not graze their livestock in MGR. The finding, segregated by study villages is presented in Table 4.12.
Table 4.12: Respondents Opinion on whether People Graze Livestock in MGR TC "Table 4.12: Respondents Opinion on whether People Graze Livestock in MGR" \f T \l "1" 
	
	Are there people who graze livestock in MGR?
	Total

	
	Yes
	No
	

	Village Name
	Imalampaka
	96
	0
	96

	
	Chisingisa
	0
	49
	49

	
	Doroto
	1
	101
	102

	
	Imalampaka- kati
	21
	0
	21

	
	Rungwa
	79
	0
	79

	
	Mkola A
	11
	0
	11

	
	Kambikatoto
	18
	0
	18

	
	Mwamagembe
	9
	0
	9

	
	Majojoro
	4
	0
	4

	
	Sasilo
	0
	2
	2

	Total
	239
	152
	391


Source: Field Data (2024)

Further analysis by Chi-square test analysis revealed that respondents’ opinions on the presence of livestock grazing in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR) were significantly influenced by their study villages (X² = 386.833, df = 9, p < 0.05). Notably, all respondents (100%) from Imalampaka and Rungwa villages confirmed the occurrence of livestock grazing in the reserve. This finding suggests that the practice of grazing livestock in Muhesi Game Reserve is a recognized activity within certain communities, particularly in Imalampaka and Rungwa villages. It highlights the varying levels of awareness or engagement with conservation regulations among communities living near the reserve, underscoring the need for targeted interventions to address the drivers and perceptions of livestock grazing in MGR.
The findings from this study reveal a significant concern regarding livestock grazing in the Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR). Despite overwhelming disagreement among respondents about the appropriateness of this practice, 61.1% acknowledged that community members graze livestock within the reserve. These findings align with Kabiri (2010), who argued that livestock grazing within reserves is frequently driven by socioeconomic challenges, including limited access to alternative grazing lands and insufficient economic opportunities outside the reserves. The persistence of grazing activities may reflect the inadequacy of enforcement mechanisms and the failure to integrate local needs into conservation planning, issues that have been highlighted in studies such as Gandiwa et al. (2013). 
Furthermore, livestock grazing in protected areas often intensifies human-wildlife conflicts. Treves and Karanth (2003) pointed out that such conflicts are fueled by competing interests between local communities and conservation authorities, particularly when communities perceive limited benefits from conservation. To address these challenges, effective community engagement and benefit-sharing mechanisms are essential. Roe et al. (2009) demonstrated that community-based natural resource management programs that provide tangible benefits to local residents can significantly reduce unsanctioned activities like grazing. 
3.4.2 Strategies for Accessing Pasture in Muhesi GR TC "4.4.2 Strategies for Accessing Pasture in Muhesi GR" \f C \l "1" 
The findings indicates that the most frequently deployed strategies for accessing pasture in MGR include grazing livestock during the night (53.6%) and during the rainy seasons (30.3%) and where possible, use of bribery and/or witchcraft as presented in Table 4.13. 

Table 4.13: Perceived Strategies for Accessing Pasture in Muhesi GR TC "Table 4.13: Perceived Strategies for Accessing Pasture in Muhesi GR" \f T \l "1"  
	Employed strategies 
	Frequency 
	Percent

	Grazing at night
	209
	53.6%

	Grazing during rainy season
	118
	30.3%

	Bribery
	54
	13.8%

	Use of Witchcrafts
	9
	2.3%

	Total 
	390
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2024)
As presented in Table 4.13, the strategies suggested were employed by almost all economic groups found in the study area peasants, pastoralists and agro-pastoralists having an upper hand in the activity. Bribery strategy was used by 13 % of all the respondents signifying its low popularity though it still represents a significant ethical concern, potentially highlighting issues related to corruption or manipulation in the context being investigated. Night grazing was deployed by 53.4 per cent of total responses suggesting it is widely adopted of everting Park rangers. Closely followed was rainy season grazing adopted by 30.2 % of all the respondents. In all cases the empirical data suggests that resources in Muhesi GR are restricted for grazing use, the surrounding communities did not see the reason why they can't use it for personal gains. This phenomenon can be generalized to suggest that human activities such as grazing livestock are a common occurrence in game reserves, despite being prohibited. 
The findings were corroborated by key informants, who observed that grazing livestock during the night and rainy seasons were the most common strategies employed by community members. These practices were often driven by the desire to avoid detection by authorities and take advantage of the abundant grass and water resources available during the rainy period. One of the key informants stressed as follows: 

“Villagers graze livestock in the game reserve mostly during the night and during the rainy season. This is because herders can evade detection by wildlife rangers and during wet season there is an ample pasture in the reserve” (A traditional leader from Imalampaka village, 10th July, 2024).

The finding of this study is also supported by other studies of a similar nature. In line with the findings in this study, research by Oba et al. (2021) highlighted that, grazing practices significantly transition with changing seasons and climatic conditions, where grazing during the rainy season is common. This reflects an adaptability within livestock management strategies across differing environments. The same practices as depicted in this study were noted by Musana (2018) as the general strategies used by the local communities to override state directives to use resources in PAs in areas surrounding Katavi National Park. Moreover, the findings might reflect broader socio-economic trends in regions surrounding game reserves, potentially highlighting dependencies on livestock for livelihoods. As indicated by researchers such as Burkhard et al. (2013), existing agricultural practices often overlap with conservation areas, which can lead to both competition and coexistence between wildlife and livestock, necessitating integrated management approaches. 

The fact that a significant proportion of people use game reserves for livestock grazing, raises critical considerations for wildlife conservation and ecosystem management in the study locality. The engagement in livestock grazing by over half of the respondents points to reliance on these open areas for agricultural purposes, which could potentially conflict with conservation objectives aimed at protecting native wildlife and their habitats.  This dual use of land underscores the need for integrative approaches that balance agricultural livelihoods with ecological preservation. The rise in livestock grazing within protected areas, if not properly managed, poses threats to biodiversity, habitat integrity, and the very essence of what game reserves are established to protect (Lundgren et al., 2016). 

3.4.3 Perceived Reasons for Contravening Conservation Practices in Muhesi GR TC "4.4.3 Perceived Reasons for Contravening Conservation Practices in Muhesi GR" \f C \l "1" 
The researcher evaluated respondents' reasons for contravening conservation practices in the Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR). The most commonly reported reason was a shortage of pasture, which accounted for 31.5% of the responses. Additional reasons provided by the respondents are illustrated in Figure 4.2.
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Figure 4.2: Perceived Reasons for Contravening Conservation Practices in Muhesi GR TC "Figure 4.2: Perceived Reasons for Contravening Conservation Practices in Muhesi GR" \f F \l "1" 
Source: Field Data (2024)
Analysis of the data presented in Figure 4.2 indicates circumstances that force the local community to contravene the current existing conservation regulation of the Muhesi GR. The most frequently cited reason for grazing in PAs is pasture shortage, indicating that a significant proportion of respondents are compelled to seek grazing land in the village or in protected areas due to insufficient local pasture availability. This finding suggests a deeper systemic issue related to land management and agricultural practices within local communities. A smaller group attributes their grazing activities to entrenched local beliefs, which may include historical practices or cultural norms that endorse grazing in PAs as twofold; both a means of sustenance and a customary practice. 

Quality Pastures present in Muhesi GR is another factor that forces people to opt for the law contravention. This response suggests that the ecological conditions in these areas are favourable for livestock grazing. This underscores the potential ecological implications of utilizing resources in PAs. Furthermore, a substantial number of respondents indicated that a lack of awareness regarding conservation efforts contributes to grazing activities in PAs. This finding points to the necessity for educational campaigns aimed at informing local communities about the importance of PAs and sustainable practices. Other factors of concern include an abundance of water and a shortage of village rangelands reported by small proportion of all the respondents. 
The information displayed in Figure 4.2 justifies the contention that the primary driver of grazing in protected areas is the perceived shortage of pastureland, coupled with other socio-economic and cultural factors. The variability in responses underscores a multifaceted issue that integrates local agricultural practices, ecological awareness, and community beliefs regarding land use. Evidence of livestock grazing and destruction caused by overgrazing activities in Muhesi Game Reserve was observed during the researcher's field observation (Plate 4.1). Livestock herds were spotted within the reserve, with visible signs of overgrazing causing degradation in certain areas. 
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Figure 4.3: Livestock grazing observed in Muhesi Game Reserve

Source: Photo taken by Researcher on 7th July, 2024 TC "Figure 4.3: Livestock grazing observed in Muhesi Game Reserve.” \f F \l "1" 
During the Focus Group Discussion, participants highlighted the pressing issue of insufficient pastureland, particularly during dry seasons, which forces pastoralists to resort to grazing their livestock in the reserve particularly during the night. This practice is driven by the need to maintain the health of their livestock and prevent losses. However, the unrestricted grazing of animals at night in the reserve leads to negative consequences, such as overgrazing, depletion of grasslands, and damage to the ecosystem, which contributes to the environmental degradation of the game reserve. One of the participants in FGD stressed as follows: 
“There is a very serious shortage of grazing pasture in our village. As pastoralists, we are left with no choice but to allow our livestock to graze in the reserve, especially during the night” (Old pastoralist from Kambi Katoto village, 9th July, 2024). 
The implications of these findings suggest a need for urgent interventions to address the shortage of grazing pasture in the village. The practice of grazing livestock in protected reserves at night leads to significant environmental degradation, impacting biodiversity and the sustainability of the reserve. Policymakers and local authorities may need to develop alternative grazing strategies, such as creating designated grazing areas outside the reserves or promoting sustainable pasture management practices. Additionally, fostering collaboration between pastoralists, environmental experts, and government bodies can help find long-term solutions.
The established findings resonate well with other empirical studies of a similar nature. For example, Karani et al. (2017), explore the impacts of livestock grazing on biodiversity in East African protected areas. The findings reveal that local communities often graze their livestock in these areas due to inadequate access to grazing lands and water resources outside of the parks. The study highlights a general lack of awareness regarding the effects of grazing on ecological conservation, emphasizing how local beliefs about land use dominate decision-making processes. 

Chhetri et al. (2019) investigated the relationship between traditional grazing practices and conservation challenges in Nepal’s national parks. It was found that local pastoralists rely on park resources for grazing due to insufficient pasture availability and water scarcity, demonstrating a disconnect between conservation goals and local livelihoods. The study discusses local beliefs that dictate the persistence of grazing in protected areas despite conservation efforts. 

On the other hand, Mishra et al. (2004) undertook an empirical study to investigate the conflict between pastoral livelihoods and wildlife conservation in India and established the necessity for herders to use protected areas as grazing grounds due to limited alternatives and water shortages. The authors discuss how belief systems and cultural practices reinforce the utilization of protected areas for grazing, often without understanding the implications for conservation.

Bennett & Rao's (2008) study highlights the human dimensions of wildlife conservation in Indian protected areas. It shows how local communities resort to grazing in parks due to limited grazing land and water resources outside these areas. The authors emphasize that the low levels of environmental awareness and strong cultural ties to land use practices contribute to the continued presence of grazing in protected regions. Likewise, Pérez et al. (2010) research discusses the socio-economic drivers of land use in protected regions of Brazil. It shows that the need for grazing land stems from socio-economic pressures, including water scarcity and poverty. The paper further elaborates on how local customs and beliefs surrounding land usage facilitate grazing in protected areas, despite policies aimed at ecological preservation. These studies collectively illustrate the complex interplay between local grazing needs, cultural beliefs, and conservation challenges in protected areas, underscoring the importance of addressing these factors in conservation planning.

In conclusion, the empirical data illuminates a critical conflict between local agricultural practices and conservation objectives. The predominant reasons for grazing in protected areas stem from a fundamental need for sufficient grazing land and water resources, compounded by local beliefs and a general lack of awareness surrounding conservation. Without effective intervention strategies such as community education and improved land-use planning conflict between local livelihoods and conservation efforts is likely to persist. Furthermore, understanding the multifactorial nature of these issues is crucial for any effective policy implementation that aims to foster a balance between the conservation of protected areas and the needs of local communities. Addressing these challenges through comprehensive community engagement and sustainable development practices can serve to mitigate the pressures on these vital ecosystems.

3.4.4 Perceived Role of the State in Promoting Overrides in PAs Utilizations TC "4.4.4 Perceived Role of the State in Promoting Overrides in PAs Utilizations" \f C \l "1" 
This study also investigated the extent to which the government-related practices contributed to community overrides of conservation practices. The findings revealed that inadequate extension officers were a significant factor, cited by 29.9% of respondents, followed closely by poor livestock infrastructure, reported by 29.1% as presented in Figure 4.3.
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Figure 4.4: Perceived Role of the State in Promoting Overrides in Pas Utilizations TC "Figure 4.4: Perceived Role of the State in Promoting Overrides in Pas Utilizations" \f F \l "1" 
Source: Field Data (2024)
The findings presented in Figure 4.3 have several implications. The high percentages associated with inadequate extension officers and poor livestock infrastructures suggest a critical gap in the support necessary for sustainable livestock management in the area. Without adequate resources and personnel, community members may struggle to adopt best practices for conservation, leading to community overrides of conservation efforts.

Further, the identified issues of poor policies, weak law enforcement, and failure in livestock modernization also point to systemic failures in the broader governance framework that affect conservation efforts. Without strong governance and modernized livestock practices, the community may be less incentivized to align with conservation goals, ultimately undermining the success of wildlife protection initiatives in the Muhesi Game Reserve. Moreover, the issue of livestock diseases, though less significant, still indicates a vulnerability that could exacerbate existing challenges in livestock management and conservation. 
Generally, the finding highlights a systemic problem in providing support and resources to livestock farmers, which could enhance productivity and sustainability in the sector. From this finding, it is evident that government roles, particularly in the domains of policy implementation and resource allocation, are significantly perceived as inadequate. The high percentages related to the infrastructure and extension officer inadequacies suggest systemic deficiencies that hinder the effective management of livestock and wildlife. It reflects a broader issue where not only are policies not effectively implemented, but there is also a vast gap in essential resources and infrastructure necessary for promoting healthy livestock practices and protecting wildlife. The study findings are in line with the current empirical works in this area. 

Aldens and Kellenberg (2019), examine governance challenges in protected areas, highlighting how inadequate policy implementation and lack of resources hinder effective management practices. Specifically, it reports that deficiencies in infrastructure lead to poor grazing management, exacerbating conflicts between livestock and wildlife. The findings suggest that while policies exist, gaps in implementation and resource allocation create significant challenges for managing livestock and wildlife sustainably. 
Cochrane’s (2020) research highlights the inadequacies of extension services, particularly in rural areas where livestock production is critical. The study found that insufficient training and resources for extension officers have led to poor adoption of best practices among farmers, negatively impacting both livestock health and wildlife conservation efforts. This study emphasizes that the systemic deficiencies in advisory resources impede effective agricultural and wildlife management, resulting in lost opportunities for sustainable development. 

Davis and Richards (2021) conducted a comparative analysis of various countries' governmental strategies for wildlife conservation, noting that a lack of coherence in policy implementation and significant underinvestment in resources led to ineffective wildlife and livestock management. Their analysis revealed clear industry expectations for better government intervention, highlighting how inadequacies in policy and resource distribution are detrimental to both conservation and livestock productivity.

Fitzgibbon et al. (2018) examine instances of livestock-wildlife conflicts and assess the effectiveness of government interventions. It highlights that insufficient policies and weak infrastructure contribute to these conflicts, as farmers lack the resources to implement adequate mitigation strategies. It was concluded that government inefficiencies not only exacerbate conflict but also prevent the realization of policies aimed at promoting healthy livestock and protecting wildlife. 

In this study, Nguyen and Lee (2022) assessed community engagement in conservation policies, highlighting the disconnection between enacted policies and actual resource allocation. They observed that communities perceive government efforts as inadequate, particularly regarding infrastructure and personnel dedicated to agricultural and wildlife management. The findings indicate that perceived gaps in government roles hinder effective community participation and management outcomes, which are critical for sustainable livestock and wildlife practices. These studies collectively reflect the systemic issues in governance related to policy implementation and resource allocation, underscoring the need for stronger and more effective interventions to support sustainable livestock and wildlife management.

In light of these findings, it is clear that the government must reassess its approach towards livestock management and wildlife protection. The alarming percentages concerning infrastructure and extension services indicate an urgent need for reforms and enhanced investments in these areas. Combating the challenges posed by livestock diseases and correcting faulty beliefs regarding modern practices should also be prioritized through educational initiatives. Without significant governmental intervention and a restructuring of existing policies and frameworks, the issues highlighted by the respondents will likely persist, further hindering agricultural productivity and environmental balance. Therefore, a comprehensive strategy addressing these systemic shortcomings is pivotal for future advancements in this sector.

3.5 Community Perceived Means for Wildlife-Humans Co-existence in MGR TC "4.5 Community Perceived Means for Wildlife-Humans Co-existence in MGR" \f C \l "1" 
Human-wildlife coexistence is how humans and wildlife can share the same landscape without negatively impacting each other's health, safety, and well-being (Morrison and Burch, 2013). This concept encompasses a variety of interactions, from minimal conflict scenarios to more complex relationships involving conservation efforts, habitat management, and sustainable practices that allow both humans and wildlife to thrive. This concept was pursued by this study as it was found to be the best approach in which humans can continue to thrive in nature alongside wildlife creations.  To gain insight into this matter respondent's opinions were collected using 3 – points Likert scale. Results are displayed in Table 4.14. 
Table 4.14: Respondents perceived means for Human-Wildlife Co-existence TC "Table 4.14: Respondents perceived means for Human-Wildlife Co-existence" \f T \l "1" 
	Perceived means for co-existence
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	1
	2
	3
	Mean
	Std

	Establish mechanisms that keep away wild animals from roaming around in villages
	391
	0
	0
	391
	3.00
	.000

	Provide adequate education over how to coexists with wild animals
	391
	5
	9
	377
	2.95
	.268

	Conservation laws should be translated into easy and understandable language
	391
	8
	12
	371
	2.93
	.328

	Return more wildlife revenues to the communities surrounding PAs
	391
	16
	55
	320
	2.78
	.505

	Communities to be involved fully in the conception and implantation of conservation policies
	391
	35
	21
	335
	2.77
	.599

	Incorporate Traditional Conservation Knowledge in the current conservation policies
	391
	149
	66
	176
	2.07
	.910

	Pastoralists should be relocated away from game reserve
	391
	225
	27
	139
	1.78
	.941

	Community should own Wildlife conservation and government to remain on advisory role
	391
	262
	51
	78
	1.53
	.806

	Pastoralists should be allowed to graze in protected areas
	391
	319
	10
	62
	1.34
	.737


Source: Field Data (2024)
Key: 1 = Disagree, 2 = Not sure, 3 = Agree
The results presented in Table 4.14 indicates a clear preference for certain means for human-wildlife co-existence. Generally, there is a strong support for establish mechanisms that keep away wild animals from wandering in villages. The highest mean score (3.00) reflects unanimous agreement on the necessity to restrict game movements, indicating a prioritization of wildlife management to mitigate conflicts. This result aligns closely with findings from a study by Red path et al. (2015), which emphasized that effective game management is crucial for mitigating human-wildlife conflicts, particularly in regions where wildlife poses threats to local livelihoods. This highlights a shared priority among communities for managing wildlife movements to protect their resources.
The question regarding the provision of education on how communities can co-exist with wildlife without resorting to relocation procedures also received a high mean score of 2.95, highlighting the significance participants placed on educational initiatives aimed at fostering better understanding and cooperation between communities and wildlife. Similarly, Jacobson et al. (2015) argue that educational initiatives are essential in creating understanding and facilitating better coexistence between wildlife and human interests. This indicates a growing recognition among communities on the need to enhance knowledge about wildlife management and conservation practices.

Moderately high means in favour of simplifying conservation laws (2.93) and community involvement in conservation (2.77) show a recognition of the benefits of engaging local populations in conservation practices which resonates with the findings of Bertram and Vivier (2002), who noted that local participation is vital for the sustainability of conservation efforts. The approval of simplified conservation laws (Mean = 2.93) supports the notion that clearer and more accessible regulations can facilitate better compliance and cooperation from local communities (Schroeder, 2017).

Returning more wildlife revenues to the communities surrounding protected areas (PAs) was supported with a relatively higher mean score of 2.78. This finding aligns with the study by Sutherland et al. (2019) who found that communities in East Africa generally supported the redistribution of wildlife revenues. These findings is consistent with previous research, reflecting a strong recognition of the benefits that wildlife-related revenue-sharing programs can bring to local communities, which can contribute to both conservation and improved livelihoods.

A moderate mean of 2.07 for incorporating traditional conservation knowledge in the management of protected areas suggests an openness to integrating local practices, though the support is not overwhelming. This is comparable to the findings of Davis and Slobodkin (2004), which advocate for the incorporation of indigenous knowledge into modern conservation frameworks to enhance biodiversity outcomes. This suggests a potential pathway for bridging gaps between traditional practices and contemporary conservation policies.

However, the lowest means for relocating pastoralists (1.78) and granting community ownership of conservation projects (1.53) illustrate significant opposition to these ideas, indicating concerns about trust and effectiveness in the local management of conservation efforts. This skepticism is consistent with findings by Nyhus (2016), who noted that traditional conservation approaches often face resistance from local communities, particularly when they feel disempowered or mistrusted regarding management decisions. Hence, the findings suggest a need for collaborative governance models that respect local rights and knowledge.

Overall, the data reflects a strong inclination towards management strategies that focus on regulatory measures which keep away wild animals from wandering in villages and educational initiatives while demonstrating resistance to displacing pastoralists and increasing community ownership of conservation efforts. The conclusions suggest that future conservation strategies should prioritize community education and involvement while carefully considering the perspectives and rights of local populations to facilitate effective human-wildlife coexistence.

The clear preference for management strategies that prioritize community education and involvement while demonstrating skepticism towards relocation and ownership models that may undermine local trust gave the study an incentive to inquire more into what the respondents thought on how these could be achieved.  Suggested opinions are depicted in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15: Respondents Opinions for Enabling Human-Wildlife Co-existence TC "Table 4.15: Respondents Opinions for Enabling Human-Wildlife Co-existence" \f T \l "1"  
	Suggested Opinions
	Responses

	
	N
	Percent

	
	Establish inter-village grazing land
	85
	22.8

	
	Establish collaborative protection 
	82
	22.0

	
	Provide conservation Education 
	69
	18.5

	
	Protect villages from problematic animals 
	72
	19.4

	
	Graze in the PAs during severe dry seasons
	21
	5.6

	
	Stop selling village range lands
	17
	4.6

	
	Establish village wildlife Ranches 
	16
	4.3

	
	Protect Pasture areas 
	7
	1.9

	
	Grazing livestock in PAs during the rainy season
	3
	0.8

	
	
	372
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2024)
The three commonly responded options comprised the need for establishing inter-village grazing land (22.8 per cent), the establishment of collaborative protection (22.0 per cent), and the restriction of wildlife animals from entering villages (19.4 per cent). The other raised opinion was the need for the provision of conservation education (18.5 per cent).
These data points suggest several broader social and environmental trends within pastoralist communities. The community is inclined toward collaborative and shared management strategies (as shown by the high support for both establishing collaborative protections and inter-village grazing lands), which align with modern sustainable development practices (Borrero et al., 2020). There is a notable emphasis on educational initiatives, implying a collective understanding that knowledge dissemination plays a crucial role in conservation efforts (Davis & Slobodkin, 2018). Moreover, the low support for direct grazing in protected areas and the limited emphasis on their protection indicates a potential undervaluation of ecological systems, which could have long-term consequences for biodiversity and ecosystem health (Garnett et al., 2013).

During the Focus Group Discussions, participants suggested several approaches to improve human-wildlife co-existence. These included increasing revenue-sharing with local communities from conservation activities to incentivize their involvement, actively involving communities in conservation efforts to foster ownership and commitment, creating inter-village grazing land to reduce encroachment on protected areas, and establishing collaborative protection measures where both community members and conservation authorities work together to safeguard wildlife and natural resources. These strategies were seen as essential for reducing conflicts and promoting sustainable wildlife management. One of the participants was quoted saying: 
“To improve human-wildlife co-existence in this game reserve, the authorities should consider increasing revenue-sharing with local communities, increasing involvement of local communities in conservation activities and ensure the villagers benefit more from the reserve” (A female participant from Kitaraka village, 10th July, 2024).
It can thus be concluded that while the dataset indicates that the community recognizes the importance of collaborative management and education in achieving sustainable pastoral practices, there appears to be a gap in the urgency to protect existing ecological systems. The very low percentages in favour of direct protective measures for pasture areas and grazing in protected areas highlight a potential overlook of conservation needs, which could threaten the sustainability of both livestock systems and local biodiversity in the long run. Addressing these concerns through comprehensive educational programs and engaging local stakeholders in land management decisions could foster a more sustainable balance between pastoral livelihoods and ecosystem protection (Mazzocchi et al., 2021). Ultimately, a more proactive approach is necessary to ensure that the environmental integrity of pastoral lands is maintained alongside community development.

3.6 Chapter Summary TC "4.6 Chapter Summary" \f C \l "1"  

This chapter presents the results and discussion derived from the study conducted in villages adjacent to the Muhesi Game Reserve, emphasizing the socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents, and the nature of their engagement with conservation practices. The analysis reveals significant variations in age, sex, marital status, education, occupation, and migration history among 208 respondents. Men, particularly in the middle-aged groups, dominate the sample. Additionally, the correlation between marital status and household size indicates that larger families tend to have stronger ties to traditional family structures and cultural practices. The findings also highlight a predominant reliance on agriculture and informal sector jobs among respondents with lower educational levels, illustrating existing socio-economic divides while shaping their interactions with the Muhesi Game Reserve.

The chapter additionally addresses community perspectives on conservation, revealing a complex relationship between local economic needs and environmental objectives. While there is a general understanding of the importance of wildlife conservation, the respondent’s express skepticism regarding direct socio-economic benefits from the game reserve, particularly concerning tourism. A notable emphasis is placed on the prevailing practice of livestock grazing within the protected areas, largely driven by a perceived shortage of pastureland, along with socio-economic pressures and local beliefs. Moreover, the data illustrates how governmental inadequacies such as poor policy implementation, lack of infrastructure, and limited resources impede effective conservation efforts. This duality highlights the need for an integrated approach that balances community livelihoods with wildlife conservation, necessitating informed and inclusive policies that consider the socio-economic realities of the local population.

CHAPTER FIVE TC "CHAPTER FIVE" \f C \l "1" 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS TC "SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS" \f C \l "1" 
1.1 Overview TC "5.1 Overview" \f C \l "1" 
This chapter presents a summary of the study and a conclusion made in light of the key findings established in the course of the study. From the conclusion reached, the chapter presents recommendations for policymakers and for further research. 

1.2 Summary TC "5.2 Summary" \f C \l "1"  

This study was set forth to explore the determinants of pastoralists' overrides to the wildlife conservation policies in Muhesi Game Reserve. Three specific objectives guided the study namely examination of the pastoral community's perceived values of wildlife resources conserved in Muhesi Game Reserve; analysis of the underlying factors that force pastoral communities to contravene the existing conservation policies and laws used to govern wildlife resources in the Muhesi Game Reserve and assessment of the pastoral communities' perceived means to promote the co-existence between them and wildlife in the Muhesi Game Reserve. 
The study used the theory of reasoned action (TRA) as well as the common pool resource (CPR) theory as its theoretical lens. The knowledge gap identified was pursued using a mixed research approach in which both qualitative and quantitative data were collected from 208 respondents. Both IBM SPSS Version 27 and Microsoft Office Excel Windows 10 were used to generate descriptive data used to answer the research question addressed by the study. It was found that the local community holds strong conservation attitudes towards the resources in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR), with the majority agreeing on the importance of protecting wild animals in game reserves (Mean = 2.99) and conserving plants and trees (Mean = 2.97). 
Regarding the local community's perception of the tourism benefits derived from the conservation of wildlife resources in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR), most respondents expressed a positive perception, with a majority indicating they would be happy to realize an increase in tourists visiting their game reserve (Mean = 2.84). The analysis of the community's perception of the overall benefits derived from conserving natural resources in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR) showed that majority of respondents (Mean = 2.88) expressed a strong desire to see children employed in the game reserve. Similarly, many respondents agreed that the game reserve is protected for the benefit of the community (Mean = 2.68). 
A significant majority of respondents (91.3%) were of the view that it is not right to graze livestock in MGR. However, majority of respondents (61.1 percent) affirmed that there are village members who graze livestock within the MGR. The findings indicates that the most frequently deployed strategies for accessing pasture in MGR include grazing livestock during the night (53.6%) and during the rainy seasons (30.3%) and where possible, use of bribery and/or witchcraft. The most commonly reported reasons for contravening conservation practices in Muhesi Game Reserve include pasture shortage (31.5%), poor awareness (21.2%), the presence of quality pastures in protected areas (19.3%), local beliefs (13.0%), inadequate rangelands (12.8%), and water availability (2.2%). The perceived role of the state in promoting overrides in Protected Areas (PAs) utilization includes inadequate extension officers (29.9%), poor livestock infrastructures (29.1%), poor policies and law enforcement (22.5%), failure in livestock modernization (13.2%), and livestock diseases (5.3%).
The community's perceived means for wildlife-human co-existence in Muhesi Game Reserve (MGR) include: establishing mechanisms to prevent wild animals from wandering into villages (mean = 3.00), providing adequate education on how to co-exist with wild animals (mean = 2.95), translating conservation laws into easy and understandable language (mean = 2.93), returning more wildlife revenues to the communities surrounding protected areas (mean = 2.78), and fully involving communities in the conception and implementation of conservation policies (mean = 2.77).
1.3 Conclusion TC "5.3 Conclusion" \f C \l "1"  
It is concluded that local communities surrounding Muhesi Game Reserve perceive wildlife resources positively, as they express strong conservation attitudes. The majority of respondents agree on the importance of protecting wild animals and conserving plants and trees. They also recognize the potential tourism benefits of wildlife conservation, with many expressing support for an increase in tourist visits to the reserve. Additionally, the community values the employment opportunities that conservation can bring, with many expressing a desire to see wildlife resources benefiting future generation. It is further concluded that, several underlying factors contribute to the pastoral communities contravening conservation policies and laws in Muhesi Game Reserve. The most common reasons include pasture shortage and poor awareness of conservation policies. Additionally, the presence of quality pastures in protected areas and local beliefs lead to violations of conservation practices. Other factors such as inadequate rangelands and water availability issues further exacerbate the situation. Moreover, the perceived role of the state in promoting these overrides is influenced by factors such as inadequate extension officers, poor livestock infrastructures, poor policies and law enforcement, and failure in livestock modernization.

Furthermore, the pastoral communities perceive several strategies to promote co-existence between humans and wildlife in Muhesi Game Reserve. These include establishing mechanisms to prevent wild animals from wandering into villages, providing education on how to co-exist with wildlife, and translating conservation laws into easy-to-understand language. Additionally, they believe that returning more wildlife revenues to surrounding communities and involving the community fully in the conception and implementation of conservation policies are essential steps toward fostering harmonious relationships between the local communities and wildlife conservation efforts

1.4 Recommendations TC "5.4 Recommendations" \f C \l "1" 
In light of the above findings, the following recommendations are made for both policymakers and further research.
1.4.1 Recommendations for Policy Makers TC "5.4.1 Recommendations for Policy Makers" \f C \l "1" 
1. Enhance community engagement and participation: Policymakers should develop inclusive platforms for community involvement in conservation decisions, recognizing the diverse socio-demographic characteristics of the population. Engaging local communities can foster trust and ownership of conservation initiatives, ensuring that local voices are heard and their needs are integrated into policy frameworks.
2. Strengthen livelihood alternatives: To mitigate the pressure from activities like livestock grazing within the Muhesi Game Reserve, invest in sustainable livelihood programs that provide alternative income sources. This could include training in eco-friendly agricultural practices, investments in vocational education, or promoting opportunities in ecotourism that directly benefit local communities.
3. Implement integrated land-use planning: Develop comprehensive land-use plans that balance agricultural needs, conservation efforts, and community development. This could involve zoning regulations that designate specific areas for livestock grazing, agriculture, and conservation, thus reducing direct conflicts and promoting sustainable practices.
4. Enhance infrastructure and resource allocation: Address governmental inadequacies by prioritizing investment in local infrastructure such as roads, water supply, and education facilities. Improving access to resources and services will empower communities, enhance their socio-economic status, and potentially strengthen their commitment to conservation efforts.
1.4.2 Recommendation for Further Research TC "5.4.2 Recommendation for Further Research" \f C \l "1" 
1. Impact of Gender Dynamics on Conservation Engagement: Future studies should explore how gender roles and disparities influence community involvement in conservation practices. Understanding the specific barriers women face could lead to more equitable and effective engagement strategies.
2. Longitudinal Studies on Socio-Economic Changes: Conduct research that tracks socio-economic changes in communities over time, particularly before and after the implementation of conservation policies. This will provide insight into the long-term effects of conservation on local livelihoods and community well-being.
3. Evaluation of Ecotourism Benefits: Further investigation into the potential for ecotourism in the Muhesi Game Reserve could explore ways to ensure that economic benefits are equitably distributed among local populations. Research can assess the perceptions of community members regarding tourism and their expectations for tangible benefits.
4. Traditional Practices and Conservation: Explore the role of traditional family structures and cultural practices in shaping attitudes towards conservation. Understanding local customs and beliefs can help tailor conservation efforts to be more culturally sensitive and effective in gaining community support for wildlife preservation.
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APPENDICES TC "APPENDICES" \f C \l "1" 
Appendix 1: Questionnaire for the Study
DODOSO LA UKUSANYAJI TAARIFA JUU YA MTIZAMO WA JAMII KUHUSU UHIFADHI WA WANYAMA PORI KATIKA PORI LA AKIBA LA MUHESI WILAYANI ITIGI MKOA WA SINGIDA

DODOSO LA WANANCHI

A: UTANGULIZI 

Habari, 

Jina langu naitwa KHADIJA MALONGO (REG. No PG 202101132). Ni mwanafunzi wa shahada ya Udhamili katika Chuo Kikuu Huria cha Tanzania (CKHT). Kwa sasa niko kwenye hatua ya utafiti unaojihusisha na kuangalia Mtizamo wa Jamii juu ya uhifadhi wa Mali asili katika pori la Akiba la Muhesi mlilio katika wilaya ya Itigi mkoani singida na sababu za Msingi za wa wanajamii kuendelea kulitumia pori hilo licha ya makatazo ya serikali.. Utafiti huu ni wa kitaaluma na wenye lengo la kupata taarifa sahihi hitajika kwa shughuli za kitaaluma. Hivyo, unapojibu maswali hayo nakuomba uwe huru kabisa kutoa mawazo yako na chochocte utakakichosema au kuandika hapa kitatunzwa kama SIRI na hakitatumika kwa namna nyingine yoyote zaidi ya matumizi ya kitaaluma. Unaombwa usiandike jina lako mahali popote kwenye dodoso hili.  
ASANTE SANA KWA KUNIELEWA

DODOSO No:_________________GPS Location _________________

Jina la Kata: _________________ Jina la kitongoji: __________________
A: TAARIFA BINAFSI

1. UMRI (Miaka): _______
      2. JINSIA _________

3.  Hali ya ndoa: ___________________________________________________

4. Idadi ya watu kwenye Kaya yako (Ukiwemo wewe na mwenza wako):   ______

5. Kiwango chako cha juu cha Elimu:______________________________________

6. Shughuli yako Kuu ni: _______________________________________________

7.  Kabila: ___________________________________________________________

8. Dini yako: (Muslim/Christianity/Traditional/Other): ________________________

9. Mkoa ulikozaliwa: _________________
10. Miaka uliyokaa hapa ni: _____________

11. Sababu zilizokuvutia kuishi Hapa (Taja tatu tu):

1=……………………………………………………………………………………...
2=………………………………………………………………………………………

3=………………………………………………………………………………………

12. Wastani wa pato lako la mwezi ni shs: _____________________

13. Aina ya nyumba Unayomiliki

1= Nyumba ya tope na bati (   )
2= Nyumba ya matofali ya kuchoma na bati (  )

3= Nyumba ya matofali mabichi na bati (  ) 4=Nyumba ya matofali ya sementi na bati ( )


14. Kama haumiliki nyumba aina ya nyumba uliyopanga ni: -

1= Nyumba ya tope na bati 
(   )
2= Nyumba ya matofali ya kuchoma na bati (  )

3= Nyumba ya matofali mabichi na bati (  )4=Nyumba ya matofali ya sementi na bati(  )
B: MTIZAMO WA JAMII JUU YA UHIFADHI WA PORI LA AKIBA LA MUHESI

15. Katika Vipengere vifuatavyo onyesha kiwango cha kukubaliana au kutokukubaliana na hoja iliyoonehswa hapa chini (weka V kwenye kisanduku husika)

	
	Maelezo ya kimtizamo
	Sikubaliani 
	Sina Hakika
	Nakubaliana

	1. 
	Ni muhimu kuhifadhi mimea na miti katika pori la akiba la Muhesi
	
	
	

	2. 
	Ni muhimu kulinda wanyama pori walio katika pori la akiba la Muhesi
	
	
	

	3. 
	Watu wanaofanya shughuli za ujangili katika pori la Muhesi waadhibiwe vikali
	
	
	

	4. 
	Ni vema na haki ardhi ya Muhesi ihifadhiwe vilivyo
	
	
	

	5. 
	Pori la akiba la Muhesi liliamuriwa kuhifadhiwa kwa faida ya Jamii
	
	
	

	6. 
	Ninafurahia kijiji change kupakana na pori la akiba la Muhesi
	
	
	

	7. 
	Ningefurahi Zaidi kuona watalii wnaotembelea pori la akiba la muhesi wakiongezeka
	
	
	

	8. 
	Ningefurahi Zaidi kuona watotowangu wakiajiliwa katika sekta ya Utalii wa pori la akiba la Muhesi
	
	
	

	9. 
	Utalii wa pori la akiba la Muhesi unanufaisha jamii nzima hapa kijijini.
	
	
	

	
	Familia yangu ina pata fedha Zaidi kutokana na shughuli za utalii zinazofanyika katika pori la akiba la Muhesi
	
	
	

	
	Kwa sababu wageni watalii wanapenda kujifunza tamaduni zetu, ujio wao unasaidia kuimarisha mila na utamaduni wetu
	
	
	

	
	Watalii wanaheshimu sana mila na utamaduni wetu
	
	
	

	
	Mapato ya utalii yanatosheleza kabisa mahitaji yangu kiasi cha kusahau hasara niliyopata baada ya kuachia ardhi yangu itumike kwa ajili ya uhifadhi katika pori la akiba la Muhesi.
	
	
	


16. Kwa mtizamo wako binafsi unazitazama namna gani maliasili na ardhi iliyo ndani ya pori la akiba la Muhesi? (unaruhusiwa kuchagua Zaidi ya jibu moja)

1= Kama ardhi iliyohifadhiwa kwa ajili ya matumizi ya baadaye ya kilimo na ufugaji (  )

2= Kama eneo la malisho ya mifugo ambalo halitumiki ipasavyo (   )

3= Kama Mali iliyohifadhiwa kwa ajili ya kukuza utalii (   )

4= Kama ardhi takatifu ambayo inapaswa kuachwa ilivyo ili kutoiudhi Miungu (   )

5= Eneo linalofaa sana kwa ajili ya kulishia Mifugo (   )

6= Mengine (Taja): …………………………………………………………………

17. Unafikiri ni sahihi kufugia Mifugo yako katika Pori la akiba la Muhesi?

1= Ndiyo 
(   )

2= Hapana (   )

18. Je, hapa kijijini unadhani kuna watu wanaochungia mifugo yao ndani ya hifadhi ya pori la akiba la Muhesi? 

1= Ndiyo

(   )
2= Hapana (   )

19. Kama jibu ni ndiyo unadhani ni mbinu zipi wanazozitumia kuingiza mifugo katika eneo lililokatazwa na serikali?

1= Kutoa rushwa kwa viongozi wa vijiji na maafisa wanyama pori walioko hapa kijijini (   )

2= Kuingiza mifugo porini wakati wa usiku (   )

3= Kuingiza mifugo porini nyakati za majira ya mvua (   )

4= Kutumia uchawi wa kuroga wahifadhi wasiione mifugo (   )

5= Vipengere vyote vya 1-4 (   )

6= Njia nyinginezo (Taja): ……………………………………………………………

C: MTIZAMO WA JAMII JUU YA MAMBO YANAYOCHANGIA WAFUGAJI KUKIUKA SHERIA NA KANUNI ZA UHIFADHI KATIKA VIJIJI VINAVYOZUNGUKA HIFADHI YA PORI LA AKIBA LA MUHESI

20. Kwa ufahamu wako unadhani ni sababu gani hasa za msingi zinazowafanya wafugaji kuingiza kinyemela mifugo yako katika hifadhi ya Pori la akiba la Muhesi? (Taja sababu tatu tu)

1 = Ukosefu wa malisho ya kutosha kijijini


(   )

2= Imani za Kijamii





(   )

3= Uwepo wa Malisho bora katika hifadhi


(   )

4= Uelewa mdogo wa shughuli za Uhifadhi


(   )

5= Uwepo wa maji ya kutosha katika hifahi ya kunyeshea mifugo
(   )

6= Uwepo wa eneo dogo la kufugia kijijini lisiloendana na idani ya mifugo iliyopo( )

7= Ukidhani wa kifikra juu ya matumizi ya mali asili za Pori la akiba la Muhesi

8= Mengineyo (Taja): …………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..………………………………

21. Kwa uelewa wako unadhani ni mambo gani hasa ya msingi yaliyofanywa na serikali ambayo yanachangia wafugaji kukiuka kanuni za uhifadhi wa Mali asili katika pori la akiba la Muhesi? (unaweza kupendekeza Zaidi ya jibu moja)

1= Uwepo wa sheria za uhifadhi zisizotokelezeka (kama vile sera ya mifugo, ardhi na wanyama pori nk.)
(   )

2= Usimamizi mbovu wa sera na sharia za uhifadhi

(   )

3= Serikali kushindwa kuweka miundo mbinu muhimu ya huduma za mifugo kama majosho, visima vya maji na tiba za mifugo

(   )

4= Ukosefu wa wataalam wa kutosha wa kutoa elimu za ufugaji endelevu
(   )

5= Utitiri wa magonjwa ya Mifugo na ukosefu wa chanjo na tiba za mifugo (   )

6= Imani potofu juu ya njia bora za ufugaji (Utajiri wa mtu unahesabiwa kwa wingi wa mifugo anayomiliki)
(   )

7= Mengineyo (Taja): …………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

D: MITIZAMO YA JAMII JUU YA OBORESHAJI WA MAHUSIANO MAZURI KATI YA UHIFADHI NA MAENDELEO YA JAMII

	
	Maelezo ya kimtizamo
	Sikubaliani 
	Sina Hakika
	Nakubaliana

	1. 
	Jamii ya wafugaji wote walioko hapa kijijini ihamishiwe maeneo ya mbali na hifadhi ya pori la akiba la Muhesi
	
	
	

	2. 
	Ziwekwe taratibu zan kuhakikisha wanyama pori hawavamii kabisa vijiji na mashamba yao
	
	
	

	3. 
	 Elimu ya kutosha itolewe juu ya namna bora ya kuishi na wanyama Pori
	
	
	

	4. 
	Mapato ya kutosha yantokanayo na Uhifadhi yarudishwe katika jamii kuboresha maisha yao
	
	
	

	5. 
	Jamii ishirikishwe kikamilifu katika kutunga na kusimamia sera na sharia za uhifadhi
	
	
	

	6. 
	Sheria za uhifadhi ziwekwe katika lugha rahisi ya kueleweka kwa jamii
	
	
	

	7. 
	Shughuli za Uhifadhi zimilikiwe na Jamii yenyewe inayozunguka hifadhi na serikali ibakie kama mratibu wa uhifadhi.
	
	
	

	8. 
	Wafugaji waruhusiwe kufugia ndani ya hifadhi kama ilivyokuwa zamani
	
	
	

	9. 
	Mila na Desturi za jamii za uhifadhi wa wanyama pori zijumuishwe katika taratibu za serikali za uhifadhi wa mali asili zilizo katika pori la akiba la Muhesi
	
	
	


22. Mapendekezo Mengine (orodhesha hapa chini)

1= ……………………………………………………………………………………

2= …………………………………………………………………………………..

3 = …………………………………………………………………………………

MWISHO

Appendix 2: Interview Guide 
MWONGOZO KWA AJILI YA WAZEE NA VIONGOZI WA MILA KIJIJINI 

1. Kwa uelewa wako unadhani ni kwa nini jamii ya wafugaji wanafugia mifugo katika hifadhi ya pori la akiba la Muhesi ilhali sharia ya uhifadhi inakataa kufanya hivyo? nini hasa kinachowapa jeuri wafugaji kukiuka taratibu za serikali?

2. Kama jamii ni katika maeneo yapi serikali imewashirikisha katika kuendesha shughuli za uhifadhi wa mali asili zilizoko katika pori la akiba la Muhesi? 

3. Unadhani sheria za sasa za uhifadhi zina mapungufu gani ambayo yakiboreshwa yanaweza kuwa na tija kwa uhifadhi hapa kijijini?  

4. Kwa muda ambao umekuwepo hapa kijijini umeshiriki katika maeneo yapi ya uhifadhi wa maili asili zilizoko katika pori la akiba la Muhesi?

5. Ili jamii ya hapa kijijini iweze kuishi kwa kunufaika na shughuli za uhifadhi katika pori la akiba la wanyama pori la Muhesi ungeshauri kipi serikali ikitekeleze kwa ufasaha ili jamii ya watu na jamii ya wanyama ziendelee kuishi kwa kufaidiana (co-existeince). 

MWISHO

Appendix 3: FGD Guide 
MWONGOZO KWA AJILI YA VIKUNDI VYA MAJADILIANO 

1. Kwa uelewa wako unadhani ni kwa nini jamii ya wafugaji wanafugia mifugo katika hifadhi ya pori la akiba la Muhesi ilhali sharia ya uhifadhi inakataa kufanya hivyo? nini hasa kinachowapa jeuri wafugaji kukiuka taratibu za serikali?

2. Kama jamii ni katika maeneo yapi serikali imewashirikisha katika kuendesha shughuli za uhifadhi wa mali asili zilizoko katika pori la akiba la Muhesi? 

3. Unadhani sheria za sasa za uhifadhi zina mapungufu gani ambayo yakiboreshwa yanaweza kuwa na tija kwa uhifadhi hapa kijijini?  

4. Kwa muda ambao umekuwepo hapa kijijini umeshiriki katika maeneo yapi ya uhifadhi wa maili asili zilizoko katika pori la akiba la Muhesi?

5. Ili jamii ya hapa kijijini iweze kuishi kwa kunufaika na shughuli za uhifadhi katika pori la akiba la wanyama pori la Muhesi ungeshauri kipi serikali ikitekeleze kwa ufasaha ili jamii ya watu na jamii ya wanyama ziendelee kuishi kwa kufaidiana (co-existeince). 

MWISHO

Appendix 4: Documentary Review Guide 
Do a literature search on the following: 

1. Background information about the status of Muhesi Game reserve before being gazette as game reserve. How was is managed?

2. When did the reserve established? What were the motivating factors behind the establishment of the game reserve? Are the objectives behind the gazettement fulfilled? If not why?

3. Look on the management structure of the game reserve to establish the position of the local community in the management of natural resources in the game reserve.

4. Track the historical migration of pastoralists in the locality, when and on what volume is the immigration? How many cattle are in the area? How are they managed?

5. What is the carrying capacity of the village land and why do the range lands fail to accommodate the existing livestock?

6. How has the land changed since the inauguration of the Muhesi game reserve? use GIS to ascertain the land use change in locality and the kind of disturbances of the natural resources in the game reserve due to livestock incursion 

7. Do an analysis of the trends and impact of the corporate social responsibility of the Muhesi Game reserve to the local community i.e. to what extent has the support helping the community?

END
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MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
THE OPEN UNIVERSITY OF TANZANIA

Ref. No OUT/PG202101132 27" May, 2024
Regional Administrative Secretary (RAS),

Manyoni District Council,
P.O Box 5,

SINGIDA.

Dear Director,

RE: RESEARCH CLEARANCE FOR MS.KHADIJA S.MALONGO REG NO:
PG202101132

2. The Open University of Tanzania was established by an Act of Parliament No. 17
of 1992, which became operational on the 1*March 1993 by public notice No.55 in the
official Gazette. The Act was however replaced by the Open University of Tanzania
Charter of 2005, which became operational on 1*January 2007.In line with the Charter,
the Open University of Tanzania mission is to generate and apply knowledge through
research.

3. Tofacilitate and to simplify research process therefore, the act empowers the Vice
Chancellor of the Open University of Tanzania to issue research clearance, on behalf of
the Government of Tanzania and Tanzania Commission for Science and Technology, to
both its staff and students who are doing research in Tanzania. With this brief
background, the purpose of this letter is to introduce to you Ms. Khadija S. Malongo
Reg.No: PG202101132), pursuing Master of Arts in Natural Resources Assessments





[image: image9.png]and Management (MANRAM). We here by grant this clearance to conduct a research
titled “Determinants of Pastoralists Override the Wildlife Conservation Policies in
Muhesi Game Reserve Tanza
30" June 2024.

She will collect her data at your office from 28" May to

4. In case you need any further information, kindly do not hesitate to contact the
Deputy Vice Chancellor (Academic) of the Open University of Tanzania, P.O.Box 23409,
Dar es Salaam. Tel: 022-2-2668820.We lastly thank you in advance for your assumed
cooperation and facilitation of this research academic activity.

Yours sincerely,
THE OPEN UNIVERSITY OF TANZANIA

Prof.Gwahula Raphael Kimamala

For: VICE CHANCELLOR




Appendix 6: Research Permit 

[image: image10.png]JAMHURI YA MUUNGANO WA TANZANIA

OFISI YA RAIS
TAWALA ZA MIKOA NA SERIKALI ZA MITAA

Simu Na: +255(026) 2502170
Nukushi: +265(026) 2502078

Ofisi ya Mkuu wa Mkoa,
Mtaa wa Bomani,

Barua Pepe: ras@singida.qo.tz SLPOS,

Tovuti hitp:// www.singida.qo.tz 43180 SINGIDA
Unapojibu tafadhali taja:

Kumb Na. BA.381/391/01/ “1"/204 19 Juni, 2024.

Wakurugenzi Watendaji,
Halmashauri za Wilaya za Manyoni na ltigi
MKOA WA SINGIDA.

Yah: KIBALI CHA KUFANYA UTAFITI KUHUSU "DETERMINANTS OF
PASTORALISTS OVERRIDE THE WILDLIFE CONSERVATION POLICIES
IN MUHES| GAME RESERVE TANZANIA"

Tafadhali husika na mada tajwa hapo juu.

2. Ofsi ya Mkuu wa Mkoa imepokea barua yenye Kumb.  Na.
OUTIPG202101132 ya tarehe 27 Mei, 2024 kutoka Chuo Kikuu Huria cha
Tanzania (OUT) kuhusu mada tajwa hapo juu

3. Barua imemtambulisha Khadija S. Malongo mwanafunzi kutoka kutoka Chuo
Kikuu Huria cha Tanzania (OUT) ambaye amepewa kibali cha kufanya utafii tajwa
katika Mkoa wa Singida. Muda wa kufanya utafiti huu ni kuazia 28 Mei, hadi 30 Juni,
2024 Aidha, Takwimu zitakazokusanywa kutokana na utafiti huu ni kwa ajili ya
matumizi ya ndani tu na iwapo zitatakiwa kuchapishwa na kusambazwa kibali kutoka
Mamlaka husika kitapaswa kuombwa.

4. Kwa barua hii, tafadhali unaombwa kutoa ushirikiano utakaohitajika ili
kukamilisha Utafiti huu kama ulivyokusudiwa.

5. Nakutakia utekelezaji mwema.











Socio-economic factors


Economic reliance on livestock and tourism


Access to resources and land dynamics


Cultural Practices and Values





2. Perceived Behavioral control


Control over resource use


Conservation engagement


Access to alternative livelihoods





3. Community Attitudes 


Toward Wildlife


Toward Conservation


subjective norms from the local community





4. Intention 


Fluctuating intentions towards wildlife


Intentions shaped by socio-cultural contexts





5. Planned Behavior


Livestock-wildlife co-existence


Engagement with conservation policies


Resources extractions and land encroachments 
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