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RUAHA ECOSYSTEM WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT PROJECT
(REWMP) VILLAGE ORAL HISTORIESMINI-STUDY

SUMMARY

1. This study is part of the Village Developmentngmnent of REWMP. The study
was designed to assist the planning and developafiewildlife utilisation in villages
in Lunda Mkwambi Game Controlled Area (LMGCA), whiborders the southern
side of Ruaha National Park (RNP).

2. Elderly villagers in the project area providatbrmation on the history of wildlife
use in villages and the impact of RNP on local camities. The aim was to gain
insights into local patterns of wildlife use whialould assist in the planning of the
next phase of the project.

3. It was confirmed that most people traditionaked a range of wildlife products.
Today there is a large but unsatisfied demandhiese products. Provision of cheap
meat and honey by the project would therefore Ieemely welcome in the villages.

4. The principle of sustainability is appreciatadiillages, but it is not clear whether
sustainable management is capable of providinglpemith the level of traditional
benefit they desire. It is therefore important dol@ss the following:

« The wildlife resource base (large mammals and yiosteould be quantified
- The level and value of current off-takes (legad dlegal) should be estimated.

« The feasibility should then be assessed of inargdscal wildlife benefits in a
sustainable way by use of current or novel methibdson-traditional uses of
wildlife are feasible which are lightly consumptiaed highly profitable they
should be preferred.

5. If it is desired to delegate wildlife managemesponsibilities to local
communities it will be necessary to establish nestifutions, as the traditional ones
are defunct.

6. There may be opportunities to assist villaggsrablem animal control.

7. There are local wildlife experts such as villagaters who should be involved in
local wildlife management activities initiated thetproject.

8. RNP has always been the most important locatsoaf honey. Evidence collected
suggests that honey collection in RNP could if falised and properly regulated
generate significant economic benefits on a suaitdenbasis. This should be explored
further. If, as appears likely for policy reasom@roves impossible to do this in RNP,
reasons for the low honey production of surroundireas should be investigated.
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INTRODUCTION

This research aimed to clarify the history of wiflelluse and provide insights into
local wildlife management capacity in Idodi and Rga Divisions in LMGCA.

In this study "wildlife" is large mammals, fish aadimal products such as honey.
In particular the study was concerned with theofelhg issues:

« The historical importance to communities of wildluse: is there a tradition
of wildlife use and how have uses changed sined 8#0s and 1950s?

« Community incentives for sustainable wildlife mgament: what wildlife
benefits did people enjoy before and what benefttsld they wish to enjoy
in the future?

+ The wildlife management capacity of local commiassit how did people
access wildlife, was use of the wildlife deliberpimanaged and do
communities retain such management abilities?

« What has been the impact of Ruaha National FRINE( on local wildlife
use and on local livelihoods and cultures?

Information on these issues would support the imglatation of wildlife utilisation
in selected villages in the next phase of the REWMP

METHOD

The method was based on guidance notes (Appendix & a trial exercise
conducted in Idodi village, Idodi Division, on 1@th August 1994 (Appendix Two)

The method adopted was to travel with a local cenpatrt (the Community
Development Officer of each Division) around vagadillages in Idodi and Pawaga
and talk as informally as possible to elderly \g#aresidents about natural resource
matters. The locations visited are shown on the. map

Visits to villages were unannounced. Intervieweesenselected from those elders
who were in the village and willing to talk.

The interviews were conducted in Kiswahili and seibed into English on the spot
by the researcher. Usually discussion was withpmrson, but a few group
discussions took place. The ad-hoc nature of thiesyprevented group discussions
assuming the air of arranged meetings.

A list of topics of interest had been drawn up (&pg@ix Three) and this was mentally
referred to when talking with people.
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Villages visited

Idodi Division

Idodi, Tungamalenga, Mafuluto, Mahuninga, Mlowa

Pawaga Division

Kimande, Isele, Kisanga, Mboliboli

Peopleinterviewed

Forty interviews were held and these involved ala@upeople, though not all

contributed equally to group conversations. No womere interviewed. The ethnic
backgrounds of the men who took part in the intag were as follows.

Tribe Pawaga Division | Idodi Division | Total
Wahehe 17 17 34
Wagogo 6 1 I
Wahehe/gog 2 2
Maasai 8 8
Wakurie 1 1
Wabena 1 1
Wasang 1 1
Unknown 1 1 2
Total 25 31 56

Further information came from discussions with deyparts and village officers.

About half of the interviewees had formerly liveowhat is now RNP:

Tribe Lived wherein RNP? | Living where now? No:
Maasai old llolo Mlowa, IDODI 7
Unknowr old llolo Tungamalenga, IDOI 1
Wahehe/gogo old llolo Tungamalenga, IDODI
Wagog( old llolo Kimande, PAWAG/ 1
Wahehe old llolo Isele, PAWAGA 3
Wahehe old llolo Kisanga, PAWAGA 1
Waheh Jongomer Tungamalenga, IDOI 1
Wahehe Makaluga Isele, PAWAGA 1
Wahehe Mdonye Tungamalenga, IDOI 2
Wahehe/gogo Mdonya Tungamalenga, IDODI
Wasang Mdonye Tungamalenga, IDOI 1
Wahehe Msembe Kimande, PAWAGA

Wahehi Msemb Tungamalenga, IDOI 2
Total ex-residents of RNP interviewed: 23
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Biasesin interviews

Women
At the outset it seemed unlikely that women woulovple much information
concerning use of large mammals, honey and.flslPawaga on two occasions ladies
declined to take part, saying they did not knowtlaimg. In Idodi Maasai ladies said
we should talk to the men about history.

Ethnic

The predominance of Wahehe in the sample reflaeis lbong-standing numerical and
political dominance in this area. The Wahehe anddalja were the main users of
wildlife in the REWMP area.

Discretion of village leaders

From courtesy it was necessary to advise villagaroten and executive officers of
the work being undertaken. They were helpful inadtcing the researcher to long-
resident members of the community. Generally, 8e®med to select people
according to age, knowledge and length of resideaiter than by other criteria but
there may have been some bias in their choices.

Locational

When selecting villages there was an intentionas bowards those closer to RNP.
Each village comprises several discrete sub-vilaGemetimes one or two
interviews were conducted in each of several silagas of a village; elsewhere all
the interviews were done in just one sub-villagés hot known how this may have
biased the results.

Informality and veracity

It was hard to achieve complete informality in thgcussions as villagers do not talk
casually to white strangers. Consequently in rrastviews the researcher
introduced themes about which the respondents ¢alkdUsually conversation then
flowed in a relaxed manner, but in a few case=rutws became question and
answer sessions.

The interviewer was introduced as from RNP and giathe REWMP. Once this was
established, the historical thrust of the researa$ stressed in order to ease
misgivings about discussion of wildlife use, whitbwadays is mostly an illegal
activity. In a few cases people remained suspiciduke motives for the research.

Interviewees often tell an interviewer what theykhhe wants to hear. Most people
asked how historical knowledge would assist the RER\but this was always at the

Iwomen may be more involved in collection of smalhaals and wild foods such as eggs, fruits etc.
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end of our conversations, so the statements madgdyyiewees probably were not
influenced by a desire to have their village selédor meat provision.

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Reference to transcripts

The interview transcripts are in Appendix Fourd &or a better appreciation of the
usual context and progress of interviews, the neslgeuld browse through a few of
these. They contain a lot more information on a@epaof themes than it is possible to
cover in this short discussion. Numbered paragraptise transcripts are statements
made by the interviewee. Comments in square braeketremarks or observations
made by the researcher or onlookers.

References in this discussion to transcripts arengas the relevant paragraph
number. To avoid long lists of paragraph numbefgrences are not exhaustive.

The first section of transcripts covers intervieagsducted in Pawaga Division, the
second interviews in Idodi, including the pilot dyu

1. General history of the REWMP project area
From the interviews a partial history can be cardéd of RNP and adjacent areas.

Human population distribution

Information on human population distribution wathea scanty, and research of
relevant historical literature and colonial and temmporary government records would
yield a more complete picture. From the interviégvgeems that in the 1940s most
people in what was to become RNP were living inelyicdcattered settlements, each
of which consisted of a cluster of houses of ona faw families (e.g. 392). As today,
a single village name referred to an area enconmgasseveral of these settlements.

Settlements in RNP included:

« lloloincluding Chaungu, lkorongo, Igawa, Igangitau

+ Msembe, including Kiganga, Makaluga and Matinga (southlbaf Ruaha)
« Mdonya, including Matopotopo, Makindi, Kipera, Ikinga lgdiguna

« Jongomer u, near present ranger post

Others at Mbagi, Itiku, Ukimbu, Miandope, Ipaana

Comments on the size of settlement populationsesighey usually were small:

« llolo: (presumably total area) had about 1,500 peopl®40s (353), sub-villages
with 5 houses (421)

« Msembe: 10 houses in 1925 (469); just a few houses (18ah-villages had 5
houses in 1940s (421).

« Mdonya: Sub-villages with 5 or 6 houses in 1940s (378,384

« Jongomeru: 13 houses and no more than 150 people in 1955 (455)
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In terms of geographical area some said RNP vidlagere bigger than today's
villages. Mdonya was a large area whose administraéquired two village officers
(390).

Populations were probably concentrated in gooctaljural areas e.g. in llolo on the
river banks where people cultivated (421, 113, 523)

The areas mentioned are located in the Rift Valyment of RNP. Roughly
speaking, Msembe covered the central, llolo thg dasgomeru the south-west and
Mdonya the north-west up to the western escarpin€his reported settlement
pattern may be a reflection of the backgroundsiefinterviewees but possibly there
were fewer settlements above the escarpment beohtsase flied

Villages outside RNP were apparently equally snmgtiopulation terms. Some people
remembered settlement sizes as follows:

+ ldodi: 10 houses in 1950 (384)

+ Ndoha, Makombe: 13 houses in 1940 (493)

« Mahuninga: 5 houses in 1940s (484)

« Mboliboli: had 3 or 4 houses in 1930 (141)

« Mafuluto/Mlowa: sub-villages of 6 houses or so (567)

In general, few villages had more than 30 or 5Qpem the 1930s, and none as many
as 300 people or 30 houses (147).

Populations in the project area later increasedume of intrinsic increase, voluntary
immigration (e.g. 143, 531, 270, 5) and governnspunsored programmes of the
1970s which concentrated people in centralisedgdl$ (e.g. 569, 516, 479, 235).

Life in RNP
Places like Msembe, Mdonya and llolo were largasreontaining different habitat
types. People living in settlements scattered dwese areas thus experienced

different living conditions according to local eagy.

Msembe The people were almost all Wahehe (188, 299). Théated and kept
livestock. Cattle were herded around settlemerdas permanent water, such as Chief

2 Msembe was a large region bordered by the Greaih&WNzombe/Kisigo and Tungamalenga rivers,
and it appears that, at least for administratiwgpses, it included part of llolo (421). Howevae
central and eastern portions of the Rioft Vallestioa of RNP are quite different in ecology andhis
discussion reference to Msembe generally appligisetaentral area of the RIft Valley part of thekpa
(i.e. around the current park HQ), plus villagegtmn opposite bank of the Great Ruaha River.

3 Belts of tsetse fly infestation advanced in th@and 1930s into areas on the western escarfiment
RNP. In Rungwa the Wakimbu, a cattle-keeping pedpkt their livestock and were reduced to a
hunter-gatherer existence (see pp 164-165 in KiekdH., "Ecology control and economic development
in East African history - the case of Tanzania'ndon. Heinemann.).
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Kayera's seat, Kiganga (471). In other areas pdwaldittle livestock and practised
rainfed agriculture, growing maize, sorghum andugonuts.

In such places there were occasional crop failanelspeople were forced to seek
work as labourers in villages outside RNP suchwsgy@imalenga (470). There were
locust outbreaks in the 1920s (469).

Mdonya The people in Mdonya were mostly Wahehe but theneewsmall numbers

of people from other tribes such as Wasangu fromeydistrict. The Maasai had

not reached the area (342). They may have beerrettey tsetse flies - in some parts
of Mdonya cattle had been eradicated by sleepakmsss, and people were relying
on agriculture and hunting for survival (287, 394).

Some areas were well-watered with dark soils anddes were growing bananas and
sugar cane in addition to maize, sorghum and gnoutsd 340, 405).

People referred to hunger when describing thedrififMdonya but remembered they
had been able to use natural resources to sud®i410).

[lolo The people in llolo were mainly Wahehe, Wagogo Biadisai (206). The
Wahehe and the Wagogo practised sedentary cuttivatid kept livestock near the
rivers. Crops cultivated included groundnuts, maizé sorghum (54).

There was a prosperous livestock economy and aanfmkhoney and milk (see 353-
364, 203). In the dry season Hehe cattle woulkldme close to the river, eating crop
residues around the villages (114). The cattle wereed further from the village
when it rained (422).

Later, people in llolo lost livestock because efegling sickness (434) and other
diseases (371). Water was sometimes in short sagy from the rivers,
necessitating the use of stores of water in bao{8835. There was a serious famine
in the 1940s, possibly caused by drought (370a88)outbreaks of smallpox. The
disease caused people to temporarily vacate theradd46 (358, 420) . In such times
people ate baobab fruits and honey to survive (352)

The Maasai arrived in llolo in 1953 from Mtera dbddoma (552). They moved their
cattle around pastures a long way from the villg§es).

Local leaders in the project area

Enquiries about the regulation of wildlife use stlated discussion of how local
government worked. The information is incompletd aauld be supplemented by
reference to historical texts.

In the 1950s there was a system of local governimased on area and village chiefs
(or chiefs and sub-chiefs). Chiefs with large atessdminister relied on executive
officers or secretaries to deal with remoter vila§487).
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In what was to become RNP, some leaders mentioeegt w

« Chief Kayera, based in Kiganga (448), who oversaw Msembe (288)llolo
(420) and had under him various sub-chiefs (421).

« Chieftainess Nyongwa in Mdonya (448, 393).

+ Chief Mwaliyelein Jongomeru (461)

During British administration of Tanzania, the govaent appointed existing chiefs
as its local representatives (475, 569). Adam Sagescendant of Chief Mkwawa
(who led Hehe resistance against the Germans antthef the 19th century), was a
District Commissioner for Iringa in the 1940s (358)

It seems the chiefs pre-dated colonial times (478, 556), but by the 1950s they
were presumably involved in administering a mixco$tomary and statutory law
within a colonial-style framework of regional anational government.

Events leading to the formation of RNP

The formation of RNP involved various episodesasittiement of its indigenous
populations, starting in the 1950s (see transdrigntd the pilot study transcript).

In 1950 the present area of RNP was largely indudd&Rungwa Game Reserve. This
Reserve originated from Sabi River Reserve, whiak gazetted by the British in the

19304 and re-named Rungwa in 1946. Rungwa's southerhvias the north bank of

the Great Ruaha River. Land on the opposite badknbaconservation status.

Presumably the various settlements in Rungwa pieddhe Reserve's creation.
People from Mdonya referred to their fathers bdinged there (389).

Around 1955 it seems either the Reserve underweh&age of status or conservation
policy changed (523, 387), with the result thdtestame necessary to remove the
people living there Rungwa began to be called "Shamba la Bibi" (Gnaadd Farm),

as it was thought to have been bought by the Q(298).

In 1955, people were moved out of Mdonya to Msenbeillages on the north and
south banks of the Great Ruaha River (404). Prglqzdople were also moved from
Mbagi and Jongomeru (443) at this time. People flomgomeru went to Mkupule
(454), where those from Iguna were later to be aftat resisting resettlement (234).

4Creation of Sabi followed resettlement of peoplén®north of RNP as a precaution against sleping
sickness. This left the area uninhabited. The riRrovincial Commissioner remarked, "the sanofity
the game is well shown by the desolation of thentrgti ( in Kjekshus, H., 1977, "Ecology control and
economic development in East African history - thse of Tanzania". London. Heinemann.).

5 Perhaps it was decided to set aside Rungwa aschrsiwe area for big game hunters, usually whites
or Arabs (150, 165, 188): it became illegal foriédins to hunt in the reserve (387).
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In the early 1960s, the Msembe population remainimghe north bank was moved
across the river and out of Shamba la Bibi (479).

RNP was created in 1964 from the southern halsbémba la Bibi plus an area on
the south bank of the Great Ruaha River. Thegeliaacross the river were included
by the park and so their populations were moveihadae villagers were given a
choice of destinations and went to various locationidodi and Pawaga Divisions.

In the east of RNP, around llolo, an agreemeritttteaMaasai could continue to
bring in their cows for grazing (532) was repeatethe late 1960s (534). Some of
the people in the area were resettled as paredDiferation Songeza ("squeeze
people together") villagisation programme in 19326). Other parts of llolo
remained inhabited until 1979 or 1980 when peopeavevicted (113).

There seems to have been confusion over which palitdo were in RNP, and this
persists today (533). It may be one reason whylpesere able to remain there for so
long. Eventually the people from llolo moved torivas villages in Pawaga and
Idodi. They did not all go to new llolo, which igrther from RNP (18).

Lunda Mkwambi Game Controlled Area (LMGCA) was géae in 1985 and seems
to have created more confusion about access tingramd water in this area (535) .

2. Historical importance of wildlife use

Large mammals

Main uses

The main use of large mammals was for meat. AmbadV¥ahehe there are no
ceremonial uses of large mammals (241). Therdiwiascultural restriction on the
species used - the Wahehe ate everything (65,1388, except predators and
primates (318, 319). Some animals like eland may li@en avoided because they
were believed to have magic powers which made them to hunt (399). Muslims
objected to eating bush pigs (100) and probably msvarthogs. A mention was
made of an objection to eating elephants (24@patvly on religious grounds (316),
but such injunctions were rare.

In the 1950s, animals were hunted close to villagedocal large mammal
community composition dictated which species weresamed (494). The risk of
injury also influenced the choice of species humted elephants (131)

It appears that the "small animals" (from dik dikeland) were the ones most
commonly hunted. The generic term "antelopes" veasl wften. "Big animals" like

81t did not apply in the 1980s' ivory poaching egis, possibly because of the use of more reliable
modern weapons and the prospect of bigger betfieditsa successful hunt.

10
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giraffe, hippo and elephant seemed to be eaterirexpsently. Specific animals
mentioned most were buffalo, kudu, zebra and e{dedpite its magic powers!).

Medicinal qualities were attributed to game me&@8B{4 most especially to meat of
elephants and giraffes (317, 432), which was thougluable in times of hunger
(401y. Giraffe and zebra meat was cooked and eatentkgtBkin left on (407, 429),
but other species were skinned. Hippo and elegaaobuld be used in cooking as
an alternative to groundnut oil (381).

Full use was made of animals obtained (563). Wtiere was too much meat for
immediate consumption it was dried to be eatem (428,562).

The skins of antelope species, and perhaps ocedision zebra, were used for
making seats and skins to sleep on (429, 346,97)5, The skins were much-praised
for their comfort (161). Today they cannot be usedisplayed openly because of
their association with illegal hunting (e.g. 211)6

Skins were sometimes used for drums (e.g. 241sémiB21). The use of skins for
slings to carry children was said to date from meaHier times (382), perhaps
contemporaneous with the use of skins for cloth{@41) i.e. before man-made
fabrics were widely available. In some places &lofskin was used to make livestock
tethers (330) but elsewhere buffalo and hippo skieie thought useless (429).

Hunting techniques

Large mammals were hunted with bows and poisomarrepears, muzzle-loading
guns, shotguns, rifles, dogs and traps. In the 49b@ters were usually operating
close to their villages (124, 173, 398, 505).

Use of fire-arms was common before the 1950s (B1#se were mainly muzzle-
loaders, which could be made locally (145, 146, 98gir high incidence may have
been a consequence of Hehe conflict with the Gesmaathe end of the nineteenth
century (457.

It was said that the Wagogo in Pawaga were expattisbows and specialists in
making poison for arrows (462, 473). It was noaclkhether many bow-hunters
remain but if they do, most are probably in Paw@g2).

Some hunters were specialised as pig or warthotgtgjrusing dogs to pursue the
quarry which could be despatched with a spear wheght (e.g. 123, 195, 494, 546).

7In the 1950s giraffe and elephant were among tsedpecies to be protected by licensing laws from
local hunting (445) e.g. elephant licences wereetquensive for almost all African hunters (424).

8Today far fewer people have fire-arms (331). In1B80s Operation Uhai was carried out jointly by
Government wildlife and security forces in an agpemo halt elephant poaching (231). The operation
was responsible for the confiscation of many weapbio-one mentioned Operation Uhai, but
comments about confiscation of weapons in Mafu{G&9, 566) may be oblique references.

11
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Hunters generally operated alone or in small grooghking for assistance from
people in the village when help was needed to leutah animal and transport the
meat (92, 497). There was no mention of regularmanal hunting, although in
Mdonya there may have been occasional village horgecure elephant meat during
famines (401).

Hunters commonly used special medicines and mddarafs to spirits and chiefs in
order to assure a successful outcome to the hdni @D, 380).

There seems to have been little use of snare®ipakt. A reference was made to the
use of pitfall and leg-hold traps to catch aninrear shambas (242), and it was said
that the Wagogo sometimes used special speartodjiselephants (464).

Scavenging from carcasses, patrticularly lion kilas mentioned as a way of
obtaining meat in llolo (54), Kiteleke (86), Mdon{#02) and Msembe (184).
Scavenging was usually an opportunistic activi§§) (@ut apparently in parts of
Msembe there were so many lions that villagersatoedularly obtain meat this way
(472).

Another source of meat was donation by white bigpgunters (189, 314, 362) or
from Game Department rangers who shot problem dsi(@48, 343, 550 ). Today
these sources are trivial because there is ncstdwrnting around the villages and
there seems to be little control work by the Ganepd&tment. Urban-based resident
(i.e. Tanzanian) hunters visiting the area taketrheme with them.

Importance of game meat in the diet

The importance of game meat in the diet, i.e. béten it was eaten and what
fraction it constituted of total food consumptievas related to hunting effort and
success and the number of people who shared theofmeach animal obtained.

In small settlements in the early 1950s a singlgdruwas probably supplying
everyone with meat (148, 562, 563). The huntersldvbunt when meat was needed
(345, 428, 497), so presumably they were eatinat megularly and so were their
families and friends (344). A man whose grandfaties a hunter described game
meat as an important part of the family diet (98)n® referred to consumption by
village hunters of an animal a month (378, 386hdtk reported they ate meat every
week (458).

There were some villages without hunters (473yyitht a few hunters (184, 185) who
were probably not capable of supplying meat toyewes. Here most people may have
relied on scavenging and on windfalls such as donatf elephant meat from big
game hunters, so game meat was a less prominermfphe average diet.

When staple food crops failed reliance increasedgaone meat. Where there was a lot

of livestock less game meat was eaten (363, 220)wben livestock numbers
declined, people would switch to eating wild anisng70).

12
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From the little information here it appears mostge ate game meat frequently
while they lived in small settlements in the 194@s early 1950s. People in non-
hunting villages ate game meat less than peoplehwhted or knew hunters (473).

From the mid-1950s it seems likely that as settlgmsize increased and the demand
for meat grew, the significance of meat in the agerdiet actually decreased. This
was because new wildlife protection policies suppee the growth in hunting activity
required to keep pace with demand and wildlife kjyibecame less accessible in the
locations to which people were resettled. Latél; giame meat began to be sold for
cash which further reduced local availability.

Game meat is sometimes available in local villggé8), but the quantities involved
are thought to be small. Today, due to cost, medbmestic animals does not figure
prominently in the local diet (412, 489, 35).

Economic importance of game meat

In the 1950s game meat was a commodity with no taoyealue and a low barter
value (31, 151, 123, 568). It was never sold butilg consumed at home with family
and friends (344 ). It was probably perceived aafiul and of low value (31,560).

Today game meat cannot legally be sold or tradéd)(2There is a game meat market
in villages where meat can be exchanged for mdi28)(but this is thought to be
insignificant because casual observation suggéistake levels are very low. This
should be verified by further research into legal dlegal off-takes.

Honey

Main uses

In the 1950s, honey may have been a delicacy mghdyiprized than game meat.
Honey was used as food, either in its own righ) (BRin combination with other
foods like maize (311) and baobab fruit (352). Howas also prized as an additive to
beer (24, 500).

Collection techniques

People said the area which is now RNP was alwaysnibst important source of
honey (20, 52, 54, 243, 481).

Traditional methods of honey collection from wildds' nests demanded good
knowledge of the local area because the nests méfdund in holes in the ground,
among rocks, in thick bush, in dry river beds ofra@es (158). Some people
specialised in collecting honey (544) but there alas opportunistic collection (281).

Most commonly, nests were found in baobab tree4)(1dt which RNP has many.
Baobabs were probably favoured because they haaveofl which made it easy to
bang in pegs to climb the tree and to make atoaleach the honey (576). Smoke
was used to subdue the bees (450) while the hoasyemoved by boring a small
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hole, taking care not to disturb parts of the haoeyb containing grubs (509). This
hole was resealed afterwards . By collecting is tisy it was possible to return to the
same site and remove honey at reasonable intb@83. One or more honey hunters
could use the same nest, depending on local cu&o® 572).

Traditional hives were used in certain areas (838, 350) but in RNP most of the
honey was obtained from wild nests (186, 205). €lse said to be capable of
producing two or thredebes (tins), or forty to sixty litres, of honey a mon(243).
Collection of honey from wild nest is still more portant than use of either
traditional or modern hives, but it has becomellagal activity in RNP. The methods
of collection have become less sustainable thalititvaal ones, as modern honey
hunters destroy entire nest when they collect h@¢b&§, 511), perhaps because they
are under pressure to obtain honey quickly withomimg arrested. The commercial
value of honey was suggested as another reasomatigrn hunters, even outside
the RNP, are less careful in their collection md&h(565).

There appears to be little use of traditional odara hives in the villages today. The
government bee officer has visited several comramiut most have done nothing
since (27, 68), though some have tried (313). #rdctive attentions of honey
badgers were mentioned as one disincentive tofusees (27) but there must be
more fundamental reasons. Some claimed that theneoabees in the area (565, 26,
416). A possible reason for this is a local lackvater (350). Perhaps the distribution
of baobab trees and bee food plants are anotlu¢orfa

Importance in diet

Honey mixed with pounded baobab fruits was a foaickvhelped people to survive
periods of nutritional stress (352, 406, 469).dme areas of RNP people were eating
and selling honey (485), which suggests they mag ihad surplus to their needs.

Economic importance

The historical abundance of honey in RNP and tlaive lack of it outside, may
have stimulated a long-standing trade in the comiypio8ome people referred to
transporting honey over long distances by the tiadil method of carrying two debes
(20 litre tins) slung on a pole, which is still ds®eday (354, 408).

llolo in RNP seems to have once been the sitenofiket where traders from Iringa
came to buy honey (213). According to one intereewp to 1,000 debes of honey
were sold each month (356). A comparable volumeooky at current prices of about
TS 8,000 per debe would be worth TS 8,000,00oui£ 10,000. If such a monthly
turnover was achieved it must be the most sigmifiegonomic activity which has
taken place in RNP up to and including today (vl possible exception of ivory
poaching, which was unsustainable). Today theadasal market for illegal and legal
honey but it is not known if it is achieving a sianieconomic performance.

Fish
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Main uses
Fish was used for food.
Fishing techniques

Fishing involved a number of techniques of whicteland harpoon were the most
common (20, 124, 136, 501). In some areas linegs meferred to harpoons because
the latter were believed to be wasteful of fish§88here was one reference to the use
of fish traps (136). Lines are widely used todaygmoebably harpooning and trapping
are less-used. Poisoning was used (242) but wasipiyonot widespread (20).

No-one mentioned the use of nets in the old dagaigh these are used now in Mtera
Dam, where some people from the villages visitedogiish (246).

Importance
Little was discovered about the importance of fisthe local diet and economy, but .
there were several references to fishing and fisichvsuggests that generally it was
and remains a widely-used method of obtaining ahpr@ein. It would have

assumed greater importance when no game meat \a#alde (501).

Other natural resources

Trees and fruits

The baobab tree was and remains an important @sdtican provide water (367),
honey and fruits which aid survival in times of miidnal and other stress.

Herbal medicines were prepared from parts of aettees and plants (411, 214, 354).
It was said that the availability of these plards hot changed very much (250), but
the efficacy of herbal preparations declined folleguwcommercialisation (214) . The
Maasai are using traditional medicines to comtesésflies (537).
Certain wild fruits are used as an additive to [{2d).

Insects
Insect larvae found in tree bark were used as fiodddonya (410).

Conclusion
The general impression gained from the interviesathat in most places where
wildlife was available it was used by at least smhthe population, possibly mostly
by those lacking large numbers of livestock omgzin marginal lands i.e. poorer
people. It seems likely that the intensity of ofevildlife increased from this
"background level" in times of nutritional or econic stress.
While people in all areas referred to life in tfgl@s and 1950s as more comfortable

than today, they also mentioned that there weregierdroughts, crop failures,
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livestock losses and disease and pest outbreak$ved to hunger. These affected
people in and outside Shamba la Bibi (363, 394, 856155, 502, 543), and their
effects were to increase dependency on use ofifgil@07, 352).

As well as this sporadic reliance on wildlife, irany areas there may have been a
more prolonged and perhaps even constant dependsafecin some places, perhaps
parts of Mdonya for example, may only have beersipées or at least bearable,
because of access to wildlife at certain time$efytear.

Since the 1950s it has become progressively méfreudti to access wildlife
resources and in times of environmental or socamemic stress this has exacerbated
the discomfort of local people, especially those@whn remember life in 1950.
3. Wildlife management capacity of local communities

The wildlife management capacity of communitieswaer from:

+ their technical expertise in harvesting wildlitdréady covered)

+ the physical capacity of their harvesting methods

+ their willingness and ability to control the lewloff-take

+ their ability to manage problem animals

The effectiveness of management can be assessem&igering:

+ has the wildlife resource changed as the comnasititended?

« are communities controlling wildlife problems?

Wildlife-using peoples

It seems that all the peoples in the project asea wildlife to some extent, with the
Wahehe and Wagogo being the most important useasagu also used wildlife
(transcript 27, Idodi). Wabena lived in huntingagjes but it is not clear whether they
actually hunted or consumed wildlife products (544aasai did not hunt large
mammals (281, 519), but they are said to use sKimgld animals (160) which they
buy from hunters (160, 14), and they use honey,(28@). Man'gati and Wasukuma
have been in the area for a very short time (38)@obably are insignificant as
wildlife users.

Customary controls on level of exploitation

The interviews produced evidence of customary otmtrn wildlife use. The overall
situation was complex. It appears that, originatthiefs exerted some traditional
controls which ranged from virtually non-existeatstrict regulation. Later these
controls became bound together with colonial corsgemn regulations during the
period when the chiefs were acting as local adrmatisrs. They were finally replaced
altogether in the post-colonial period when theetthioffice was abolished.
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Reference to some form of regulation was madetarviews, as follows:

Period | Where resident at Type of control cited Transcript
that time para. ref.
1940¢ | Mafuluto, Idod Chief left access op 55€
1940s | llolo, RNP Strict customary control 423
1940¢ | Msembe, RN Chief left access ope 44E-44C
1940- | Mdonya, RNP Strict customary control, later 380-398
1950s allied with colonial game laws
1950¢ | Msembe, RN White hunters consult chi 18¢
1950s | Msembe, RNP Chief restricted local but ngt476-477
white hunters?
1950¢ | Msembe, RN Game Dept, DC, coul 24¢
1950s | Kiganga, RNP Little until licensing came in| 103
1950s | llolo, RNP None 117
1950¢ | Jongomeru, RN | Strict customary contr¢ 461
1950s | Mahuninga, Idodi None until colonial gamedaw487
1950¢ | Makombe, Idoc | None 497
1950s | Mafuluto, Idodi Chief administered colonial | 550
game laws
1950¢ | Mafuluto, Idod None except gun licen 56(-56¢
1950s | Isele, Pawaga None 32
1950¢ | Isele, Pawac Gov't order 67
1950s | Kisanga, Pawaga Gov't orders via villagedesag 108
1950s | Kimande, Pawaga Gov't orders 196
19€0s | Kiteleke, Pawac | None (re law and orde 82, 8¢

All references to strict customary control camerfrdungamalenga, Idodi, a village
near the RNP. They were made by people who fornmedilived in RNP. All but one

references to the role of chiefs came from Idodi$ion.

It is not known if this is a genuine effect or ateéact of bias e.g. in the selection of
interviewees or the terminology used in discussagylation. It is thought unlikely
that references to customary control were madevekse but mis-interpreted (462).

Traditional control was mediated through chiefs Hredr relatives. Wildlife users
sought prior advice from chiefs on the type an@l@®f use to be allowed. It was
believed that misfortunes would befall users whiedeto comply (461, 396). Chiefs

might call transgressors to account for their ati(451).
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Directions were often issued after making offerit@spirits or deities (423). The
chief or an old relative, e.g. the chief's moth&3), consulted the spirits (459). The
chiefs were invested with supernatural powers assiply regarded as super-human
(e.g. 393, 449).

Where traditional control was little-exercised g access situation applied until
the colonial game laws began to take effect.

The different intensities of control may have résdifrom a combination of factors.
Certain communities relied more than others onliféldise, and chiefs in such areas
might have exerted stronger control over wildlifeun order to ensure the survival of
their communities. In Mdonya, for some people, itiotral stress was a regular event
(401,406): perhaps this was the reason for Chiefta Nyongwa's strong influence.

Distance from the centre of chiefly influence mhave affected the intensity of
control. Where the village was far away from thetthere was either less control
attempted or less observance of the rules. Lopaésentatives may have been less-
respected than the area chief (487).

Related to this is the effect of settlement sizéhenlevel of control. In small, remote
villages open access had no detrimental effecustamability, so regulation was
superfluous. In larger settlements a higher denfiandatural resources would
necessitate close control of use, and if this cooldbe achieved wildlife resources
would disappear from the local area. This has aeduwvidely outside RNP.

Chiefs probably received a good share of meat B&adg32, 568). Msembe's Chief
Kayera, administering a large area, seemed tdatestrhis wildlife use regulation to
dealing with big game hunters, perhaps becausbefmeat and other benefits which
they provided. Some chiefs may have had no intamesintrolling wildlife use (556)
because they received no personal benefits inrretur

Colonial game laws began to be applied with licegsitarted in 1945 (450), and
some chiefs began applying traditional custom muésmn with the new rules.
Technically chiefs could not refuse access to wWédly someone who complied with
the new laws but licensed hunters, Africans andesghalike, continued to respect
chiefly authority (188, 398, 476, 477). Perhaps soraw "traditions” were developed
by chiefs in this period to ensure subjects' coamuée with game laws.

In Tungamalenga a wish was expressed to maintane b the old customs e.g. to
make offerings to the spirit of Chieftainess Nyoagat a site in Mdonya in RNP (466,
415). Some people say this would improve the wea@iders maintained that old
customs would curtail poaching as effectively aslera methods (466).

Effectiveness of customary control

It is impossible to judge the effectiveness of toosary controls. Of the communities
in which this study suggests wildlife use was ocolig¢d by custom, none remained
situ after 1955. They were all moved out of RNP andt thiestomary systems were
never subjected to modern pressures which mighe basllenged their sustainability.

18



Jennings/REWMP/ODA

From the 1950s onwards, colonial game laws supgdaciistomary rules. This trend,
and the later removal of chiefs, increased the wfityoof traditional systems.

Most evidence points to an incidental sustainghdlf "traditional use", whether or
not it was controlled by custom. The following caamipon of past and present
scenarios illustrates some of the pressures wtadek reduced the effectiveness of
customary and modern controls on wildlife use is #drea.

In the 1950s the usual scenario was:

« few people in small, dispersed settlements

+ lots of animals around them - because of a diffedéstribution but not
necessarily a larger total population

+ disturbance was low so use could be maintaineaharthe community

« few hunters per village

« meat had negligible commercial value and a lovdramalue

- off-take was limited to what local people could, @ad they did not waste meat

i.e. exploitation levels were regulated more bydbmmunities' ability to consume
the products of wildlife use than by deliberatetoolnon access to the resources.

In the 1950s there were few hunters per village (B23, 378, 494, 554, 562). They
were experts diundis (130, 239, 544); perhaps they were lineage huiii&)s But
there were many guns in some villages (146, 45978.rtle of Chief Mkwawa may
have marked the start of a Wahehe tradition of@unership (457). Most people
were not interested in using their guns for hun{B2g), but used them for protection
of crops and livestock (559).

However it was possible for anyone with a weapohut if he wanted (31, 64, 117,
195), and so villages probably had the capacisignificantly increase game off-take
by utilising more fire-power. Usually they weretresned by their capacity to
consume more meat (33) and the image of huntindhandy collection as specialised
trades may have restricted the number of partitgdinseems likely that hunting
effort would have increased in times of stress eduny crop failures or loss of
livestock, and perhaps it increased dramaticallgnmocio-economic conditions
worsened.

More recently the scenario has changed as a &fsthi¢ following:

« settlements are bigger and more populous, andwuted by larger areas of
cultivation (279, 103)

+ increased disturbance (63, 181, 489) has cauddlifevto move towards RNP
(22, 37, 48, 468, 485, 503, 558)

+ legal and illegal hunting of large mammals is takplace further from the
community, close to or inside RNP (26, 326, 503)

« meat has acquired a commercial value due to thelaj@ment of an urban market,
and (illegal) hunting has become a business (14,75G8)

« most local residents cannot afford to buy meamest consumption is taking
place in distant villages or urban areas (38, 568see 438)
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+ local demand for cheap meat has increased beo&usses of Wahehe livestock
and expense of meat from other sources (257,124,412, 348, 490, 507).

« gun licences and hunting permits are more experaid harder to obtain these
days (34, 68, 331, 468)

As wildlife now occurs mostly adjacent to and irsiRINP, off-takes are limited by
the effectiveness of anti-poaching operationshiPRand LMGCA.

Human population growth, poverty and commerciagiritves have encouraged
people to take up illegal hunting for meat (98, ¥ 3®ney (511) and ivory (464 and
465). These pressures may have been partially emateéd by decreasing availability
of the resource and increased dangers of arrestirigusuccess in terms of off-take
per hunter must have declined.

Comments about theft of cattle (116, 257, 374, B&@) honey (243), lack of respect
for the old (224) and undesirable social chan@é (275, 338) suggest that
traditional control on wildlife use might be ledteetive in today's social climate.
Non-wildlife customary controls still operate €efiging cattle-keepers for letting
animals stray into fields in Kimande (follows 8)tlthis may be because there is
clearly defined proprietorship of the resourcelngd, which does not exist for
wildlife today.

These are pressures to which customary controlédw@ve been subjected had they
persisted in the villages of Pawaga and Idodi. dlternative controls adopted in
colonial times have failed to maintain the histavitdlife resource around these
villages but they have succeeded in conservindlifglin RNP.

Trends in the status of wildlife and other natweslources

Reduced large mammal densities around villages aoedpwith those of the 1950s
were reported in most interviews. It was widely thht this reflected a distribution
change rather than a reduction in total populagiaa i.e. there are as many animals as
before but most of them have moved closer to RMifeSpeople explained they

could not be sure, as they cannot enter RNP tdkdhecsituation there (118, 75).

In some cases the local disappearance was notedroéls such as rhino and certain
antelopes, possibly Grant's gazelle and waterk24k, (137, 91, 102). It was reported
that buffalo and kudu have increased around Idididige (256).

Honey was reported to be scarce everywhere outs&edBNP and it appears it always
has been. Most references to trends in fish ptipnkreferred to a decline but one
suggested little change (127).

Some people noted a reduction in trees suitablbuibding (69, 157, 178), and others
suggested local woodland was in decline (233, 438)ers noted little change (23).

Pasture and water are of great importance to mstisr There has been a serious

decline in access to pasture, mainly due to expargd agriculture, villagisation and
the closure of former grazing areas in RNP, anésto water has become a problem
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in some areas (40-48, 279, 515-541). Wildfireseanather cause of loss of pasture
(156, 365). The situation is being aggravated kycttntinued immigration of
Mang'ati and Wasukuma pastoralists attracted mation works (5, 528).

Several people felt that rainfall now is less tirathe old days (39, 51, 225, 435).

Problem animal control

Several communities suffer crop damage by anima18,(260, 335, 551), which they
seem unable to manage. The main culprits are ppigshbush buck and baboons.
Elephants and hippos also are involved. Stockngitly lions also occurs (47, 277).

These problems always must have occurred (238, #80)nay have been less
widespread in the past because of the reducedte{teattiement and agriculture.
Possibly they were bearable because of the comjp@msaf access to game meat
(238). Animals may have been less accustomed tplpand easier to scare off (183).

Communities are believed to possess far fewer weafmmlay than in the past and this
limits their ability to control pests (26, 259, 559

Today it is difficult for people to act spontanelyus control crop damage, as to kill
animals without giving notice to the authoritiesitas accusations of poaching.
That some species are useless (e.g. baboons azatan) makes it unattractive for
anyone to waste expensive ammunition on them. Bewght the Wildlife
Department or RNP to assist but seem to recdile tielp (180).

Bush pigs enjoy a form of religious protection:ytleeuld be killed, but they are not
easily consumed in the midst of Muslim communi{ie30). Other animals are
protected by reluctance of RNP and Wildlife Depeamit to kill them e.g. elephants.
If special licences were available for hippos atephants villagers might take
responsibility for destroying these animals in tliambas. However many villages
lack the necessary weapons (e.g. 506).

Dogs were once used partly for guarding crops fpays (64, 107, 200) but these days
few people keep dogs (26). Use of traps in shansbagparently forbidden (242),
probably to prevent accidental capture of protespeeties, a potential alibi for those
possessing illegally obtained wildlife products.

Perhaps if carefully planned the use of snaresappests such as bushbuck could
reduce crop damage and provide meat.

Village-based hunters today

There appear to be few legal hunters operatin@biltte villages today (30, 244, 331,
506), mainly due to the expense of maintaininigenke for a rifle, buying
ammunition and obtaining hunting permits.
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It would be useful to identify all village-basedrters. As they are already in the
community and possess legal firearms plus knowleddiee local area, they are well-
gualified to assist the project. lllegal hunters probably more numerous, but it may
be harder to enlist their help. Interviewees shad the young modern hunters are not
as skilled as the olfilindis (465, 503).

Presumably there will be more hunters where thenadre wildlife, which are the
areas where cropping should be most feasible. igesls further research.

4. Community incentives for sustainable wildlife management

The incentives to use wildlife remain the samelasys - cheap meat and honey. The
prospect of cash benefits from wildlife seemsditppreciated. Communities
understand the importance of sustainability brgntains to be seen whether
sustainable use of the wildlife can provide siigaifit benefit.

Incentives and sustainability

Most interviews suggested that people want meateyand fish. There were explicit
statements that people desired these benefitd {39,507, 491). Frustration at being
unable to obtain meat or honey because of theofake commodity or a licence (34,
68, 99, 219, 503) shows the importance of pricmgantrolling access. Game meat
and other products must be provided cheaply (102).1

Some people said that when communities possesggdriambers of livestock they
reduced their consumption of game meat (220). Gtheggested that today they
cannot obtain enough meat because of butchergastdralists' marketing practices
(35, 489). This suggests that beef or mutton wbelgreferred to game meat at the
same price. However it is unlikely that provisidrcbeap beef could eliminate
demand for game meat, there being such a high deéfoameat of any kind in this
area.

One person suggested that if buffalo meat were toftered for sale it should be
priced at TS 300 per kilo, compared with a pric& $f400 per kilo for beef (491).

People appreciate that it may not be possibleduige the wildlife benefits they
desire on a sustainable basis (468, 506). It wilpbssible to address this important
issue when more information is available on theentrstatus of the wildlife resource
base and the level of off-take it is already suppgr

One person suggested that his village would neadtoffalo a week for meat (506)

i.e. over two hundred buffalo a year. Another maimfed out that even five buffalo a
year would be better than nothing (104). Providimg hundred buffalo a year would
provide significant benefit but might not be susédile. Five buffalo a year, or about
1,500 kg of medt shared by 1,000 villagers, would be a susta;mabé but does it

9 Assumes animals shot are adult males, weightesfsgd carcass about 300 kg.
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represent a significant benefit? It might if the@age villager eats meat only twice a
year (412).

The idea of legally earning money from wildlifessmething which did not occur to
any interviewees except those who had discussddriitg previous REWMP village
surveys (336). From casual observation it was hetous that lightly consumptive
high revenue generating activities like tourist tg could succeed in this area, as
wildlife densities appeared very low (results bE REWMP aerial surveys will
clarify this). Tourist hunting has been carried previously in Pawaga. Some areas
have pleasant scenery and might have potentigdmitourism if wildlife densities
increase.

Sustainable honey collection in RNP may have ther@l to generate sizeable
economic benefits if the account of the llolo honegrket is accurate (356). However
it will not be possible without a radical changeRNP management policy.

5. Impact of the establishment of Ruaha National Park

Wherever they were living at that time i.e. whettiey were inside or outside RNP,
most people referred to life in the 1950s as bélien today, with better access to
large mammals (343, 106), fish (144, 501), hon&p(205), livestock (28, 364),
good pastures (114), water (39, 115) etc. Con#litt wildlife seems usually to have
been bearable (238). Social behaviour was beter(&02, 151/152). This may be
nostalgia. However it demonstrates the importanitghat not only those evicted
from RNP feel their quality of life is lower todéyan in 1950. The impact of RNP
should be considered with this in mind.

Impacts on wildlife use

The main effect of RNP formation was to move peaplteof wildlife-rich areas and
into places where equally rich game populationseviseing reduced by the increased
level of human disturbance.

The creation of RNP as a large area free from Inumaditation may have accelerated
the shift in wildlife distributions away from thellages. In Tungamalenga as early as
1955 animals were said to be decreasing and gotoghe park (387), though this
could be the result of clearance of forest foragture (436, 349). One person
referred to animals and people being "villagisedo itheir respective settlements
(558). In the same village, Mafuluto, another perswentioned that there had still
been a lot of animals around in the 1960s (542).

As honey is a resource which seems always to hese scarce outside the park and
plentiful inside, establishment of RNP should hkedeto immediate local shortages of
honey. Itis not known if honey hunters were @iffeely excluded from RNP at the
time of its formation, but today they continue tmaph honey in RNP (243). Around
llolo it seems honey hunting proceeded until theetof the evictions in 1979 (205).

RNP enclosed a large section of the Great Ruaher Ripposite Msembe) within the
park and this created problems for people who fosnted fished there (246). Other
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stretches of the river form the RNP boundary. Fighwithout a licence on these
stretches is an offence, and licences are notabtailocally (144). The Mtera Dam is
the single most important local source of fish, dnsli filled by the Kisigo and Great
Ruaha rivers which are protected by RNP. RNP may e contributing to increased
local availability of fish for sale from the Mtefighery.

In one area, palm leaves for weaving mats wereiored as having been made
inaccessible within RNP (83).

The establishment of RNP reduced access to theimpsttant local source of
honey. It was one factor in the loss of accedarge mammals. Whether it has
reduced access to fish is unclear.

Impacts on cultivation, livestock and pastoralism

Some people stated that the conditions for culbwat348, 209) and livestock (532,
208) in RNP were superior to those in the locattonshich evicted villagers were
moved. Others said the opposite (480). In RNRIlti@nal" rain fed crops were
grown, such as maize and sorghum. Some farmemstdwish to change to irrigated
agriculture, more suitable in the areas where tiway live, because it involves too
much work (53, 71).

Some claimed that people from RNP were moved tceglavhere there was less rain
and so yields of maize and sorghum were poor (20i8) not known if there was
such local variation in rainfall, though it is pdds. Today there is a variation in
rainfall between villages in the shadow of the gsteent and those a few kilometres
further into the valley, which can make the diffeze between a good and a bad
harvest of maizepérs. obs., Malunde). Alternatively, since in most areas pegaid
there is less rain nowadays, the claimed effect Imaag been part of a general
climatic trend in and outside RNP. It may refleiffestent soil drainage characteristics
(348).

In the 1960s people from RNP arriving in Idodi weoenetimes obliged to work as
labourers for a year before they acquired their shaimbas (252). It was not always
so bad though (192).

There has been a general trend of loss of livestautng the Wahehe and the Maasai
due to tsetse flies and the need to sell stotkiyofood and other consumables (49,
277, 537). Another critical factor is lack of gnagilands.

The Wahehe livestock keepers who were moved oRNF in the 1950s may have
encountered a shortage of pasture for their stdickrst perhaps this was not severe
because of their use of livestock in combinatiothwultivation (422, 114). Some
people mentioned that their stock holdings wereiced when they left RNP (116)

and this may have been a result of movement isdsaftested areas (49). Today there
is less room for grazing (120) but Hehe cattlefawe The loss of livestock may have
contributed to a decline in agricultural produdivy removing an important source
of manure and incapacitating mixed farming systems.
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The Maasai, husbanding their cattle in a much regtensive way, were able to
continue to use grazing resources in the east & RNil the late 1960s when access
was refused (206, 533). This was followed by tleeiction from the area during the
1970s campaign of villagisation (526). NowadaysNfaasai are increasingly
sedentary and most have taken up cultivation applement to livestock (538, 269).
This process which has affected most pastoral pspdtiven mainly by the
encroachment on rangelands of settled cultivation.

It is doubtful that restoration of access to peestun RNP would change things, as
unless access were restricted to particular grotipfaasai, any area set aside for
pastoralism would rapidly become overcrowded witmigrants. Additionally, such
a move would probably lead to calls for similar cessions from the other tribes who
had inhabited RNP since long before the arrivahefMaasai in 1953 (522).

Recently local livestock keepers have been involaealdispute over access to water
on the RNP boundary. The impression given by imerees is that two years ago
certain channels of the Great Ruaha River prewousstd to water local livestock
were declared as out of bounds. This has createxisgoroblems for livestock
keepers and others who claim they have no alteatater source in the dry season
(46, 534). It is also possible that the river hlaanged course and the old channels
have dried up but no-one mentioned this. The sdoateeds clarification.

Impacts on local culture and society

The people who were moved out of RNP left gravésrokand this was mentioned as
a loss by some (251, 15). The loss of accessdditmal sites for making offering to
ancestors and chiefs was also mentioned (415).

The park has affected the local economy by progi@mployment opportunities for
local people. A disproportionate number of permamewnl casual employees come
from Idodi, which is closer to RNP headquartersgddive effects have been that the
attraction of paid work in RNP deprives nearbyagks of manpower needed for self-
help projects and has led to young men and womelecteng school.

Probably the presence of RNP was partly responfbléne recent upgrading of the
main road from Iringa, which passes through sewgllabes.

Attitudes to RNP

Because of its anti-hunting, fishing and honeyasdlhg activities, RNP is viewed
with antipathy by neighbouring communities. Thiggpecially so in Pawaga where
people have received few employment or other beniebm RNP (11). Some people
complained that RNP was too strenuous in enforttiedaw (42, 50, 70, 44)
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IMPLICATIONSFOR WILDLIFE UTILISATION PROJECTS
The main implications of the results for wildlifélisation in REWMP are:

+ Most people in the project area traditionally uagdnge of wildlife products.
There is still a high demand for these productsjtis largely unsatisfied.
Provision of meat and honey by the project wouléXxteemely welcome in the
villages visited.

« Ifitis desired to eventually delegate wildlifeamagement responsibilities to local
communities it will be necessary to establish nestiiutions, as the traditional
ones are defunct.

« The principle of sustainability is appreciatediitbages, but it is not clear whether
sustainable management is capable of providinglpesith the level of
traditional benefit they desire. It is thereforepmntant to address the following:

« The wildlife resource base (large mammals and yjosteould be quantified

« The level and value of current off-takes (legad dlegal) should be
estimated.

« The feasibility should be assessed of increasiogl lwildlife benefits in a
sustainable way by use of current or novel methibdson-traditional uses of
wildlife are feasible which are lightly consumptiaad highly profitable they
should be preferred.

« There may be opportunities to assist villagesrablgm animal control.

« There are local wildlife experts such as villageters who should be involved in
local wildlife management activity such as croppipgblem animal control and
honey hunting.

+ Some evidence collected suggests that honey tiolexould if formalised and
properly regulated generate significant economiehts on a sustainable basis.
This should be explored further. If, as appearmyikit proves impossible to do
this in RNP, reasons for the low honey productibauwrounding areas should be
investigated further.
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