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'PREFACE

This study of the Livestock-Meat Subsector is a part of a
larger project of Livestock Development in Tanzania. The field
work was conducted in 1975 and preliminary drafts were made
available to TAMU/USAID and Tanzanian officials of LIDA in July,
1976. The study is designed to assist in planning the develop-
ment of the Livestock-Meat Subsector. It is assumed that specific
projects will have their own detailed plans. This study was
designed to examine the industry and document detailed infor-
mation concerning the traditional herd and make recommendations
for an improved subsector.

The study is reported as follows:

Volume I Consultants' Report

ﬁo?ume I  Livestock Survey Data and Marketing Model

V61ume JII Regional Surve& Data for Mara, Mwanza,
Shinyanga, and Tabora Regions.

Volume IV  Regional Survey Data for Singida, Dodoma,

and Arusha Regions.

D. E. Farris, Subsector Study Coordinator
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ABSTRACT

Volume II consists of (1) a Marketing Model used to provide guides for pricing
and p]ant location and (2) a Survey of the Traditional Livestock Industry which
documents current facts, practices and probiems of the livestock industry of Tanzania.

The marketing study uses a transportation model to estimate patterns of livestock
and meat movements, derive estimates of the value of various plant locations and show
price differences due to geographic location. With only one commercial slaughter
plant in the country at Dar es Salaam the dominant flow pattern of cattle is from
the interjor to Dar es Salaam. Plant capacity being available 1n‘Sh1nyanga alters
this pattern. Slaughtering cattle in the concentrated production area and shipping
out meat could save an estimated two milijon shillings in transportation per year
and about that much more on savings in shrink and deqth loss by avoiding the long
hauls of live cattle. Additional savings were estimated for locating plant capa-
city at Arusha, but this assumes reduced '1ive exports to Kenya. The feasibility of
a plant at Arusha is not clear unless it is assumed that the plant could compete for
cattle that was beiﬁg trekked into Kenya. The Mbeya plant capacity did not indicate
any reduced saving in transportation cost with current production patterns. Addi-
tional cattle production in the Mbeya area would be required to economically justify
the planned construction.

The marketing modél provides guides for pricing patterns due to geographic
tocation. Briefly, it shows that the interior regions South of Lake Victoria down
to Tabora should be the lowest price areas. If all marketing costs are included,
an average price difference is estimated TSH 32/- per cwt for Tive cattle between
the surplus cattle zone and the coastal cattle deficit areas. Price differences
between the Lake Victoria cattle zone and deficit cattle areas on the coast given
1976 transportation rates are reduced on the average by TSH 4/07 per live cwt with

an additional slaughter plant in Shinyanga.

ix



Personal interviews were conducted with 792 randomly selected cattle herders
during the dry season of 1975. The herdsmen in the sample owned an average of 27.3
cattie, 13.7 goats and 9.1 sheep. This survey documented the genera] observations
made by the consultants in Volume I, that the traditional herd is a multipurpose
herd kept for milk, meat, cash, dowry and for banking and insurance. Commercial
sales are generally a by-product, or at least, a joint product with other activi-
ties. Under the communal grazing conditions herdsmen engaged in very few improved
practices and had practically no improved breeds of cattle.

Dipping as an indication of adoption of improved practices shows 71 percent of
respondents had not dipped their cattle in 4.23 months on the average. Data show
that animal health practices are inadequate. There was practically no supple-
mental feeding or mineral supplements used. Calf death Toss was 28 percent in
1975, and gross herd offtake was 29.4% for cattle, 35.1% for goats, and 10% for
sheep in 1975. This overstates country of%take to the extent there was double
counting due to interherd transactions. Although there was a great deal of herd to
herd variation in herd size and management practices there was considerable simi-
tarity within herd size groups and among regional averages.

The survey shows clearly that almost no modern technology is being employed in
the traditional herd management. This survey provides a basis for understanding
the programs that can improve productivity and some of the insight needed for de-
signing them to fit the conditions and to attack the problems that are bottlenecks
to increased output. This section supports the observation of the consultants
recorded in Volume I that relatively simple improvements in technology known to
have a high payoff in other countries have not yet been widely adopted in the

traditional herds in Tanzania.
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EAST AFRICAN MARKETS AND TANZANTAN POLICIES FOR
PRICING AND PLANT LOCATION — LIVESTOCK AND MEAT

By D.E. Farris, G.M. Sullivan and K.W. Stokes
SUMMARY

A model of the Tanzanian beef markets was designed to estimate the
price difference among markets due to transportation cost, optimum
number of plants and plant locations for a variety of conditions.

Using production and consumption data for the 1968-70 period and
1976 transportation costs total trangportation cost of live cattle and
beef amounted to shs. 73.5 million, but with the assumed addition of
three new plantg in the interior (Shinyanga, Arusha and Mbeya) trans-
portation cost declined five percent. Had the model taken
into account death loss and shrink, the reduction in total cost would
have been about double that due to transportation alome., It is quite
clear that a new plant in the interior would be a wise investment.
Additional plants in Arusha and Mbeya have some merit, but their value
depends on expected production increases and live exports.

The specific results of these models suggest that a plant located
in Shinyanga in addition to the one at Dar would reduce total transpor-
tation cost further to shs. 3.6 million than, the addition of the Mbeya
plant increased total transportation cost. This suggests the Mbeya
plant capacity would contribute less to economic development than the
one at Arusha unless cattle production is increased in the Mbeya area.
However, if live cattle continues to move to Kenya the Arusha plant is
of doubtful wvalue. ‘

The models yield imputed price differences and these for model I

suggest a price premium of shs. 18/cwt. in Dar over West Lake and almost
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16 shs. over Shinyanga. If death loss and shrink are taken into account
these premiums would increase to about shs. 30 per cwt. live weight.

The solution of the models illustrates the need for geographic price
differences based on cost of reaching alternative markets. Location of
plants in the interior reduces the price difference te ome-half com=
pared to relying solely on the Dar plant. The saving potential is such
that the cost of slaughter and canning capacity could be recouped rapidly
considering a saving of an estimated U.S.$.3 million per year from savings
in transportation cost,‘death loss and shrink.

Results of this study can serve as guides to policy decisions.
Application to a specific route or price differential must be adjusted
for current conditions. Results of the models were consistent with
standard principles of geographic price differences with surplus areas
having the lowest prices and deficit areas having the highest prices.
Specific model results were that prices were generally highest in the
Southeast and lowest in the Northwest. ZLocating a plant in Shinyanga
reduced the price difference between Shinyanga and the coast by shs. 7/£0.8.51)
per cwt. liveweight. Dar es Salaam and Mtwara had the highest price for
cattle in all models and Northwest areas were the lowest. Shingida-Tabora
area would be the lowest price area if movement of live cattle into Kenya

were included in the model.



EAST AFRICAN MARKETS AND TANZANIAN POLICIES FOR

' PRICING AND PLANT LOCATION - LIVESTOCK AND MEAT

s . *
By D.E.: Farris,. G.M.-.Sullivan and K.W. Stokes

Introduction

Tanzania for a time regulariy exported live cattle to neighboring.
countries and canned beef to markets in Europe, primarily the United
Kingdom. At times it has exported chilled beef to nearby countries.
‘Considering the lack of development of the livestock meat sub-sector
and the lack of development of Infrastructure it appears it has .potential
to substantially expand beef exports if certain planned improvements are
accomplished. -

, Durahg 1975 exports became increasingly difficult to arrange, and
the cattle industry suffered severely from drought and lack of export
markets. A single packing plant located in Dar es Salaam slaughters

for canned beef export. It also provides fresh beef for the city. Long
trekking and haul{ng without feed and water results in excessive shrink
and death loss. . .

The cattle—beéf sub-sector is characterized by low productivity,
high live marketing costs and by market prices controlled by government

that do not provide the incentives required to increase output or quality.

Analyses are needed to provide policy guides on pricing and plant location

*Respectively Professor, Research Associate, Texas A&M University
and Livestock Economist, USAID-TAMU/Tanzania. The authors are indebted
to J. M. Sprott for assistance in developing the model. -
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to increase pricing and physical efficiency of the sub-sgctor.

A transshipment linear programming model, using data from a rela-
tively stable period was used to provide estimates of optimum plant
locations, effiéient pricing patterns and potential product flows from
Tanzania to East African markets.

- Livestock inventory in Tanzania in 1970 was estimated at 13.1
million cattle, 4.4 miliion goats and 2.8. million sheep. Even though
this is sltightly more cattle than was estimated for Texas in the same
year, the offtake was only a fraction of that in developed countries.
It has been estimated at less than 10 percent with market offtake as
low as 3 percent.

A livesto;k development plan is in operation that is based on the
,hypothe;is that slaughter capacity located in éhe surplus cattle areas
will increase mgrketing efficiency. This study attempts to test that
hypothesis and provide additional guides for pricing and market develop-

ment.

Methodology

A transshipment linear programm?ng mode!l is used to estimate the
_cost saving in total transportation. This also provides estimates of
spatiai price differences and optimum plant location. Sources of pro-
duction, sources and destinations for slaughter, and destinations for

consumption are linked to minimize transportation costs.

Supply Capacities for Beef Cattle

Seventeen cattle production regions were chosen as representative



of livestock regions (Figure 1). Data is‘available for the period
1968-1970 for the average annual offtake of head of cattle. It will be
assumed that each animal has an average weight of 5.24 hundredweight; .

therefore, supply capacity for each region will be in live hundredweight

(sée Table 1).

Slaughter Capacity for Each Region

Demand requirements of beef for slaughter inciude the seventeen
domestic production regions in addition to three export markets for
live.animals. The three export markets are: Lusaka, Zambia; Kampala,
Uganda; and Kinshasa, Zaire.

Data on siaughter‘capacity for the seventeen internal markets is
nonexistent so it has to be extrapolated from aggregate consumption
from larger livestock zones (Table 2). Silaughter capacity for the seven-
teen regions in Tanzania is caiculated by the following equation.
(EQl.) Total Slaughter Capacity = (Pounds of liveweight of beef/capita/

year for Zonej)(Population for Regionij)

It is assumed that the pounds of liveweight of beef/capita/year for

Zonej will be equivalent over the entire space of the zone. .

Consumption demand for each region
Total consumption capacity for each region was assumed equivalent
to its local slaughter capacity. All the cattle which are slaughtered )

will be consumed in the region except where a commercial slaughter plant

is located in the region {Table 3).

Data on slaughter and consumption capacity for the three African



Table 1. Average offtake of cattle by regions in Tanzania .

Average offtake of cattle

Region 1968~1970 in Liveweight
--------- (Cut. )=~
Arusha . 313,527
Coast . . 13,506
Dodoma . 254,760
_ Iringa 84,242
Kigoma 4,994
Kilimanjaro 111,418
Mara ’ - 43,100
Mbeya 42,963
Morogora - © 32,963
Mtwara ) 23,285
Mwanza o 77,843
Ruvuuma ’ ) 13,674
Shinyanga - . 256,000
Singida 160,823
Tabora 172,629
Tanga _ . 44,225
West Lake _ 43,396
Source: Phase 1| Livestock Development Project. Ministry of

Agriculture and Cooperatives, Dar es Salaam, Tanzania,
November, 1971, Vol. 4,



Table 2. Human population, total consumption and liveweight
per caplta consumpition of beef by livestock zones

Consumption Liveweight2

of beef per capita

Zones PopuJaFiOn: ) in Zonej . consumption
(Head) (Pounds)
South Western 1,659,200 22,000 7.0
Northern ' 2,034,000 44,500 11.6
Sukumaland/Lake 3,719,600 40,500 5.7
Bastern 2,636,000 72,100 14.4
Southern 1,434,000 9,000 3.3

1Population data is from 1967 national census.

2Liveweight/capita consumption was figured by following

equation:

Liveweight R i

ziisﬁigiiin = (Consumption in Zonejin head of cattle)(5.28)
in beef Zonei . Total population in Zonej
3

Assumed one head of cattle equivalent to 5.24 cwt.

Source: FPhase II Livestock Development Project. Ministry

of Agriculture and Cooperatives, Dar es Salaam,
Tanzania, November, 1971, Vol. 4.



http:cattle)(5.28

Table 3. Basic data required for the model, 1968~1970

Total ' Total
* Human Per capita slaughter Total production
Zone population consumption capacity consumption by region
= (No.)-- -~ (No.) - —(Cwt.)-- -~ (Cwt.) == -- (Cwt. )=

Zone |: Northern

Arusha Region 610,400 1 70,806 70,806 313,527

Kilimanjaro 652,700 i1 75,713 75,713 111,418

Tanga 771,000 i, 89,448 89,448 44,285
Zone ll: Eastern
" Coast Region 771,000 11.6 89,448 112,939 13,506

Dodoma 709,300 4.4 102,139 102,139 254,760

Morogora 685,000 14.4 98,640 98,640 32,530

Singida 458,000 14.4 65,952 65,952 160,824
.Zone I11: South West ’ .

Iringa Region 689,000 .7 48,293 43,293 84,242

Mbeya 969,000 .7 67,851 67,851 42,963
Zone 1V: Sukumalund/Lake

Mara 544,000 5.7 31,008 31,008 43,100

Kigoma 473,000 5.7 26,983 26,983 L ,994

Mwanza - 1,059,100 5.7 60,140 60,140 77,843

Shinyanga : 899,500 5.7 51,271 51,271 256,000

Tabora 562,900 5.7 32,085 32,085 172,629

West Lake 658,100 5.7 37,511 37,511 43,395
Zone V: Southern

Ruvuuma 393,000 3.3 12,969 12,969 13,675

Mtwara 1,041,000 3.3 34,353 34,353 23,285

Source: Phase |1, Livestock Development Project. Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives, Dar es-

Salaam, Tanzania, November, 1971, Vol. 4.



export markeis for live animals from Tanzania is an arbiFrary quantit;
simply to alloy the model to provide the imputed,maréinal costs and

price differences. The same transpoftation equations were useg to
.estimate freight rates. Shipments to these markets occur but are erratic
due to political and other probleﬁs. _Inclusion of these three export

markets is necessary to represent the East African market for Tanzanian

cattle and beef.

Distances Between Markets and Transportation Costs

In each of the seventeen regions, a major town was chosen as the
slaughter and consumption center. Transportation costs between market
points were estimated from equations fitted to ?he actual rates available:

(1).. Live cattle

Y = 6.4338 + .01783X .
where: Y = total costs/cwt. in Tanzanian shillings for
total distance travelled for live cattle or

live animal equivalent,

b, = fixed costs for shipment of live animals or
live animal equivalent,

bl = the incremental increase in cost per unit
of distance travelled. °

(2} chilled beef in live animal equivalent,

Y = 3.9465 + .0L16457X

Description of Models

Model | represents the marketing system presently in operation.
One commercial packing plant processes cattle into unrefrigerated

carcasses for local trade and chilled or canned beef for exbort.
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Surplus live cattle in the regions are shipped either to Dar es Salaam
(Coast Region) where Tanganyika Packers Ltd.'s (TPL) plant is located
or to African export markets.

In Model 1, slaughter capacity at Dar es Salaam is assumed to
include the regional slaughter capacity for the Coast Region plus
capacity to include the surplus cattle production from all domestic
regions to allow for export of processed beef.

Consumption capacity for Teheran (a hypothetical export market) is
the net difference between the increased slaughter capacity for the
Coast Region and consumption capacities for all other locations.. Trans-—
portation costs from Dar es Salaam to Teheran is lower than from the
other markets so all chilled or canmned beef leaves from Dar es Salaam.

In Model fV, slaughter plant capacity is assumed for four regions
to test the hyﬁothesis: whether slaughter plants located in surplus
cattle areas would reduce the total traunsportation cost fér the system,
Model II considers one new plant in Shinyanga, the largest cattle surplus
area; this plant is currently under construction. Model IIT considers a
third plant at Arusha.

The four regions with slaughter Elants {(Coast, Arusha, Shinyanga,

and Mbeya) have equivalent slaughter capacities and transportation costs

in shipping chilled or canned beef to Teheran.

Results

Analysis of the current situation is represented by Model I and
illustrates the incentive for exporting live cattle to neighboring coun-
tries due to lack of slaughter capacity in the interior (Figure 1).

Another factor encouraging live cattle movements is the preference for

slaughtering in the city where it is consumed. The general distribution
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pattern appears to be in line with the observed situation for the time
period on which the data are based.

Models II and IIT repregents the post-1976 situation when it is assumed
adequate slaughter capacity can be provided in the surplus cattle areas.
Even though shrinkage and death loss is not charged to live cattle move-
ment, total transfer cost is minimized by using slaughter capacity in
Arusha, Shinyanga and Mbeya in addition to the plant operating at Dar es
Salaam, In fact the total transportation cost was reduced by 3.6 million

T.S: per year or 5 percent (Table 4).

Table 4, Comparison of Total Transportation Costs for Model I and

Model II
Model Total Transportation Savings
Costs
('TSH) (TSH) {(Percent)
Model I 73,495,034 &/
b/ .
Model IT 71,433,504 2,061,530 2.8
Model III 69,878,837 3,616,197 </ 4.9
Model IV 69,908,325 3,586,709 &/ 4.8

3Fquivalent U. S. $8,646,475.

quuivalent U. 8.

242,532,
cEquivalent U, s. 425,435,
quuivalent U. S, 421,966,

Thie suggests that the savings in transportation costg alone to the
cattle-beef sub-sector would amount to 3.6 million T.S. per year and would
indicate that the capacity in the new locations would be a good invest-

ment. This assumes that the necessary adjustments in the economy would
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be made to handle chilled meat transportation and sales. This is a

heroic assumption and since this condition is not a part of the model a
‘more precise statement of the results is that substantial economic incen—
tives exist to justify expanding slaughter capacity first to the Shinyanga-~
Tabora area, then to Arusha and next to Mbeya (Table 5) Marginal trans-—
portation costs at the final consumption points are substantially

reduced by the second plant whereas there is little reduction from

adding 2 more plants (Table 5).

Imputed prices may be used to show cattle price differences due to
transportation cost. The price pattern shows the Lake Victoria areas
having the lowest price with the price rising along the coast reaching
its highest point at Mtwara where it was 21.8 T.S5. per cwt. above West
Lake in Model 1 and 17.8 in Model II (Figure 3). Since death loss and
shrinkage were not included in the cost of transportation, these imputed
values measure only about one~half of the price differences that would
prevail in an open market system. Nevertheless, this general price
pattern would be expected to hold with only an increase in the differences
if all costs of transfer and cattle losses were included. Actually the
Tabora~Shinyanga-Mwanza areas would bé the lowest price areas if data
were'available to reflect the northern movement of cattle across the
border.

Imputed price differences from Model II show that the location of
packing plant capacity at the dinterior points cuts the price differential
between Shinyanga and Dar es Salaam to one-half (from 18.4 - 2.4 = 16.0
in Model T, to 14.3 - 5.6 = 8.7 T.S./cwt. in Model IT). The northwestern
part of the country remains the lowest price area and the Southeast re-
mains the highest price area for live cattle (Figure 3 and Table 6). This

specific result assumes no live cattle being sold in Kenya.
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Table 5. Comparison of marginal transportation costs for an added unit
of beef consumption by reglons as plants are added, 1976.

Region 1 Piant 2 Plants 3 Plants 4 Plants
Model T Model IT Model IIT Model IV

(T. S./live cwt. equiv.)?

Arusha 23.16 19.09 20.30 20.30
Kilimanjaro 23.59 19,52 20.69 20.69
Tanga 26.57 22.50 24,02 24,02
Coast 28.84 24.77 24,96 24,96
Dodoma 24,87 20.27 20.69 20.46
Morogoro 27.52 22.70 23.01 22,89
Singida 23.21 18.42 18,38 18.42
Mbeya 28.15 23.11 22.26 22,26
Iringa “ 25.54 21.47 21.89 21.66
Mara 18,67 17.76 15.64 15.64
Kigoma 23,26 20.60 20.60 20.60
West Lake 18.06 16.22 17.50 16.22
Mwanza 19.49 17.84 15.13 15.13
Shinyanga 21.21 16.12 16.12 ) 16.12
Tabora 22,82 17.98 17.98 17.98
Mtwara 32.32 28.25 28.67 28.44
Ruvuuma 26.38 22.31 22.73 22.50
Lusaka, Zambia 37.39 33.00 33.00 33.00
Kampala, Uganda 15.67 14.76 14.76 14.76
Kinshasa, Zaire 39.10 38.19 38.19 38.19
Teheran, Iran 95.47 91.40 91.40 91.40

aConverted to carcass beef, these values would need to be multiplied by 2.
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Figure 1II. FEstimated Price Differences
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Table 6, Comparison of Imputed Price Diffe?ences for Live Cattle as
Packing Plant Capacity is Added.2

Region 1 Plant 2 Plants 3 Plants 4 Plants
Model I Model II Model III Model IV

(T. shs. per live cwt.)

Arusha 8.14 4.07 9.85 8.95

Kilimanjaro 9.25 5.18 8.46 7.56
Tanga 15.23 11.16 13.54 13.54
Coast (Dar) 18.39 14.32 14.51 14,50
Dodoma 9.96 5.89 6.08 6.08
Morogoro 14.74 10.67 10.86 10.86
Singida 6.49 2.42 3.81 2.90 |
Mbeya 11.90 11.57 11.76 11.76
Iringo 9.59 5.52 5,71 5.71
Mara 0.01 0.25 1.43 - 0.53
Kigoma 10.15 10.15 10.15 110.15
Weat Lake 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mwanza 0.28 2.54 2.54 2.54
Shinyanga 2.41 5.64 5.64 5.64
Tabora 2.28 2.29 2.29 2.29
Mtwara 21.84 17.77 17.96 17.96
Ruvuuma i1.11 7.04 7.23 7.23
a/

—' Price differences are premium prices per cwt. above West Lake. They do
not account for shrink and death loss in transporting. Actually in
racent years the West Lake area has had a deficit of live cattle and a
more accurate price level would probably be a little above Mwanza.
Arusha area price would also be higher if live movements into Kenya
had been estimated.
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Since other production and marketing costs are not included in the
models these data show only the change due to location of packing plant
capacity, and the relative market price differences by regions due to
transportation costs. ' Export markets in Zaire and Zambia have the
highest marginal transportation cost with costs declining in other
regions toward the interior of Tanzania, and further toward the Lake
ﬁictoria area in the northwest. BSpecifically, these models assume an
open market and the necessary infrastructure to adjust to an optimum
marketing solution given the specified availabilities, requirements and
transportation.costs. Scme of the estimates may therefore, be unrealistic,
but the analysis does illustrate the general price distribution patterns
that would prevail when rescurces were being used efficiently.

The current (1976) pricing policy for live cattle is a flat minimum
price with no direct quality, seasonal or .geographic differential. A
weight differential is applied that is associated with quality. This
policy results in lower quality cattle bheing shipped long distance by
railroad without feed or water. The shrinkage and death losses are
unusually high. ZFurthermore, the policy of fixing maximum retail price
by districts or regions creates further distortions, élthough these
prices do recognize a spatial price difference relative to the coast.
Some adjustment in geographic pricing has been approved but not operating
in July 1976.

When the plant under construction at Shinyanga is completed the
price on the coast will still need to be higher, but the difference
compared to Model I would be cut to one-half (Table 5).

Finally, results of the analysis support the hypothesis that market-

ing efficiency can be substantially increased by locating slaughter
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gapacity in the interior. This result supports the recommendation of
the study made for the Ministry of Agriculture and the Development Bank
in 1971 (1). If market incentives are adjusted to encourage producers
to adopt better production and marketing practices the offtake should
increase to allow the industry to supply East African markets with

live cattle and beef on a continuing basis.
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Survey of Traditional Livestock Industry
By G. M. Sullivan and D. E. Farris

It is estimated that approximate1y(?0% of the cattle in Tanzania are raised

"Potential short run and long run benefits
-

from this sector are great in terms of impact of economic development for a large

under traditional management practices.

number of people covering over one-third of mainland Tanzania.

The purpose of the survey was to gather primary data concerning the present
production and marketing practices of the typical Tivestock producer and determine
what are his problems that hinder commercialization of the Tivestock industry. A
goal of the survey is providing current information for national, regional, and
district planners designing immediate, short run, and long range projects to in-

crease productivity and offtake in the traditional herd.

Survey Design

In designing the survey, it was fortunate that within the last three years a
national agricultural census had been carried out by the Bureau of Statistics.l
Using preliminary resuits on estimated cattle population from this survey and 1967
demograph%c statistics, regions were retained in the survey if number of cattle
per household was greater than two. It was assumed that any region with a ratio
of greater than two is a viable commercial cattlie area in the short run. Given
human and cattle pqpu1ét10n for each district, the test was again applied in the
seven regions which were selected. Only one district, Mpanda, Tabora Region did

not remain in the survey. See Table la.

1/A major portion of the credit in the survey design goes to Dr. Michael Sprott,
production economist, and Mr. J. Prasad, recent F.A.0Q. Statistician, Dar es
Salaam. Authors are-also grateful to Mr. Mpogolo for his permission to use his
data and information files and releasing enumerators from his staff to assist
in interviewing.

$0-
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Eighty-nine enumeration areas (E.A.'s) were proportionally distributed first
among the seven regions in the survey area according to number of cattle reported
in the region as a percentage of the total cattie in the seven regions, and then
within each region according to the number of cattle in a district as a percent-
age of the region’s total. The geographic area of an E.A. could vary in size
dependent upon the density of the human population. After randomly selecting
an E.A. from available sites in a district, a survey site remained in the survey
if it could be reasonably assured accessibility by automobile.

For each E.A. there was a complete 1ist of names of peopie living within the
boundaries of the E.A. during the period of 1971-72. Ten household names were
randomly selected as primary respondents with ten additional names selected for
replacements. Names were retained in the sample on the condition that these
people had reported owning cattle when they were Tnterviewed in 1971-72. Ten
respondents were required in eéch survey location, and if ten respondents could
not be found from the 1ist of twenty names, the balance was filled by randomly
selected individuals from the village. Of a possible 890 respondents selected

from the seven regions, 792 respondents were interviewed.

Survey Implementation

The success of the survey must be credited to the cooperation of several
government institutions who jointly provided.assistance at every level of
government. Copies of the names of respondents for each survey site were given
to Regional and District Livestock Officials, Regional and District Development
Directors, Divisional aﬁd Ward Secretaries, and village chairmen prior to arrival
of survey team so respondents could be located and ‘informed about the purpose of

the survey. In some Tocations TANU secretaries or veterinarian assistants were
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Table la.-Regions and Districts Selected on Degree of Potential Commercialization
and Allocation of Enumeration Areas.

Number of
Human Cattle Cattle/ Enumeration

Region District Population Population~ Household Areas

Arusha 610,099 2,376,391 15.58 27

Arusha 181,728 394,726 8.69 4

Masai’ 106,758 1,238,013 46.39 14

Mbulu® 289,559 744,152 10.28 9

Coast 511,366 8,986 07 0

Dodoma 709,311 767,360 4,33 9

Dodoma 297,400 336,792 4.53 4

Kondoa 212,111 330,034 6.22 4

Mpwapwa 176,330 100,534 2.28 1

Iringa . 689,610 235,705 1.37 0

Kigoma 473,164 79,438 .67 0

Kilimanjaro ’ 652,678 241,542 1.48 0

Mara 4 728,715 769,868 4,23 8

Musoma 540,175 463,739 3.43 5

North Mara 188,540 306,129 6.49 3

Mbeya 968,815 422,745 1.75 0

Morogoro 685,192 92,477 .54 0

Mtwara/Lindi 1,040,737 31,942 A2 0

Mwanza 1,055,240 872,777 3.31 10

Geita 371,108 269,188 2.90 3

Malya/Kuimba’ 305,441 311,653 4.08 3

Mwanza' 234,907 237,125 4.04 3

Ukerewe™ 109,242 54,811 2.01 1

Ruvumu 393,084 25,818 .26 0

Shinyanga 899,694 * 1,381,949 6.14 16

Kahama 147,679 141,115 3.82 2

Maswa 430,989 600,179 5.57 7

Shinyanga 321,006 640,655 7.98 7

Singida 457,772 775,595 6.78 9

Iramba 183,854 258,668 5.63 3

Manyoni 80,113 75,549 3.77 1

Singida 193,786 441,578 9.11 5

Tabora . 562,866 872,262 6.20 10

Mpanda 60,806 259 .02 0

Nzegah 302,125 757,579 10.03 9

Tabora 179,043 114,244 2.55 1

Tanga 769,982 176,546 .92 0

West Lake 658,695 164,338 1.00 0

Total Cattle for 7 regions 7,816,843 89
National Herd - 9,271,009

1. 1967 Population Census, Vol. 3. Demographic Statistics, Bureau of Statistics
Ministry of Economic Affairs and Development Planning, Dar es Salaam, 1971.

3. Assumed an average household of four in Mainland Tanzania.

4, Several regions had created new districts so final survey-included seven regions
and twenty-five districts.
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Map 1. Seven Regions in Livestock Zone and
L oL k e. : Allocation of Enumeration Areas.

\/i'c:'tOvio,

@ Enumeration Area
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able to count respondent's goat, sheep, and cattie before the survey team arrived
to substantiate Tivestock numbers. _
Two survey teams were utilized in the implementation of.the questionnaire.
The first team was'composed‘of employees seconded from the Bureau of Statistics‘
who had previous field experience. They interviewed in Mara, Mwanza, Shinyanga,
Tabora, Singida, and Dodoma Regions .during the period of August 25th through
November 6th. Enumerators traveled as a team in a vehicle supplied by USAID,
and daily supervision of interviewing was provided by a sub-sector consultant.
Because of the predominance of_Kimasai in the survey areas in Arusha Region,
another team of five enumerators who were indigeneous to the area were trained
and supervised by a sub-sector consultant. Interviewing was—from December 1,
1975 to January 4, 1976 with all interviews conducted during the dry season to

have a similar time frame.

Results of Survey

The traditional livestock herd in Tanzania is a multipurpose herd designed
for subsistance and survival of the family. It is one of the few methods of
accumulating capital and provides a hedge against inflation and protection from
starvation. The average size herd was 27.3 head of cattle, 13.7 goats and 9.1
sheep. Wide varjation in herd size existed, although the average size for
different regions did not vary greatly, it ranged from 21.4 head of cattle in
Mwanza to 36.6 in Tabora. Arusha region had the largest vafiation in herd size
(Table 1).

Cattle
The average herd had 17 cows, 3.6 bulls and 2.35 steers. Very few imprond

breeds of cattle were reported (Table 2). An estimated 65% of the cows had calves
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in the past year. . This value may have an upward bias if some cows were sold in the
past year as it is simply calves born in the last 12 months = cows on hand at time
of survey (Table 4). The striking figure is that 28% of the calves died. This
varijed from 9% in Dodoma region to 50% in the Arusha Region (Table 4). Calves
do not generally get-adequate nutrition. This was constantly observed by the
consultants and documented by the survey. Calves were 10.9 months o1d on the aver-
age, when they were wWeaned. There was surprisingly little variation in the regional
means but considerable variation among herds within regions (Table 6). Despite
the lack of adequate nutrition for calves the}e was essentially no suppiemental
feeding of grains to calves. Four percent in the Arusha Region reported feeding
grain to calves. There was none reported in five of the regions (Table 7).
Water

The primary source of water for Tivestock in the dry season was streams at
41%, dams and wells were next at éZ and 23 percent of the sources respectively
(Table 8)}. Eighty-three percent of the herdsmen reported that less than 2 hours
were required to trek cattle to water during dry season, whereas, it was 91 per-
cent in the wet seasbn (Table 9 and 11). Study of the data documents what was
observed on field trips, cattle often have limited time to graze in the dry
season as they are on the move to anﬁ from grazing and to and from water a con;
siderable amount of time (Table 10).

" Animal Health

Desﬁite a government sponsored program of free dipping facilities, only 19%
of the respondents dipped their cattle in the last week prior to the interview as
is the general recommendation. Twenty-five percent had d%pped cattle within the
last seven to fourteen days (Table 12). Of the respondents that had not dipped

their cattle within the last two weeks prior to the interview, the average time
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since last dipping was 4.23 months (Table 13). The reasons that cattle had not
been dipped regularly were reported to be: no dipping facilities 36 percent, dip
not operating 29%, and dip too far 18% (Table 14). Only 45% of all respondents
vaccinated their Tivestock in the 12 months prior to interview; of these 20%
vaccinated for Foot and Mouth disease, 31% vaccinated for Anthrax with about the
same number vaccinating for Blackquarter and Rinderpest (Table 16).

Distance to the veterinary center presents a problem in health care, however,
77% reported that Tess than a half day was required to trek cattle to the center,
and 94 percent required no more than a day (Table 17). Only 5% of all respondents
had drenched their cattie for internal parasites in the last 12 months (Table 18).

There was 0.64 miscarriages reported per herd jn the last 12 months. Actuaily
181 herdsmen reported an average of 2.82 miscarriages with a standard deviation of
6.9 while 611 did not report any (Table 19).

Marketing

The lack of commercial beef production orientation is reflected by the fact
that only 15% of the respondents sold cattle in the last 12 months (Table 20); of
those selling cattle 68% sold at the market place. Practically all of those in
Dodoma ‘used the market place, where as, only 33% in the Shinyanga region used the
market place (Table 21). Of those selling at the market place 12% sold some
cattle outside the organized market, apparently by private treaty (Table 22).

Of those herdsmeﬁ selling at a market, 29% reported their primary market
being open once a week, 62% were open only once per month (Table 24). The time
required to trek cattle to market was a half day or less for 89% of the respondents
and less than 2 hours for 34% (Table 25). Water was available on the trek for
49% of the respondents (Table 26); and the same percentage of respondents said

a river or stream was their primary source of water on the trek (Table 27}. The
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number of cattle which were sold or died on the trek proved insignificant (Table 28-29).
Marketing puts stress on cattle, especially when they go without feed and water.

Water was available at 47% of the primary markets used by herdsmen marketing cattle

(Table 30). The water source at the market was a borehole for only 1% of the

respondents (Table 31). Grazing was not available at markets used by 77% of the

respondents (Table 32). Once the trip was made to the market 73% never returned

cattle from market without selling (Table 33). The main reason for returning

cattle without seliing was "price too Tow". Forty-two percent of those selling

cattle sold some cattle at their boma in the last 12 months prior to the interview.

There was considerable regional variation in this response. More selliing occurred

at boma's in the Shinyanga Region and the least in the Dodoma Region (Table 35).

The reasons for selling cattle at places other than the market was maiﬁ1y con-

venience 48%, while a better price was listed by 22% of the respondents (Table 36).
Only 39% of the respondents had sold steers in the last 12 months and the

average age of the youngest steer sold was 4.39 years with a standard deviation

of 2.03 years while the average age of the oldest steer sold was 5.8 years with

a standard deviation of 2.34 years (Table 37 and 38). The reasons given for

selling cows were 28% stated that no calf after 3 years and the cow which would

bring the highest price were major reasons for selling. Among those selling

cattle 17% %;ated they d? not sell ¢cows (Table 39). Among the herdsmen selling

cattle duri&; the past 12 months, 65% reported they would not sell more cattle

even if the %rice was TSH 100/- higher than the current price (Table 40). Other

information indicates they might be a bit more responsive than this answer indicates,

however, this adds further weight to the proposition that these are not commercially

oriented herds. Herdsmen stated the first reason for keeping cattle was for milk

and the second was to sell during periods of need.
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Goats and Sheep

Herdsmen who kept cattle also generally kept goats and sheep. In fact, 82
percent of cattlemen interviewed had goats and/or sheep (Table 41). As noted
previously, the average herd contained 27.3 cattle, 13.7 goats and 9.1 sheep.-
Females two years and older accounted for about one-half the total goats and
sheep with 6.9 and 4.7 respectively (Table 1)}. Goats and sheep provide meat for the
family, ready cash and considerable flexibility for the herdsman. A larger per-
centage of respondents in the Mara Region (96%) kept goats or sheep, whereas, only
76% in Arusha Region kept them (Table 41).

Reasons for keeping goats or sheep were reported to be primarily for meat and
also for sale. Goats were seldom kept for milk, and goats and sheep were not
usually kept for dowry purposes (Table 42), however, they were used for that
purpose. Goats and sheep were sometimes traded for food and other animals (Tap?e 42a).
Being small they pfovide a smaller denomination of value needed when cash is not
readily available. Slaughtering a goat or sheep for family consumption is con-
venient because it adequately supplies the family without having a large surplus
to disposg of.

Among respondents keeping small stock the average size goat herd was 18.3
head with 9.14 females over 2 years old and only 5.38 kidding during the year.
Death Toss was 2.6 among the mature female goats. There were 512 cattlemen that
also had sheep and the sheep herd consisted of 14.12 head with 7.19 mature females
and 4.76 of these had.1ambs in the last year. Death loss among the mature female
sheep was 3.63 head per year (Table 43).

Disposals
The average cattlemen sold 1.43 goats per year, traded .38 and gave for dowry

.34 head. Death loss exceeded all methods of disposal at 3.6 head per respondent
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and 4.63 per owner of goats (Table 44). Of those owning goats, 2.26 of the dead goats
were eaten and 1.7 head were slaughtered and eaten (Table 44). Disposals of sheep
were in about the same ratio as goats to the total herd (Tgb?é 45}, It is clear

that small stock are not sold any more frequently than cattle. Among those respon-
dents that actually sold, traded or gave small stock as dowry, several animals were
usually involved.

Animal Health

Treatment for parasites and diseases appeared to be closely related to the
extent of cattle health care. Forty-four percent of those having small stock had
dipped them within the last 12 months (Table 46), whereas, only 8% had vaccinated
their small stock (Table 47). Only 2% had treated small stock for parasites in the
last 12 months (Table 48). About one miscarriage occurred per herd per yeaf (Table 49).‘
Marketing
Among the small stock owners only 38% sold goats and 26% sold sheep (Table 50
and 52). About two-thirds of those sold goats at markets and 12% sold to traders
(Table 51). Almost the same ratios apply to sheep (Table 53).
Herd Offtake

There have been a variety of attempts to measure offtake of the Tivestock
population of Tanzania. This study measures herd offtake which can be different
from sTaughter offtake in the country because of the interherd transfers. Neverthe-
less, the rate of herd offtake is surprisingly higher than previous estimates for
the country and it appears that during the twelve months covered by the.study, the
disposal rate exceeded the repiacement rate. Gross offtake inciuding dead cattle
eaten was 29.4% for cattle, 35.1% for goats and 42.3% for sheep. Commercial herd
offtake was 14.4% for cattle, 13.5% for goats and 10% for sheep; this includes only
sales and trades (Table 1b). To the extent livestock are sold and go into other

herds these estimates will exceed offtake for slaughter.



-30-

Table 1b. Estimated Herd Offtake and Disposals, Livestock Zone, Tanzania 1975.

Cattle .  Goats  Sheep
Inventory (hd.) 27.3 13.7- 9.1
s01d? (nd.) | 3.60 1.47 .83
Traded (hd.) .34 .38 .08
Slaughtered and Eaten (hd.) .63 1.33 1.52
Died and Eaten (hd.) _3.46 _1.63 1.42

Total Offtake (hd.) 8.03 4.81] 3.85
Percent Offtake (%) 29.41 35.11 42.30
Percent Commercial (%) 14.43 13.50 10.00
Dowry and Gifts (hd.) 1.99 :5] .09
Died and Buried {hd.) 3.54 1.33 1.56

Total Disposal (hd.) 13.56 6.65 5.50

a/ A1l data based on 792 herds.
b/ Includes small amount slaughtered and sold.

. Sociological Factors

Since the 1966 F.A.0. East African Livestock Survey recommended a need for

greater study into sociological factors affecting the production and marketing of

Tivestock, several detailed surveys have concentrated on particular areas within

the livestock zone of Tanzania.l/ One goal of this livestock survey was to consider

1/"Masai Range Sociological Survey," supervised by Dr. Colby Hatfield, and
"Survey for Modern Ranching in Sukumaland," supervised by G. 0. Lange.
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the seven major Tivestock nroduction regions to draw a complete picture of the
interrelationship between culture and the production and marketing of livestock in
the traditional sector of Tanzania.

Reasons for Keeping Cattle

In the survey, herders were asked what their major reason was for keeping
cattle {Table 56 and 57). Table 56 gives a ranking to the responses while Table
57 was for earlier questionnaires where rank of responses were not specified. In
Table 56, the majority of respondents in all regions said cattle were held for sell-
ing in difficulties except in Mara and Arusha. Cattle are primarily held as a store
of wealth in these five regions in case an emergency arises and cash is needed. The
cattle herd becomes a hedge against losses from a crop failure where most of the
1ivestock owners are living on a subsistence economy. Cattie also represent a real
asset to the producer and the animals do not lose their value during inflationary
periods.

The Masai and Baribaic tribes of Arusha Region are semi-pastoral in natureland
are more dependent upon their tivestock for family sustenance in the form of milk
than are many of the other tribes in the livestock zone. Herders in Arumeru District,
encompassing the area around Mt. Meru, rely-on dairy cattle for sources of cash
income in addition to growing cash crops.

From Table 57, respondents in.Mara Region said more often they kept cattle for
milk. Within the livestock zone, North Mara and Musoma Districts are simiiar in
climatic conditions to Arumeru District in milk production. In Tarime District,
North Mara Dairys has a small farmer dairy program with established pick-up points
for milk. Dairying in these areés is an established enterprise.

For the second ranked reason, respondents in Mwanza, Shinyanga, Tabora, Singida

and Dodoma said they kept cattle for milk while in Arusha store of wealth was given
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most often. In Mara Region where respondents did not rank their responses, cattle
kept for meat was second in importance to milk. In general, throughout the 1ivestock
zone, herders did not slaughter live cattie for meat unless the animal is near death
or if there is a customary event, e.g. marriage, funeral, circumcision, etc. when
cattle are required to be slaughtered. Goats, sheep, and chickens are usually
slaughtered to supply meat for home consumption. (See Table 42.)

Several general conclusions can be drawn: first, in the regions where herders
are cropping as well as raising livestock, cattle would be held as a store of wealth
to offset periods of difficulties and as a hedge against inflation; second, among
the semi-pastoral tribes, cattle provide daily sustenance and, secondly, represent
a store of cash for purchasing necessary goods especially foodstuffs (the major
purchases of the Masai herders for food supplies (maize flour), cloth, and Tive-
stock for increasing and improving their herds); and third, cattle kept as a
commercial enterprise which was only in Arumeru District, Arusha Region where im-
proved dairy cows were kept in paddocks. Farmers in this area were receptive to the
use of artificial insemination, and utiiized cattle efficiently by culling unproduc-
tive cattie at an early age. -

Source of Cash Income

Sources of cash income for respondents is important to understanding what the
role of cattle is in the lifestyles of the people. Crops as a source of cash had
over a 69% response rate for those regions around Lake Victoria (Table 58). The
major cash crops for this area was cotton, maize, sorghum for beer, dingu, and sun-
flower seeds. As you approach the drier regions, cash derived from farming dwindles
to a Tow of 9% in Dodoma Region. Farming is subsistence with only food crops grown
in Singida, Dodoma, and parts of Tabora Regions. Herders are more dependent on
cattle as a source of cash for purchasing food during the dry season until the early

crop is harvested. Cattle herds are large and contain unproductive cattle which
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gither supply meat if they die or provide a source of cash if sold {minimal). Herders
in these areas are trying to minimize all risks especially the threat of hunger.

Livestock are a source of cash for 80% of the herders in the Tivestock zone
(Table 58). Only 57% of respondents actually sold cattle in the last 12 months
(Table 5). Cattle will only be sold when an actual need for cash occurs and not to
cull their herds of ‘unproductive animals.

Herders interviewed had 1ittle opportunity for outside sources of cash from
either trading or wages (Table 58). There was no opportunity to engage in other
forms of employment because of Tlack of capital or distance to towns. Some herders
had Targe capital reserves in terms of their herd; yet, no incentives existed to
encourage these people to utilize their herds to become traders or invest in a
small village store. -Respondents were keeping Taége herds to offset their risks
in losses from disease, starvation, or theft which could occur at any time. (An
exampﬁe is & herder‘in Arusha Region who Tost over 200 head of cattie in .one year
from disease and starvation.) Variability in rainfall in the drier regions of
Tabora, Singida, Dodoma and Arusha causes risks to fluctuate widely over a short
period of time, so herders retain all cattle even past their'product%Ve years.'

Source of Original Herd _

The Targest majority of respondents, 50%, écquired their herd by purchasing
cattle (Table 59). The herder proves to be a rational economic individual because
when surplus cash is available, primarily through farming, buying cattle becomes a
form of placing money in & bank. If conditions are favorable, then his investment
yields dividends at a1m65t zero cost since his major input is land which is free.

Respondents were asked if they place money in the bank after se]]ind cattle,
and 94% said they did not (Table 67). Purchasing Tivestock with surplus cash is

satisfying to the respondent because his investment is visible even though the risks
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are increased that the animal might die or be stolen. To the herdsman his risks
are minimized because even if his animal dies, the animal can still be eaten. Only
if his cattle are stolen will he lose everything.

Cattle received from father or other relative was mentioned 56% of the time by
respondents {Table 59). In general, cattle can be given by a father to a son or
other relative, but absolute owner§hip of the cattle belongs to the father until he
dies. The son is a caretaker and must consult the father whenever he wants to dis-
pose of a cow. In Arusha Region, the large percentage, 57%, received from ?e1ative
can be explained by response of the Masai. The family structure,.where sons Tive
in the same boma and are solely dependent on father'sherd, would more likely dictate
that the son receive-his original herd from his father.

It is less 1ikely that herders in the 11ve;ﬁock zone would acquire their
original herd from dowry, since to recejve dowry a man must ine away a daughter and
before this happens he would have acquired cattle if he wanted them. The other
responses were doing work and receiving cattle, 5%, and by trading, 11%l

Responsibility for Disposal of Cattle

In all regions it was discovered that decision-making concerning disposal of the
herd is communal (Table 61). Though the husband is head of household, 83% of respon-
dents said they must consult at Teast the wife and most of the time the sons if
cattle are to be sold. The only exception is among the Masai who give their women
no responsibility in family decision-making concerning the 1ivestock.

In contrast, the Sukuma tribe {primarily Mwanza and Shinyanga Regions) will
have wives owning cattle which had been either given as a gift or received in dowry
when a daughter marries. The wives will, out of custom, consult with the husband
when she wishes to sell and vice versa.

Becéuse of the communal nature in the decisioﬁ-making process of the herd,

improvements, investments, and disposal of cattle must follow customary law, so
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personal initiative and motivation could be retarded. Any short or long range plans
could become stymied when complex family ownership of a herd prevents cchesive action
since a man can have several wives all owning cattle besides himself and herding them
together requiring group decision-making.

Dowry and Customary Gifts

One important use of cattle is the payment of bridewealth. For the Livestock
Zone, the average number of cattle paid is 13.23 with a standard deviation of 9.78
(Table 62). 'The targest amount paid is in Shinyanga Region among the Sukuma tribe.

In the drier regions of the Livestock Zone, fewer cattie are required for bridewealth;
an average bridewealth for Singida, Dodoma, and Arusha Regions is 8.23 head of cattle.
Cattle most frequently mentioned as given in dowry by respondents were cows

(57%), heifers (82%) and bulls (82%) {Table 63). In the three drier regions, only
heifers and bulls are frequently given in dowry. Cows are primarily retained in herd
for supplying milk, and there is a greater deﬁﬁnd for heifers to be paid because of
expected potential in providing milk for the family. '

The méjority of respondents (61%) said they would not accept another form of
payment of dowry instead of cattle (Table 64). One explanation for the high percent-
age of "yes" responses in Mwanza and Shinyanga Regions (96% and 71%) is because of
the high incidence of cash and a dependency on cotton as a cash crop in these regions.
Cash for dowry has increased importance because it is readily convertible for purchase
of goods and implements for which there is a demand. In paying dowry, other types of
tivestock, beer, cloth, or money will be included in the dowry payment besides cattle.

Another customary practice involving livestock is giving cattle to a son so he
can begin to care for cattle and have a source of food for his family. Only 10% of
the re;pondents said they had givqn cattle to a son in the last two years (Table 65).

Cattle if given are usually not as a gift but rather as a conditional Toan with the
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son understanding that he does not own the cattle and cannot dispose of them without
the father's request. Of @he respondents who gave cattle to their son in the Tlast two
years, cows and heifers (67% and 63%) were predominately given followed by bulls (44%)
(Table 66). Again the dependency upon cattle for sustenance places a high value on
cows and heifers.

Ownership Patterns

Respondents were asked if they own all the cattle which they are presently herd-
ing (Table 60). Sixty;three percent of the respondents said they owned all, while
twenty-one percent said they owned most, with the remaining 16% owning some or none.

In Tabora, Singida, Dodoma, and Arusha Regions, respondents were asked more
specific questions to determine ownership patterns of livestock. In these four
regions 41% of the respondents replied that they were keeping someone's cattle
(Table 68). The highest response rate was in Dodoma and Singida Regions where condi- -
tions are arid and people are not pastoral in grazing patterns. Exchange of Tivestock
1s more prevalent.

In the four regions, 53% of the respondents were keeping the Tivestock of one
individual (Table 69) with 65% of the respondents keeping someone's cattle for more
than two years (Table 70). A relative, 39%; or friend, 30% were mentioned most often
by respondents whose cattle were being kept (Table 71). Fees or rents are rarely
paid in the traditigna1 sector for keeping another person's cattle. Therefore, an
individual will readily accept someone's cattle because of the supply of milk and
meat he receives. Because of low production costs, an incentive exists for individuals
to request a relative or friend to allow him to keep some of their cattle in his boma.

Sixty-five percent of the respondents in the four regions said that the indi-
vidual whose cattle they were herding 1ived in the same village as the respondent
(Table 72). This implies that most livestock are not shifted great distances to other

bomas, but remain in the locality of where the owner lives.
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The majority of respondents, 30% said they kept someone's cattle for the oppor-
tunity to receive miltk, 22%, or miik and manure, 21% (Table 73). The importance of
manure for farming is crucial to subsistence agriculture in Singida and Dodoma Regions.
The soils in these regions are sandy and poor and must be fertilized each year if a
crop is to be harvested. Millet is the only major food crop which can produce
adequately in these regions. Livestock serve two roles in providing milk for sus-
tenance and manure for the'farms.

Finally, 30% of the respondents said they kept cattle because they were requested
by a neighbor or relative {Table 73). Customary law requires that any request by
another family member or friend must be carried out Unless undue hardship can be
proven. In a culture where family obligations override economic considerations,
inefficiencies in utilization of resources will occur. For example, where a herder
was efficiently managing (dipping once a week for example)} 20 cattle within his
abilities and human resources, now must accept an additional 20 head from a brother
and poor management might resuit (begins to dip once a month or only part of his
herd because of the difficuities of dipping all the cattle at once.) Social obltiga-
tions which are important in family relationships can prove to be causes of ineffici-
encies in managerial decisions concerning the herd.

Ownership Patterns: Cattle Kept in Other Bomas

In the four regions, only 23% of the respondents said that they are keeping some
of their cattle in anpther boma {Table 74). Singida Region had ﬁhe highest response
rate, 37%, which could be explained by the shortage of water and grazing in the area
and the need to shift cattle to other areas. Sixty-four percent of the respondents
keeping cattle in other bomas said cattle were kept in one boma only (Table 75).

Thirty-four percent of the respondents said that a relative, other than a father,

brother, or son, was most likely to be keeping the respondent's cattle, and 29%
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mentioned a friend (Table 76). This is similar to the ownership pattern when
respondents were keeping someone's cattle.

When asked if they were keeping their cattle in other bomas Tocated within the
village, 78% of the respondents replied they were not (Table 77). This is not con-
sistent with those respondents keeping cattle for individuals who were primarily
living in the same village (Table 72). 1In each of the four regions, a large majority
of the respondents had shifted their cattle to other villages.

The average number of cattle kept in other bomas by respondents in the four
regions is 20.47 with a standard deviation of 36.28 {Table 78). Some concern exists
in the reliability of this number since enumerators were unable to substantiate the
number given. Arusha Region because of the Masai tribe has the highest average number,
(25.54) with the largest standard deviation (46.01) because of the severe shortage of
grass available for cattle during the dry season. Any other conclusions or extrapo-
lation from the daté is not advisable.

Eight-seven percent of the respondents keeping cattle in other bomas said they
had not been received through customary gifts (Table 79). The implication is cattle
must have been taken from the respondent's boma, and a &ecisﬁon to shift cattle had
to have been made. The receiving of cattle by customary gifts which have been kept
for the respondent is not a major reason for keeping cattle in other bomas.

Only 17% of the fespondents for the four regions said they had sold, traded, or
paid dowry cattle kept in other bomas in the Tast 12 months {Table 80). The implica-
tion is that cattle given to others for herding are not commercially utilized. Cattle
are shifted to other bomas to be maintained as a reserve stock and to minimize pro-
duction risks. Managerial decisions concerning these cattle are Teft to the caretaker
of the cattle who receive the milk in payment or the meat if the animal dies. (The

hide must be returnaed to the owner as evidence of death.)
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With the government villagization program, it was of interest to note if there
had been any excessiﬁé shifting of cattle to other bomas outside the planned village
(Table 81). Only 24% of the respondents replied that they had kept their cattle in
other bomas when shifting to their present village. Of the four regions, 53% of the
' respondents in Arusha Region left cattle outside the villages in another .boma.

The major reason for shifting cattle to other bomas by respondents in the four
regions was because of a scarcity of grass or water at their present Tocation, 33%
(Table 82). Other respondents mentioned, such as minimizing risks of all cattle dying
if in one boma 8%, indicate the cattle raiser is rational in his decision-making hav-
ing calculated what the extent of his risks and outcomes would be given previous
experiences and trying to minimize his Tosses. .

In minimizing risks by keeping cattle in other bomas, the-producer also provides
a source of food for other families. Eighteen percent of the respondents said that
individuals requested cattle to receive milk or to receive milk and manure (Table 82).

An interrelationship exists between cattie owners and people without cattle..

_Analysis by Herd Size

Disposals

Respondent's were grouped into eight cltassifications by herd ;ize to determine
if differences in performance and acceptance of 1mpr0yed practices varies signi-
ficantly by herd sizes. It was found that the percentage of respondents actually
selling cattle in last 12 months increases with increasing herd size from 32% for
herds of 0-5 to 94% for herds over 100 (Table 83). Livestock raisers with larger
herds would perceive their herd more as & source of cash than smaller size herds
who would retain cattle for subsistence.

With increasing herd sizes, percentage of respondents selling steers increases

(Table 84). With herds over 50, over fifty percent of the respondents sold a steer
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in the Tast 12 months. If herd sizes’of 16-20 and 51-100 are excluded, we notice that
larger herds tend to sell steers at a younger age, 3.5 years with a standard deviation
of 1.4 years for hérds over 100, compared to 4.5 years and standard deviation of 3.8
years for herds of 0-5. Among all herd sizes, it was not uncommon to sell a steer
which is between 6 and 11 years old.

In the smaller herd sizes, the number of cattle which died is higher relative
to the larger herd sizes {Table 85). For herd sizes of 0-5 and 6-10, the number 1is
over 50% of the animals on hand at time of interview. High death loss among smaller
herds places increased uncertainty in reproduction of the herd. Herder's rational
for retaining cattle past their unproductive age is realistic because of the high
production risks which he faces.

For all classes of herd sizes, small percentages of cattle are slaughtered for
home consumption or sale. It is assumed that since most herder's consume cattle
which die, slaughter of Tive animals is not necessary to provide red meat for the
family.

Health Practices

Important in classification of Tivestock owners js to compare adoption of .
management practices which might improve the growth of-the herd. In general
acceptance of regular- dipping by respondents was low, but a higher percentage of
small herd owners dip their.catt1e on a regular basis than do larger herd owners
(Table 86).

Vaccinations by réspondents of their cattle shows no significant difference
between herd sizes with approximately 50% of the respondents in.each herd group-
ing vaccinating except for herds between 11-15 where percentage drops to 23%

(Tabel 87). A herd owner can ask the veterinarian field assistant if one resides in

the area to visit his herd to vaccinate his animals mainly when sickness occurs.
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Whether a herd owner dips his cattle depends on additional conditions as well as
whether he understands the importance of regular attendance. The practice of drench-
ing cattle is almost-non-existant among herd sizes in Livestock Zone (Table 88).

Sociological

For herd sizes under 15, majority of respondents ranked miTk as the first major
reason for keeping cattle (Table 89). For herd sizes from 16-50, major importance in
keeping cattle shifts to store of wealth, an& for herds over 50 importance again
becomes milk. Majority of herds over 100 head belong to the Masai tribe who are
semi-nomadic and rely on their cattle as a source of food. For the second and third
reason given, responses varied among mitk, meat, and store of wealth for all herd
sizes.

Smaller herd sizgs who rely on milk from their cattle do not see them as a source
of Eash as much as owners of larger herds (Table 90). But as herd size increases, a
higher percentage use their livestock as a source of cash. Over 50%‘respondents
with herds less than 35 would be also dependent upon field crops for their source of
cash. With herds over 35, respondents are more dependent on their cattle as their

sole source of cash income.

Conclusion
Data summarized in the folTowing tables demonstrate that adequate animal health
practices are not being followed and these are the result of failure of government
programs as well as lack of herdsmen injtiative. Excessive death loss among caives
confirms consultants' observation that calves fail to get adequate nutrition. Com-
mercial herd offtake was 14.4% of inventory for cattle, 13.5% for goats and 10% for
sheep. If 1livestock consumed by owners is included these values jump to 29.4, 35.1

and 42.3 respectively. This is substantially more than previous estimates and



-42-

suggest that previous studies were not able to account for much of the sales or
consumption.

Management practices and the sociological explanations why producefs keép live-
stock varies significantly by herd size when customary obligations and economic
factors affecting the decision-making process of livestock owners in Tanzania are
considered. These forces affecting the Tivestock owner can be described as both
internal and external. The internal forces arise from the needs and demands of the
herder's immediate family. The social interactions of family members in reaching a
unified decision concerning the 1ivestock affects the overall management of the herd.

Exte%na] forces which affect the decision-making of the Tivestock owner are
diverse but intertwihed in molding his behavior patterns. Climate and geophysical
factors present continual risks to a producer and stymie any initiative to be iﬁno—
vative. Improved practicés which requiré large capital investments are unrealistic
for most producers.

Social obligations within the livestock owner's extended family or from his
peers in the same village require the producer to behave in a certain manner, which
sometimes is confradictory to improvement in his Tifestyle and to the development
of his village.

The final external force would be the institutions in which producers must
operate. Whetﬁer it is the producer's primary market ptace or his local veterinarian
assistant, the 1ivestock producer is responsive to innovation when it can be tailored
to the economic risks that he confronts. Government policies are external forces
which can have a counter-balancing affect on the other external forces by creating
incentives for Tivestock producers which can improve the economic wellbeing of the

individual, his community, and his country.



Table 1 -~ Composition of the Average Traditional Livestock Herd, Tanzania, 1975.

No. of
Sample Female
Cattle Total Total Goats
Region Herds Cattle Cows Calves Heifers Steers Bulls Goats * 2 yr.+
Mara 81 31.9 13.5 5.7 L4 4.1 4,2 7.6 3.6
Mwanza 100 21.4 8.5 4.6 3.9 0.8 3.7 6.3 3.1
Shinyanga 127 26.4 1 5.2 4.6 3.42 3.6 8.1 4.0
Tabora 94 36.6 14.5 7.4 7.0 2.9 4.7 10.4 4,4
Singida 85 23.4 .6 4.5 5.7 2.3 3.5 12.5 5.8
Dodoma 78 21.8 .2 5.2 4.4 .69 3.2 13.1 6.0
Arusha 227 28.4 12.9 4,7 5.4 2. 3.1 24 .4 13,2
7 Region Ave. 792 27.3 11.1 5.2 5.0 2.4 3.6 13.7 6.9
Female Standard Standard Standard
Region Total Sheep beviation Deviation Deviation
Sheep 2 yr.t+ Total Cattle Total Goats Total Sheep
Mara 5.5 2.3 35.08 7.5 9.5
Mwanza 6.7 3.6 16.27 7.3 8.5
Shinyanga 9.1 5.0 34,72 9.6 13.0
Tabora 7.4 3.6 36.56 10.3 10.5
Singida 9.5 4.6 18.8 14.9 10.4
Dodoma 4.3 2.1 21.3 14.3 6.9
Arusha 13.8 7.0 54.3 57.0 34.8
7 Region Ave. 9.1 4.7 32.7 20.8

38.3

-817_



Characteristics of herd in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976

Table 2:
Total
Cattle
n x

Mara Region 81 31.89
Mwanza Region 100 21.38
Shinyanga Region 127 26.35
Tabora Region 94 36.56
Singida Region 85 23.44
Dodoma Region 78 22.78
Arusha Region 227 28.35
TOTAL 792 27.34

Steers

n x

Mara Region 81 4.09
Mwanza Region 100 .84
Shinyanga Region 126  3.40
Tabora Region 94  2.87
Singida Region 85 2.31
Dodoma Region 78 .69
Arusha Region 227 2.19
TOTAL 791 2.35
grespodents

n

X

w
n

35.08
16.27
34.72
38.00
18.81
21.28
54.30
38.28

=3

7.60
1.76
8.75
3.65
3.65
1.48
7.87
6.35

81
100
127

94

85

78
227
792

81
100
127
9%
85
78
227
792

Total

Bulls
x

4.20
3.69
3.63
4.74
3.49
3.19
3.14
3.63

Cows
X

13.52
8.49
9.15

14.45
8.56
8.22

12.91

11.08

3.96
2.90
3.82
4.46
3.35
3.56
5.85
4.45

]

16.49
6.31
13.38
18.41
6.76
7.66
26.28
17.77

70
80
94
85
78
227
640

o O K+ P o O

10
12

in these regions were not asked this question.

sample size (number in sample)

mean (average) of the sample

standard deviation

of observations).

Immature
Bulls
x $
2.03 2.04
1.70 2.14
2.67 3.08
2,02 2.26
1.96 2.49
1.69 3.48
1.93 2.87

Improved
Cows
X s
2.00 0.0
6.00 0.0
2.00 .67
2,33 1.30

Mature
Bulls
n X
a
70 1.1l
80 1.35
94 2.07
85 1.47
78 1.23
227  1.44
640 1.45
Total
fleifers
n x
81  4.42
100 3.88
127  4.61
94  6.96
85 4.65
78 4.42
227 5.35
792 4.98

(measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3

(page 1)

s

1.15
1.74
2.05
1.74
1.42
2.76
2.14

.32
.04
.85
.74
.08
.26

o R - I ¥ |

wm &~ O O +H o O o

a
a
78
92
85
77

10.46 227
7.55 584

Improved
Bulls
x s
3.00 0.0
2.25 1.89
2.40 1.67
Heifers
Over 3 Years
* s
1.44 2.51
3.87 4,49
2.16 2.29
1.90 3,10
2.96 6.83
2.52 5.00

-v#..



Table 2: Characteristics of herd in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976 (page 2)

Weaned Unweaned
Calves Calves
n X s n X s

Mara Region 81 1.81 3.63 81 3.89 5.43
Mwanza Region 100 .83 1.48 100 3.72 3.36.
Shinyanga Region 127 1.46 2.55 127 3.75 6.30
Tabora Region 94 2,12 5.21 94 5.31 5.79
Singida Region 85 .81 1.38 85 3.64 4.15 -
Dodoma Region 78 1.12 1.60 78 4,05 4.16
Arusha Region 227 .95 3.09 227 3.74 6.8l
TOTAL 792 1.24 3.03 792 3.97 5.66

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 3, Cow-Calf Statistics for Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976

Calves Calves Calves Calves
Cows Born Weaned Not Weaned Died
n X 5 n X ) n X s n X s n X 5
Mara Region 81 13.52 16.49 81 7.77 9.69 81 1.8L 3.63 8L 3,89 5.43 81 2,06 3.29
Mwanza Region 100 8.49 6.31 100 6.81 5.64 100 .83 1.48 100 3.72 3.36 100 2.26 2.82
Shinyanga Region 127 .15 13.38 127 6.94. 11.24 127 1.46 2.55 127 3.75 6.30 127 1.74 4.95
Tabora Region 94  14.45 18.41 94 9,01 12.75 94 2.12 5.21 94 5.31 5.79 94 1.55 4.93
Singida Region 85 .56 6.76 B85 5.18 5.16 85 .81 1.38 85 3.64 4,15 85 .72 1.96
Dodoma Region 78 8.22 7.66 78 5.68 5.44 78 1.12 1.60 78 4,05 4,16 78 .49 1.07
Arusha Region 227 12.91 26.28 227 7.86 16.04 227 .95 3.09 227 3.74 6.8 227 3.16 10.74
TOTAL 792 11.08 17.77 792 7.21 11.56 792 1.24 3.03 792 3.97 5.66 792 1.99 6.57
Calves/ Months to
Cow's Life Wean
n x s n x s .
Mara Region 80 8.95 2.73 79 10.66 3.43
Mwanza Region 99 10.03 2.33 98 11.32 2.19
Shinyanga Region 121 8.28 2.32 125 11.66 3.40
Tabora Region 93 7.23 2,10 94 11.24 2.3%1
Singida Region 85 8.20 2.35 85 11.67 2.25
Dodoma Region 78 8.62 2,26 77 12.34 2.869
Arusha Region 227 9.00 2.52 220 9.41 3.34
TOTAL ’ 783 8.68 2.51 778 10.90 3.11
n = sample size (number in sample)
x = mean {average) of the sample
s = standard deviation (measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3

of observations}.
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Table 4. Herd Percentages by Regions in Livestock ione, August, 1975 to January, 1976.

MARA  MWANZA SHINYANGA TABORA SINGIDA DODOMA  ARUSHA
REGION REGION  REGION REGION REGION  REGION  REGION TOTAL

Total Bulls/Total Cattle 13 17 14 13 15 15 10 13
Immature Bulls/Total Cattle a 9b 4b 7 9 9 5

Mature Bulls/Total Cattle a 5b Bb 6 6 6 5 .5
Steers/Total Cattle 13 4 - 13 8 10 3 . 12

Cows/Total Cattle " 42 40 35 40 37 28 46 41
Heifer/Total Cattle 14 i8 17 19 - 20 20 17 18

Heifer (over three)/Total Cattle a a 5 11 9 9 9 9
Calves/Total Cattle 18 21 20 20 19 24 15 19

Immature Bulls/Total Bulls a 55° 30° 56 58 61 47 53

Mature Bulls/Total Bulls a 3P 20” 44 42 39 53 40
Cows/Total Females 75 69 66 67 65 65 73 69 :é
Heifers/Total Females 25 31 34 33 35 35 27 31 ’
Heifers(over three)/Total Females a a 10 18 16 15 15 16

Calves Born/Cows® 57 80 76 62 61 69 65 65

Calves Weaned/Calves Born 23 12 21 24 16 20 10 17

Calves Sucking/Calves Born 50 55 54 59 70 71 40 55

Calves Died/Calves Born 27, 33 25 17 14 g 50 28

a)Respondents were not asked this question in this region.
b)Some of the respondents were not asked this question in this region

c)Batio is calves born in last 12 months to cows in herd at the time of interview. Some upward bias should be expected.

n = sample size (number in samplie)
X = mean (qverage) of the sample
s = standard deviation (measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3

of observations).



Table 5.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region
TOTAL

Mare Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusah Region
TOTAL

74
100
127

94

85

78
227
785

n

20
14
16
18
11
7
37
123

Cattle
Sold
b4 S n
2,28 4,26 38
1.86 2.92 56
2.79 4.87 69
3.14 7.14 52
2.95  4.07 58
3.55 4.61 55
5.60 13.02 124
3.56  8.20 452
Cattle
Dowry
X s n
22.60 20.24- 81
8.71 3.34 100
12.38 11.18 127
9.00 8.82 94
2.64 1.63 85
15.28 10.86 78
7.41 9.88 227
10.93 12.68 792

Cattle b

So

W o~ o W

10.
6.

To

Cattle

D

1d
X
.29
.32
.13
.67
.33
.04
26
i9

tal

ied

.63

P T % B VORI ¥

16

.14
.22
.64
.84
.28
.76
.22

.36
.69
.56
.62

5.61

3.
42.
24.

32
16
60

Cattle
Traded
n bd 5
81 A4 1,52
100 .13 .54
127 .19 .81
94 .62  1.57
85 48 1.92
78 .24 .69
227 .35  2.21
792 .34 1.59
Cattle
Died Buried
n X s
2]
100 .34 1.58
123  1.36 11.75
94 JT7 3.42
85 .99 4.46
78 G700 2,15
227 10.51 38.00
722 3,88 22,38

aRespondents in Mara Region were mnot asked these questions.

bRespondents who actually performed this activity.

Cattle
Traded
n x
9 4.00
1.86
10 2.40
22 2.64
13 3.15
11 1.72
18 4.39
90 3.0
Cattle
Died Eaten
n X
a
100 3.78
124 5,60
94 2.88
85 1.76
78  1.863
227 4.94
723 3.79

Cattle disposals in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976 (page 1)

2.64
1.07
1.84
2.30
4.10

.90
6.79
3.79

8

12.54
7.52

2.62
12.41

Cattle
Dowry
n x
81 5.58
100 1.22
127  1.55
94 1.72
85 .34
78  1.37
227 1.21
792  1.70
Slaughter
Cattle
Eaten
n pid
81 .78
100 24
127 .58
94 .55
85 .78
78 .59
227 .77
792 .63

13.91
3.27
5.65
5.19
1.05
5.34
4,80
6.36

2.44

.67
1.70
1.03
1.89
1.18
4.45
2.73



Table 5. Cattle disposals in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976 (page 2)

Slaughter Catrle Cattle
Cattle Sold Stolen Gifts
n x s n x s n X s
Mara Region 31 .27 1.01 81 .58 2.77 81 .22 .67
Mwanza Region 100 .02 .14 100 .07 .33 100 .20 1.07
Shinyanga Regiom 127 .05 .33 127 .11 .51 127 .24 1.52
Tabora Region 94 .02 .15 94 .23 75 94 .09 .38
Singida Region 85 .08 .56 85 .91 4.11 85 .53 2.90
Dodoma Region 78 14 .75 78 A4 1,06 78 .13 71
Aursha Region 227 .06 .61 227 .80  4.95 227 44 2,43
TOTAL 792 .08 .57 792 .48 3,15 792 .29 1.80

n = sample size (number in sample)
x = mean (average) of the sample
s = standard deviation {measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3

of observations).
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Table 6. Months to Wean Calves in Livestock Zone, August, 1975
to January, 1976.

Months to wean calves

n X s
Mara Region .79 10.66 3.43
Mwanza Region . 98 11,32 2,19
Shinyanga Region 125 11.66 3.40
Tabora Region 94 11.24 2.31
Singida Region 85 11.67 2,25
Dodoma Region 77 12.34 2.69
Arusha Region 220 9.41 3.34 -
Total 778 10.90 3.11

n = sample size (number in sample)
x = mean (average) of the sample
s = standard deviation (measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3

of observations).
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Table. 7 Respondents Feeding Grains to Calves in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976.

Yes No
n % n % Total
Respondents
Mara Region 1 1 80 99 81
Mwanza Region 100 100 100
Shinyanga Regilon 126 100 126
Tabora Region 94 100 94
Singida Region ' 85 100 . 85
Dodoma Region 78 100 78
Arusha Region 10 4 217 96 227
Total 11 1 780 99 791

n = sample size {number in sample)
x = mean (average) of the sample
s = standard deviation (measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3

of observations).

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table. 8

River
Stream Bam

n % n 4
Mara Region 46 59 9 12
Mwanza Region 49 49 36 36
Shinyanga Region 66 52 43 34
Tabora Region 2% 32 35 '38‘
Singida Region 10 12 20 24
Dodoma Region i0 13 3 4
Arusha Region 115 51 30 13
Total 325 41 176 22

Other Total

Respondents

n %
Mara Region 78
Mwanza Region 99
Shinyvanga Region 127
Tabora Region 9l
Sipngida Region 1 1 85
Dodoma Region 78
Afusha Region 1 1 227
Total 785

n = sample size (number in sample)

Source:

Wells

18
25
49
55
20
181

%

14
27
58
71

23

Borehole
n

1

1
14 6
16 2

TAMU/USATD Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

-Source of Water During Dry Season in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976.

Spring Pipeline
n % n % n
18
5
2
5
12
1 45 20
i1 1 51 6 23

Lake
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Table, 9 Time Required to Trek Cattle to Water Yesterday in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to
January 1976.2

Less than 2 hrs. to Half day Don't Bring Water

2 hours half day to 1 da Know to Cattle Total

n % n pA n Z n % n % Respondents
Mara Region 70 87 10 12 1 1 81
Mwanza Region 93 93 7 7 100
Shinyanga Region 98 77 29 23 . 127
Tabora Region 79 86 13 14 ' 92
Singida Region 70 85 12 15 82
Dodoma Region 57 79 15 21 72
Arusha Region 173 80 31 14 2 1 4 2 7 3 217
Total 640 83 117 15 2 .3 5 1 7 1 771

a all interviews were conducted in dry season

n = sample size (number in sampie)

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table. 10 Time Required to Trek Cattle to Grazing During Dry Season in
August 1975 to January 1976.

Mara Reglon
Mwanza,Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region
Total

Less Than
2 hours
n pA
27 33
70 70
69 54
53 56
45 33
12 15
113 50
381 49

Two hours
to half day
n %
54 67
30 30
57 45
4k 46
40 47
63 81
92 41
377 48

n = sampie size (number in sampie)

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

Half day
to 1 day

n

%

n

1 day to
2 days

%

Livestock Zone,

Cattle kept

in Paddocks
n %
15 7
15 2

Total
Respondents
n

81
100
127

94

85

78
227
792
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Table. 1l Time Required to Trek Cattle to Grazing During Wet Season in Livestock Zone,
August 1975 to January 1976.

Less than 2 hrs. to . Cattle kept Total

two hours half day in Paddocks  Respondents

n % n % n A n
Mara Region 71 88 i0 12 81
Mwanza Region 100 100 100
Shinyanga Region 123 97 ¢ 4 3 ‘ 127
Tabora Region’ 89 95 5 5 94
Singida Region 72 85 13 15 85,
Dodoma Region 74 85 4 5 78
Arusha Region 194 85 18 . 8 15 7 227
Total 723 91 54 7 15 2 792

n = sample size (number in sample)

Source: TAMU/USAID lLivestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table. 12 Cattle Recently Dipped by Respondents in livestock zone, August, 1975
to January, 1976.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

Total

n = sample size (number in sample)

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

Last Seven Tota; Last Fourteen . Totai .
Days Respondents Days espondents
Yes No Yas No
n % n % n n A n yA n
17 21 64 79 81 23 28 58 72 81
22 22 78 78 100 28 28 72 72 100
13 10 113 90 126 16 13 110 37 126
4 4 90 96 04 7 7 87 93 94
22 26 63 74 85 25 29 60 71 85
8 10 70 60 78 17 21 61 79 78
63 28 164 72 227 81 36 146 64 227
149 19 642 81 791 197 25 594 75 791

_99—



Table. 13 Average Time Elapsed Since Last Dipping Cattle in livestock zone,

August, 1975 to Janaury, 1976.

Total
Months 2 s Respondents
Mara Region 1.35 2.61 52
Mwanza Region 7.75 13.02 68
Shinyanga Region 5.14 10.74 105
Tabora Region 2.73 6.09 85
Singida Region 4,20 6.03 55
Dodoma Region 4.90 6.46 59
Arusha Region 3.55 6.47 138
Total 4.23 8.29 562

a)Respondents are those who have not

two weeks before the interview.

dipped their cattle in the previous

'§ = standard deviation (measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3
of observations).
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Table. 14 Reasons cattle had not been dipped regularly in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to
January 1976. .

Some cattle

No dipping Felt there died because Dip too Dip No water Cattle
facilities was no need of dip far broken in dip too weak
n % n 4 n % n % n £ n % n %
Mara Region 36 82 1 2 22 5 2 5
Mwanza Region 10 15 ’ 1 1 18 26 13 19 11 16 1 1
Shinyanga Region 45 b 2 2 3, 3 27 26 g 8 11 11 -
Tabora Region 45 . 52 1 1 3 3 15 17 7 8 4 5 1 "1
Singida Region 15 27 10 18 3 5 20 36
Dodoma Region 9 15 14 23 18 31 12 20 1
Arusha Region 42 30 7 5 1 1 15 10 23 16 29 21 11 8
Total 202 36 10 2 8 1 100 18 74 13 89 16 14 2
Not able Not &
to trek No Accustomed Total ®
cattle Medicine to dipping Other Respondents
n % n A n FA n % n
Mara Region . 1 2 2 4 &4
Mwanza Region 10 15 2 3 2 3 68
Shinyanga Region 4 4 2 2 1 1 103
Tabora Region ' 6 7 1 1 3 86
Singida Region 7 1 2 1 2 1 2 55
Dodoma Region 7 1 2 59
Arusha Region 3 2 9 6 1490
Total 25 5 12 2 4 1 17 3 ] 555

n = sample size {number in sample)
Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.



Table, 15. Respondents Who Treat Their Cattle for Diseases 'in livestock zone,
August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Yes | No Tctal
n A n % Respondents

Mara Region 51 63 30 37 . 81
Mwanza Region 19 19 - 81 81 100
Shinyanga Region 30 24 97 76 127
Tabora Region i9 20 75 80 94
Singida Region 46 54 39 46 85
Dodoma Region 25 32 - 53 68 78
Arusha Region 166 73 61 27 227
Total 356 45 436 55 792

n = sample size (number in sampie)

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table.

Foot & Mouth
Anthrax
Blackquarter
Anaplasmosis
Nagana
Rinderpest
Heartwater

Qther

16 -Livestock Vaccinations in. the Livestock Zone During 12 Month Periods Ending
August 1975 to January 1976.

Mature Inmature ' Total
Cattle - Cattle Goats Sheep Donkeys Respondents
n zb n 2% n b n #b a  zb n 22
69 97 62 87 11 15 8 11 71 20
106 95 96 86 26 23 22 20 1 1 112 31
108 96 99 88 24 21 20 18 2 2 113 32
45 88 37 73 12 24 9 18 1 2 51 14
76 93 57 70 12 15 11 13 1 1 82 23
64 57 100 88 19 17 - 17 15 113 32
i1 92 10 83 3 25 3 25 12 3
5 56 4 44 2 22 1 11 9 3

arespondents vaccinating their livestock with specified drug as a percentage of
the respondents who vaccinated their cattle in the last 12 months

b
types of livestock waccinated by respondent with specified drug as a percentage
of the respondents using that vaccine in the last 12 months
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Table. 17 -Time to Trek Cattle to the Nearest Veterinarian Center in Livestock Zone, August 1975

to January 1976.

Less Than

Halfi Day

n 7%
Mara Region 43 58
Mwanza Region 80 80
Shinyanga Region 82 65
Tabora Region 78 83
Singida Region 80 94
Dodoma Region 71 91
Arusha Region 172 76
Total 606 77

Half Day
to 1 Day
n 4
10 14
19 19
37 29
13 14
6

7
40 18
131 17

~

One day to More Than
Two Days Two Days
n % n %
4 5 8 11
1
3
3 3
13 6 2 1
23 3 14 2

Source* TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by, Personal ‘Thterview.

Don't
Know

n %

6 8

No Vet Total
Center Respondents
n % n
3 4 74
100
2 2 127
94
85
78
227
5 1 785
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Table. 18 —~Cattle Drenched for Internal Parasites in livestock zone, during
12 month period ending between August, 1975 to- January, 1976.

Yes No Don't Know Total
n . % n 2 n Z ' Respondents

Mara Region 15 19 66 81 31
Mwanza Region 6 6 94 94 100
Shinyanga Region 4 3 120 96 1 1 125
Tabora Region 93 100 . 93
Singida Region 85 100 85
Dodoma Region 78 100 78
Arusha Region 15 17 212 93 227

Total 40 5 748 85 1 .1 789

n = sample size {{number in sample)
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Table 19. Number of cattle having miscarriages in Livestock Zone
during 12 month period ending August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Cattle Miscarriages in last 12 months

n X s
Mara Region 27 2,41 1.99
Mwanza Region 20 1.35 .59
Shinyanga Region 25 : 2.40 5.78
Tabora Region 33 2.15 2.15
Singida Region 24 1.67 1.20
Dodoma Region 14 1.29 . .61
Arusha Region 38 6.05 13.77
Total 181 2.82 6.93
n = sample size (number in sample)
X = mean (average) of the sample
$ = standard deviation (measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3

of observations).
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Table 20. Herdsmen selling cattle in Livestock Zone during 12 month period
ending between August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Yes No Total
n A n % Respondents

Mara Region 40 49 41 51 81
Mwanza Region 56 56 44 44 100
Shinyanga Region 66 - 52 61 48 . 127
Tabora Region 52 55 42 45 94
Singida Region 57 67 28 33 85
Dodoma Region 55 71 23 29 78
Arusha Region 123 54 104 46 227
Total 449 57 343 43 792

n = sample size (number in sample)

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 21. Respondents who sold cattle at market .place as percent of -
those who sold cattle in Livestock Zone during 12 month
period ending between August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Yes No Total
n % n Z Respondents
Mara Region 22 55 18 45 40
Mwanza Region 31 54 26 46 57
Shinyanga Region 22 33 44 67 66
Tabora Region 27 52 25 48 52
Singida Region . 51 89 6 i1 57
Dodoma Region 52 95 3 5 55
Arusha Region 102 83 21 17 123
Total 307 68 143 32 450

n = sample size {number in sample)
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Table 22,

Mara Region

Mwanza Region

Shinyanga Region

Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region
TOTAL

Table 23.

Method of sale of those selling at the market place in livestock zone during 12

month period ending between August 1975 to January 1976

n
16

22
15
25
49
47
98
272

AUCTION RING

Yes
73
71
68
93
96
90
96
89

n

M T ¥, B S T (R N Ce R o

35

No ¥
27
29

32

10

11

37

“JCONNU‘I\O-F“'S

OUTSIDE MARKET
n No

Yes 9
18
29
23

7

15
7
12

18
22
17
25
49
44
95
270

%
82

71

77

93
%96
85
93
88

WEIGHBRIDGE

q Yes‘:% 0 No
3 14 19
1 3 30
3 14 19
27
1 50
50
G 102
10 3 297

Of those respondents using market, cattle trekked to marketplace but not sold

in Livestock Zone during the 12 month period ending between August 1975 to
January 1976.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
bodoma Region
Arusha Region
TOTAL

n‘_‘

sampie size (number in sample)

n

6
7
5
8
12
11

28
77

Yes

%

27
23
23
30
24
21
27
25

16
24
17
19
39
41
74

230 .

No

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal interview.

73
77
77
70
76
78
73
75

Total
Respondents
22
31
22
27
51
52
102
307

%
86

97

86.

100
98
96

100
97

‘Total
Respondents

22
31
22
27
51
52
102
307
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Table 24.

zone, August 1975 to January 1976

0f those using market, frequency of primary market operating in livestock

Once per Twice pex Once per Total
Week Month Month Other Respondents
n % n n % n % 1
Mara Region 1 5 12 41 22
Mwanza Region 28 90 1 31
Shinyanga Region 17 77 9 5 22
Tabora Region 9 33 18 67 27
Singida Region 11 22 1 39 76 51
Dodoma Region 52 100 52
Arusha Region 24 24 6 69 68 102
TOTAL 90 29 22 191 62 1 307
Table 25. Of those respondents using market, time required to trek cattle to market
place in livestock zone, August 1975 to January 1976
Less Than Two Hours Half day One day Total
Iwo Hours to half day to one day to two days Respondents
"'n % n % n A n ao n
Mara Region . 7 100 7
Mwanza Region 3 }0 21 70 17 30
Shinyanga Region 3 14 14 64 18 1 5 22
Tabora Region 4 15 21 78 7 27
Singida Region 23 45 28 55 51
Dodoma Regioﬁ 44 85 8 15 52
Arusha Region 22 22 62 6l 10 10 6 6 102
TOTAL 99 34 161 55 21 7 7 2 291
Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.



Table 26, Available water on trek to primary marketplace in Livestock Zone August 1975 to
January 1976

Yes . No Total
n % n A Respondents

Mara Region 11 50 11 50 22
Mwanza Region 22 71 \ 9 29 31
Shinyanga Region 17 77 5 23 22
Tabora Region 15 56 12 44 © 27
Singida Region 23 45 28 55 51
Dodoma Region 17 33 35 67 52
Arusha Region 45 &4 57 56 102
TOTAL 150 49 157 51 307

Table 27. Source of water on trek to market place in livestock zone, August, 1975 to
January, 1976.

River or . Total
. Streamz nWells g . Dams y Bgrehole 9 iipel;ne Respondents
Mara Region 7 78 2 22 9
Mwanza Region 10 45 1 5 10 45 1 5 N 22
Shinyanga Region 9 53 3 18 , 4 24 1 6 17
Tabora Region 3 23 2 15 7 54 1 8 13
Singidd<Region 7 30 9 39 7 30 23
Dodoma Region 12 75 2 13 2 12 16
Arusha Region 34 79 1 2 3 7 1 2 4 9 43

TOTAL 70 49 23 20 33 23 7 5 5 3 143
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Table 28. Cattle sold during trek to marketplace in Livestock Zone during 12 month period
ending between August 1975 to January 1976

Yes No Total

1 % n 4 Respondents
Mara Regiom 2 9 20 91 22
Mwanza Region 3 10 28 90 31
Shinyanga Region 1 “ 21 95 22
Tabora Region i 26 96 27
Singida Region 51 160 51
Dodoma Region ' 2 4 50 96 52
Arusha Region 11 11 91 89 102

TOTAL 20 7 287 93 307

Table 29. Number of cattle died or stolen on trek to market in Livestock Zone during period
ending between August 1975 to January 1976

Number Cattle Number Cattle Total
Died Stolen Respondents

Mara Region 0 0 22
Mwanza Region 0 0 31
Shinyanga Region 0 0 22
Tabora Region 0 0 27
Singida Region 0 0 51
Dodoma Region 0 0 52
Arusha Region 4 1 102
TOTAL 4 1 307
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Table 30, Water available at primary market in livestock zone,
August, 1975 to January, 1976,

Yes No Total

. n % n % ZRespondents
Mara Region 7 35 13 65 20
Mwanza Region 25 81 6 19 31
Shinyanga Region 13 59 9 41 22
Tabora Region 12 44 15 56 27
Singida Region 15 29 6 71 51
Dodoma Region 11 21 41 79 52
Arusha Regilon 61 60 41 40 102
Total 144 47 161 53 305

Table 31. The source of water at primary market in livestock zomne,
Auvgust, 1975 to January, 1976,

River/Stream Dam Well Borehole Other Spring Pdipeline Total

n A n 2 n % n Z n A n % n 4 Respondents
Mara Region -7 100 7
Mwanza Region 3 . 13 17 71 3 13 1 4 24
Shinyanga Region 7 54 5 138 1 3 13
Tabora Region 4 33 3 25 1 8 4 33 12
Singida Region 2 13 2 13 9 60 2 13 15
Dodoma Region 2 18 3 27 1 9 5 45 11
Arusha Region . 35 60 3 5 2 3 18 3L 58

TOTAL 56 40 34 2417 12 2 1 2 2 29 21 140
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Table 32. Available grazing at primary market in livestock zone,

August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Mara Begion
Mwanza Region
Shiﬁyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Reglion
Arusha Region
TOTAL

Source: TAMU/USAID

Yes

n

13
20

15
72

Z
59
65
41
15
18
4
15
23

235

41
35
59
85
82
96
85
77

Total
Respondents
22
31
22
27
51
52
102
307

Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 33,

Mara Regioh
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region‘
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

TOTAL

Never

16
21
17
19
39

39

73
224

76
68

77

70
76
75
72
73

Sometimes
n %
5 24
8 26
5 23
8 30
9 18

13 25

24 24

72 24

Regularly
n %
2 6
3

Frequency in returning cattle from market without selling in
livestock zone during 12 month period ending between August,
1975 and January, 1976,

Total

. Respondents

21
31
22
27
51
52
101
305

..2[._



Table 34, Reason for returning cattle from market place without selling in livestock

zone, August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Regioﬁ
Arusha Region

TOTAL

Price Too

Low
n

2 50
16 100
100
100
i1 92
11 84
26 a3
72 91

Not Enough

Disorderly Péor Total
Market Animals  Respondents
‘n % n % n
2 50 4
10
4
8 12
8 13
28
2 3 2 3 79
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Table 35. Cattle sold at Boma in livestock zone during 12 month period

ending between August, 1975 and January, 1976.

Mara Region
Mwanza Regiomn
Shinyanéa Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region
TOTAL

Yes

24
32
49
30

36
188

60
57
74
57
16
15
29
42

16
24
17
23
48
47
87
262

40
43
26
43
84
85
71
58

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Suxrvey by Personal Interview.

Total
Respondents
40
56
66
53
57
55
123
450
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Table 36. Reasons for preferring to sell cattle at other places than at market in livestock
zone, August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinvanga Region
Tabora Reg%on
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

TOTAL

Mara Region
Mwanze Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma'Region
Arusha Region
TOTAL

Save
Time
n Z
9 39
16 50
31 63
18 62
67
3 37
16
90 48
Market Not
Operatin
n %
13
5 12
6 3

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock

Better
Price
n 1

1
11

14
42

Other

ok oW R ey

12

34
12
21
11
38
32
22

Ww o W O

1.

Immediate . Save Time Save Time
Problem Bettei Price Market Too Far
n pA n % n %
35 2 1 4
2 . 6 1 3 1 3
.14 1 1 2
3 10 1 3
1 11
1 i3
5 5 12 6 14
20 10 13 7 10 6
Total
Respondents
n
23
32
49
29
43
193

Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 37. Percentage of those respondents who sold a steer of those who sold cattle during the 12 months period
ending between August, 1975 and January, 1976.

n Percent
Mara Region 21 53
Mwanza Region 11 20
Shinyanga Region 17 26
Tabora Region 7 33
Singida Region 24 42
Dodoma Region 17 31
Arusha Region 69 56
Total 176 39

Table 38, Average age of steer sold in livestock zone during 12 month period ending
between August 1975 to January 1976

Age of Age of
Youngest Steer Oldest Steer
n x s n X s
Mara Region 21 5.29 3.24 21 6.43 3.16
Mwanza Region 11 3.91 .78 11 4.45  1.63
Shinyanga Region 18 4.50 2,52 i8 6.11 2.89
‘Tabora Region 17 4.82 1.70 17 5.59 1.58
Singida Region 24 4,67 2.16 24 6,00 2,60
Dodoma Region 17 4,29 1.65 17 5.82 1.85
Arusha Region 69 3.97 1.53 69 5.68 2.15

TOTAL 176 4.39 2.03 176 5.80 2.34
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Table 39. Specified major reason in choosing cows for sale in livestock zone, August 1975
to January 1976

Bring Highest No. Calf Cow has Cow is Cow has Don't
Price After 3 Yr. Miscarriage  sick no milk Cows
n A n % n % n % . n yA n
Mara Region 13 34 2 5 1 3 2 5 1
Mwanza Region 28 50 . 16 29 3 5 6 11
Shinyanga Region 21 32 ‘ 15 23 6 9 2 3 6 8
Tabora Region 13 25 16 31 2 4 3 6 18
Singida Region 17 30 14 25 7 12 1 2 17
Dodoma Region 23 &2 12 22 3 5 4 7 12
Arusha Region 9 7 48 39 i3 11 4 3 26 21 19
TOTAL 124 28 123 28 35 8 6 1 48 11 75
Other Has no No calf No specified Total
Reason Preference After 2 Yrs. Reason Respondents
n pA n % n % n % n Z
Mara Region _ 19 50 38
Mwanza Region 3 5 56
Shinyanga Region 1 2 1 2 6 9 66
Tabora Region . 52
Singida Region 1 2 ‘ ' © 57
Dodoma Region 1 2 55
Arusha Region i 1 i 1 2 2 123

TOTAL 3 1 2 WA 3 1 28 6 447
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Table 40. Respondents who would trek more cattle if cattle prices were TSH 100/- higher at

market in livestock zone, August 1975 to January 1976

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma” Region
Arusha Region
TOTAL

13

24
20
i8
29
41
150

Don't Sell
at Market

a8

1

7%

21

51

38
31
39
26
82

288

58
91

60
61
68
47
67
65

Don't Know Total
n % Respondents
1 3 36
56
i 2 63
51
57
55
123
2 b 441
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Table 41. Respondents who keep sheep or goats in livestock zone, August 1975 to

January 1976

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

TOTAL

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Persoral Interview.

78
77

103

78
75
70
172

653

96
77
81
83
88
90
76

82

23
24
16
10

35
139

23
19
17
18
10
24

18

Total
Respondents
81
100
127
94
85
78
227

792
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Table 42.

Mara Region a
Mwanza Region a
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region
TOTAL

CODES:

For meat

For milk

For sale

For dowry
For trade
QOther

Gbn oo
nmwE mwn n g

Rank of importance reasons for keeping sheep or goats in livestock zone, August

1975 to January 1976

FIRST

0 1 2 3 4 5 & 0 1

63 12 1 76

46 30 74

52 42 3 i 2 93

5 67 4 1 1 39 3

3 56 15 1 30 11

1 39 28 2 26 14

4 138 8 21 1 45 27
174 384 8 72 3 6 383 55

a . s . y s
Respondents in this region were not asked to rank their

multiple responses

32
28
20 80
22 184

No reason identified or multiple reasons given but not ranked

Only some respondents in this region were asked to rank their

multiple responses,

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

76
76
99

70 1

143

i 1 1 373

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arush Region

TOTAL

THIRD

4 19
4 19

NN =

Total
Responses

76
76
100
78
75
70
172

647

5 6

1

7
16 6
7 9
1 1
18 24
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Table 43.
to January 1976

Total

Goats
n x s
Mara Region 73 8.48 7.47
Mwanza Region 68 9,22 7.09
Shinyanga Region 91 11.30 9.56
Tabora Region 72 13.51 10.06
Singida Region 63 16.83 15.03
Dodoma Region 67 15.24 14.32
Arusha Region 160 34.58 65.51
TOTAL 594 18.31 36.61

Total

Sheep
n x s
Mara Region 44 10.07 10.98
Mwanza Region 64 10.44 8.73
Shinyanga Region 91 12.69 13.76

Tabora Region 57 12,19

Singida Region 59 13.6e4 10.00
Dodoma Region 48  7.06 7.64
Arusha Region 150 20.83 41,11
TOTAL 512 14.12  24.44

>

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

n

il

sample size (number in sample)

mean (average) of the sample

standard deviation {measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3

of observations).

n X
75  3.92
68  4.51
92  5.57
72 5.71
63 7.83
67 6.94

160 18.66
598  9.14

n

45
64
92
57
59
48
150
515

Female Goats
over 2 years

S

3.42
4.06
5.63
4.09
7.24
6.90
37.69
20.82

Female Sheep
over 2 years

X

5.04
5.58
6.90
5.88
6.64
3.40
10.61
7.19

s

5.72
5.12
9.18
4.81
4,82
3.17
20.59
12.47

Production Coefficients; goats and sheep in livestock zone,

Females
2 years

n

75
68
92
72
63
67
160
598

X

3.45
© .97
1.49

.82
1.13
1.18
5.53
2.60

Females
2 years

n

45
64
92
57
59
48
150
515

X

7.22
1.38

2.13

1.05
1.34

.60
7.21
3,63

August 1975

Over
died

=3

8.26
2.71
3.45
1.95
1.84
1.98
11.24
7.05

over
died’

<]

14.34
2.10
4,66
2.49
1.94
1.32

15.90

10.23

Female Goats
Kidding

n

75
68
92
72
63
67

x

2.95
2,51
3.07
3.74
4.83
4,25

s

2.66
2,52
2.88
3.17
5.02
4.20

160 10.53 20.48

598

5.38

11.42

Female Sheep
Lambing

45
64
92
57
59
48
150
515

O W W W e

.

X

.

~w o H WO
Sl OO np=

4,74
2.79
3.43
2.87
3.58
2.08
15.84
9.21

-18~



Table 44.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora‘Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

TOTAL

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Aursha Region
TOTAL

Goats
Sold

‘0«
8L .42
100 .58
127 .74
9 40
85 1.64
78 2.76
227 2.44
792 1.43

Goats gy
Tr%_dedx

1 15.00

3 4.67

9 5.78

10 5.50

13 5.69

14 5.07

& 4.75

54 5.56

(rage 1)

8
1.14
2.53
3.05
1.09
3.72
4.29
2.99
4.12

0.0

4.62
5.56
6.36
6.68
4,65
4,27
5.54

Goats
Sold *
n X
76 .45
70 .83
95 .99
73 .52
67 2.07
73 2.95
165 3.35
619 1.83
Goats
Dgwry x
81 .33
100 0.0
127 .12
94 0.0
85 .11
78 1.08
227 .61
792 .34

sample size {number in sample)

mean (average) of the sample

standard deviation (measure of varia
of observations).

.17
.00
.49
.21
.08
.37
.81
.58

- I N T I

1.84
0.0
1.24
0.0

.54 .

5.23
4.63
3.09

Goats
Sold#*#
n x s
13 2.62 1.57
9 6.44 6.06
18 5.22 6.66
18 2.11 1.64
36 3.86 4.93
41 5.24 4.68
62 8.92 8.62
197 5.74 6.59
Goats
DO%Fy.~x o
76 .36 1.90
70 0.0 0.0
95 L6 1.44
73 0.0 0.0
67 .13 .60
73 1.15 5.40
165 .84 5.41
619 A4 3,48

Goats
Traded
n X
81 .19
100 .14
127 41
94 .59
85 .87
78 .91
L 227 .08
792 .38
Goats .,
Dog;y <
7 3.86
0
2 7.50
0
4 2.25

.67
.03
.04
.61
.26
74
.80
2.00

NoWw NN B

s
5.43
¢.0
9.19

1.25

5 16.80 14.02

11 12.55 17.86 165
29 9.41 13.43 619

bility about the mean - includes 2/3

Goat disposals in livestock zone, during 12 month period ending between August 1975
to January 1976

Goats
Traded®

76 .20
70 .20
95 .55
73 .75
67 1.10
73 .97
165 .12
619 .48

Goats
D%gd Cx
76 5.86
70 1.93
95 2.89
73 2,14
67 3.00
73 3.86
8.32
4.63

1.72
1.23
2.35
2.95
3.64
2.82

.93
2.26

18.07
4.96
6.39
4.68
5.55
8.67

17.62

12.32

-28-



Table 44,

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Reéion
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

TOTAL

‘Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region
TOTAL

Source:s

(page 2)
Goats
Died
Buried
n X s
35 0.0 0.0
70 .10 .39
89 .63 2.50
73 .93 2.93
67 1.82 4.15
73 1.97 7.84
165 3.99 9.53
572 1.84 6.34
Goats
Gifts
n X s
76 .36 1.29
70 .24 1.80
95 .07 .44
73 .03 .23
67 .04 .37
73 .14 .67
165 .44 2.32
619 .22 1.46

Goats
Died

Eaten

n
35
70
89
73
67
73

165
572

X
0.0

1.83
1.61

1.18
1.89

4.33 14.

0
4
3
1.2 2.
3
4

8
.0
.96
.74

84

.84
.27

86

Goats

Slaughter ed

Eaten
n
76
70
95
73
67
73
165

2.26 8.6%9 619

TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Intexr

view.

X
2.47

71
1.97

.77

1.69
1.00
2.34
1.70

Goats Goats

Slaughtered stole

Seld
8 n x s a
.74 76 .12 .92 76
.14 70 0.0 0.0 70
.80 95 .06 .52 95
.20 73 0.0 0.0 73
.87 67 0.0 0.0 67
.56 73 .14 .95 73
.02 165 .01 .08 165
.89 619 .04 .50 619

Goats disposals in livestock zome, during 12 month period ending between August 1975
to January 1976

n

.74
.21

.33

.12
1.33
.88
1.30
77

2.40
1.08
1.24

47
2.87
2.28
3.57
2.49

_88_



Table 45.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

TOTAL

ﬁara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region
TOTAL

=
1]

>
)]

i
1]

81
100
127

94

85

78
227
792

P T T VO 2 - S R - |

N
19,1

(page 1)

Sheep
Sold

X s
.74 4,52
.38 2.11
.85 2.55
.22 .73

1.15 2.74
.32 .78

1.31 5.05
.82 3.47

Sheep
Traded®#*

X s
.00 Q0.0
.33 1.97
.80 3.35
.33 2,31
.50 1.76

A - A

.00 2.0
2.60 2.31

il

sample size (number in sample)

mearr (average) of the sample

48
68
97

58"
. 61

52
159
543

81
100
127

94

85

78

227
792

Sheep
Sold#*
X s
1.25 5.84
.56 2.54
1.11 2.88
.36 91
1.61 3.12
<48 .92
1.87 5.95
1.19 4.14
Sheep
Dowry
X S
.09 .55
.01 .10
.03 .35
0.0 0.0
11 .54
.23 1.51
.14 .83
.08 71

24
10
27
16
41
132

48
68
97
58
61
52
159
543

Sheep
Sold#h*

X s
.50 13.24
.33 6.53
50 4.31
10 1.10
.63 3.85
.56 1.03
.24 10.00
.90 7.25

N T N ST "S-

Sheep.
Dowry#®

x s
15 71
0L 12
04 .41
0.0 0.9
.15 .63
.35 1.85
.19 .99
.13 .86

81
100
127

94

85

78
227
792

[NCREE T T o B o = |

10
20

standard deviation {measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3
of observations).

Sheep
Traded

X s
01 .11
14 J1
19 1.11
.07 . .53
.18 .77

0.0
.02 .13
.08 .61

Sheep
Dowry##

x s
3.50 J1
1.00 0.0
4.00 0.0
0.0
1.26
4.24
2.69
2,93

2.25
9.00
3.10
3.50

48
68
97
58
61
52
159
543

n
48
68
97
58
61
52

159

543

Sheep disposals in livestock zone during 12 month period ending between August 1975
to January 1976

Sheep
Traded*

X
.02
.21
.25
.12
.25

0.0
.03
.12

Total

Sheep
Died

X
8.42
2.18
3.70
3.05
3.26
1.17
9.42
5.24

.14
.86
1.27
.68
.91

.16
.73

1

4.64

.74
.39
.82
.55
.06
.40
.59

—-b8_



Table 45. Sheep disposals in livestock zone during 12 month period ending between August 1975

to January 1976

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

TOTAL

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinfanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

TOTAL

Source:

Sheep
Died
Buried

n
22
68
92
58
61
52

159

512

n
48
68
a7
58
61
52

159
543

X s
0.0 0.0
.18 .79
77 2.26
2.02 6.19
2.20 5.47
.81 1.85
5.43 13.11
2.42 8.17

Sheep
Gifts

X s

.63 1.99
.10 .46
.07 .46
.02 .13
.10 40

0.0

.20 1.05
.15 .88

(page 2)

n

22°

68

Sheep
Died
Eaten

X 3
0.0
2.00

92 2.32

58
61
52
159
512

1.61

.37
3.99 12.
2.20 7.

0.
3.
6.
1.03 2.
5.
1.

" Sheep
Slaughtered
Eaten

n X
0 48 3.96
75 . 68 .75
14 97 2.34
03 58 79
32 61 1.61
03 52 .62
37 159 1.64
66 543 1.66

TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

s
9.34
1.18
6.70
1.35
5.32
1.36

Sheep
Slaughtered
Sold

n
48
68
97
58
61
52

3.82 159
4.93 543

X
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

.15
0.0
.01

8 n

0.0 48
68

0.0 97
g.0 58
61

1.11 52
0.0 159
.34 543

Sheep
Stolen

.88
.09
.61
.33
1.28
.75
1.19
.80

1.93

.45
1.80
1.13
4.63
1.55
3.51
2.72

....98..



Table 46. ~-Respondents dipping sheep or goats in livestock zone during 12 month

periods ending between August, 1975 to January, 1976.
Yes No Don't Know Total
n % n % n % Respondnets

Mara Region 36 47 41 53 77
Mwanza Region 49 64 28 36 77
Shinyvanga Region 28 27 75 73 103
Tabora Region 13 17 65 83 78
Singida Region 32 4% 43 57 75
Dodoma Region 27 39 43 61 70
Arusha Region 103 60 68 40 1 1 172
Total 288 44 363 57 1 2 652

Table 47. -Vaccinations of sheep and goats in livestock zone during 12 month

periods ending bétween August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Yes No Total
n % n % Respondents

Mara Region 5 6 72 94 77
Mwanza Region 77 100 77
Shinyanga Region 1 1 102 99 103
Tabora Region 3 4 75 96 78
Singida Region 12 16 63 84 75
Dodoma Region 9 13 61 87 70
Arusha Region‘ 20 12 152 88 172
Total 50 8 602 92 652

_98_



Table 48. Treatment of sheep or geoats for internal parasites in
livestock zone during 12 month periods.ending between
August, 1975 to January, 1976,

Yes No Total
n A n % * Respondenj:s

Mara Region 7 70 91 77
Mwanza Region 3 74 96 77
Shinyanga Region 103 100 103
Tabora Region 78 100 78
Singida Region 75 100 75
Dodoma Region 70 100 70
Arusha Region 4 168 98 172
Total 14 638 98 652

_.L8_



Table 49. Wumber of miscarriages for sheep and goats in livestock zone during 12 month
period ending between August 1975 to January 1976

Goats Sheep
Miscarriages Miscarriages
n X s 1 X 8

Mara Region 75 .71 1.65 48 .77 1.88

‘_Mwanza Region 68 .40 79 64 42 .99

Shinyanga Region 92 .55 1,39 92 .52 1.39

Tabora Region 71 .21 .67 56 .34 1.39

Singida Region 63 .70 1.39 59 54 .97

Dodoma Region 67 .60 1.24 48 .23 .69
Arusha Region 159 2.55 9.19 151 1,97 6.06 &
TOTAL 595 1.07 4,94 518 .91 3.50 P

n = sample size {number in sample)
X = mean (average) of the sample
s = standard deviation (measure of var1ab111ty about the mean - includes 2/3

of observations).

l Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.



Table 50 Respondents who sell goats in livestock zome, August
January, 1976.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

Total

Source:

1975 to

Yes No Goats Total
n A n % n % Respondents
38 49 37 47 3 4 78
9 12 59 77 9 12 77
20 19 72 70 11 11 103
17 22 53 71 6 8 78
40 53 24 32 11 15 75
43 61 25 36 2 3 70
79 46 v 82 48 11 6 172
246 38 354 54 53 8 653

TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

-68...



Table 51. Where respondents sell goats in livestock zone, August, 1975
to Janaury, 1976. .

'AT MARKET TO TRADERS TO FRIENDS
Yes No Yes No Yes No Total
n 4 n % n % n % n % n % Respondents
Mara Region 25 66 13 34 3 8 35 92 22 58 16 42 38
Mwanza Region 7 78 2 22 9 100 3 33 6 67 9
Shinyanga Region 6 30 14 70 2 10 18 90 14 70 6 30 " 20
Tabora Region 4 24 13 76 3 18 14 §2 11 65 6 35 17
Singida Region 29 73 11 27 5 12 35 88 8 20 32 80 40
Dodoma Region 40 93 3 7 1l 2 42 98 9 21 34 79 43
Arusha Region 54 68 25 32 15 19 64 = 81 16 20 63 80 79
Total 165 67 81 33 29 12 217 - 88 83 34 163 66 246

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

...06-..



Table 52. Respondents Who Sell Sheep in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976.

Yes

n
Mara Region 22
Mwanza Region 6
Shinvanga Region 23
Tabora Region 12
Singida Region 29
Dodoma Region 13
Arusha Region 62
Total 172

Table 53. -Where respondents sell sheep in

January, 1976.

28

22
15

39’

26
36
26

n
24
59
70
45
30
31
91

350

No

31
77
68
58
40
4
53
54

livestock zonme, August, 1975 to

Don't Have

n
32
12
10
21
16
21
19

131

%

41
16
10
27
21
30
11
20

Total

Respondents

78
77
103
78
75
70
172
653

..16..

At Market To Traders To Friends

Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Total

n__ % n. % n 4 n. % n % n % Respondents
Mara Region l6 73 & 27% 1 5 21 95 11 50 11 50 22
Mwanza Region 4 67 2 33% 6 100 3 50 3 50 )
Shinyanga Region 10 43 13 57% 1 4 22 96 14 61 9 39 23
-Tabora Région .5 42 7 58% 12 100 8 67 4 33 12
Singida Region 18 62 11 38% 5 17 24 83 8 28 21 72 T 29
Dodoma Region 16 89 2 11z 1 6 17 94 5‘ 28 13 72 18
Arusha Region 41 66 21 34% 12 - 19 50 81 15 24 47 76 62
Total 110 64 .62  367% 20 12 152 88 64 37 108 63 172

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Persomal Interview.



Table 54, Respondents trading sheep and goats for other goods in livestock zonme,
August, 1975 to January, 1976,

Yes No Total
n h n % Respondents

Mara Region - 26 33 52 677 . 78
Mwanza kegion 12 16 65 84 77

Shinyanga Region 22 21 81 79 103

Tabora Region i1 14 67 86 78

Singida Region 22 29 53 71 75

Dodoma Region 24 34 46 66 70

Arusha Region 25 15 143 85 168

Total 142 22 507 78 649

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

_26—



Table 55,

January 1976.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinvanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

Total

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Regiom
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

Total

Source:

For Food
Yes
n A n
i8 69 8
8 67 4
11 50 11
7 64
16 73
15 63
12 50 12
a7 62 54
Total
Respondents
26
1z
22
11
22
24
24
141

31

33
50
36
27
37
50
38

Yes

%
15

13

For Clothes
No

n
22
12
21
11
22
24
21

133

TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

%
85
100
95
100
100
100
88
94

Tor Animals
Yes No
1, % n
14 54 12
4 33 8
14 64
36
36 14
14 58 10
15 63 9
73 52 68

Goods Receilved in Exchange for Sheep and Goats in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to

%

46
67
36
64
64
42
38
48

n

%

n
26
12
22
11
22
24
24

141

For Other Goods
Yes

%

100
100
1060
100
100
100
100

_86-



7/

Table 56. Rank in importancé, reasomns given for keeping cattle in livestock zone,
August, 1975 to January, 1976,

First Second

Code: 0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 i 2 3 4 5 6 7
Mara Region a 76 3 1 80 1
Mwanza Region 1 22 67 8 1 76 14 1 2 6
Shinyanga Region 18 22 1 77 6 3 79 23 5 7 5 4
Tabora Region 5 22 64 3 40 26 6 11 3 2° 5
Singida Region 32 51 2 5 21 4 17 5 1 21 1
Dodoma Region 28 1 42 7 11 25 2 22 7
Arusha Region 1 209 9 4 3 48 15 53 107 3
Total 101 335 2313 30 3 7 349 125 71 166 23 13 40 4

) Third Fourth Total

Code: 0 1 2 3 4 5 &6 7 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Respondents
Mara Region 80 1 81 81
Mwanza Region 87 7 3 2 99 99
Shinyanga Region 96 8 17 2 1 1 125 2 127
Tabora Region 54 10 14 2 6 1 86 1 94
Singida Region 40 8 8 3 4 2 18 2 69 5 1 1 85
‘Dodoma Region 33 13 9 .2 3 2 14 2 62 7 2 7 78
Arusha Region 129 1 62 20 5 8 2 215 2 6 2 i 227
Total 519 47 113 27 22 14 44 5 737 17 1 7 4 23 2 791
Codes:
0 No reason identified or multiple reasons given but not ranked 4  Custom
1 Kept for milk 5 Dowry
2 Kept for meat 6 Farming
} Selling in difficulties 7 Other

a) Respondents in this region were not asked to rank their multiple responses.
Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

..176_



Table 57. Unspecified Reasons for Keeping Cattle in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976.

Kept for
No reason kept kept selling in
identified for milk for meat difficulties

‘n % n A n % n A

Mara Region a 26 30 70 22 48 15 31 10

Mwanza Region 261 66 44 v 4 1 70 18

Shinyanga Region 264 52 71 14 37 7 83 18

Tabora Regdion 174 46 60 15 22 6 80 21

Singlda Region 124 36 61 18 17 5. 71 21

Dodoma Region 107 34 65 21 19 6 66 21

Arusha Region 391 43 226 25 118 13 137 15

TOTAL 1417 45 597 19 265 8 548 17

Custom Dowry Farming Other Total
n % n % n 4 n 4 Respondents

Myrs Region a 32 10 11 3 28 9 3 3 81
Mwanza Region 10 .3 7 2 ) : 99
Shinyanga Region 19 4 8 2 14 3 2 4 127
Tabora Region 12 3 4 1 21 6 3 1 94
Singida Region 12 4 3 1 48 14 4 1 85
Dodoma Region 17 5 4 1 30 10 4 2 78
Arusha Region 18 2 11 1 6 1 1 1 227
TOTAL 120 4 48 2 147 5 22 1 791

& One respondent was not asked thls question in this region,

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

—96..



Table 58, Respondents' sources of cash income in livestock zone, August, 1975 to Janaury, 1976.

Crops Livestock Trade Wages Others
Yes_ Yes No Yés No Yes No Yes No
n % n % n % n_Z_ n % o % o % n__ % n 2 n %
Mara Region 77 95 4 5 73 90 10 4 5 77 95 2 79 98 4 5 77 g5
Mwanza Reglon 77 77 23 23 94 94 6 3 3 97 97 98 98 100 100
Shinyanga Region 87 69 40 31 104 82 23 18 2 2 125 98" 3 123 97 127 100
Tabora Region 34 36 60 64 78 83 16 17 2 2 92 98 94 100 1 1 93 99
Singila Region 33 36 52 61 72 85 13 15 7 8 78 92 5 81 95 1 1 84 99
Dodoma Region 7 ¢ 71 91 63 81 15 19 8 10 70 90 4 75 9% 1 1 77 99
Arusha Region 106 47 121 53 154 68, 73 32 7 3 220 97 200 9 207 91 2 1 225 99
Total 421 53 371 47 638 81 154 19 33 & 759 96 35 4 757 96 9 1 783 99
Total
Respondents
Mara Region 81
Mwanza Region 100
Shinyanga Region 127
Tabora Region 94
Singida Region 85
Dodoma Region 78
Arusha 227
Total 792

-Qf-



Table 59,

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region

Total

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Sinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arugha Region
Total

Dowry
Yes Z No
13 17 63
9 13 60
4 2 218
130 17 635
Trade
Yes % Ne
4 5 77
5 5 92
17 13 109
25 27 &9
16 21 60
15 22 54
2 1 220
84 11 681

83

87

98
83

95
95
87
73
79
78
99
89

Purchase

Yes % No
41 31 40
56 58 41
68 54 58
48 51 46
43 .57 33
35 51 34
95 43 127
386 50 379
Other

Yes % No
81

97

126

94

76

69

222

765

49
42
46
49
43
49
57
50

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
1c0

Received
from Relative
Yes X% Ne %
31 38 50 62
32 33 65 467
28 22 98 78
29  31. 65 69
15 20 61 80
12 17 57 83
127 537 95 43
274 36 491 64
Total
Respondents
81
97
126
94
76
69
222
765

Source of Original Herd for Respondents in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to January 1976.

Labor

Yes % No
2 2 79
97

126

94

76

1 1 68
2 1 220
5 1 760

98
100
100
100
100

99

99

99

-LG_



Table 60, COCwnership of the Cattle Kept by Respondents

January 1976.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Regiona
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region
Total

All
n

35
67
105
60
34
32
164
497

4 n
43 39
67 24
83 15
64 21
40 18
41 18
72 34

. 637 169

15
21%

Some

12
24
19
23
97

e

L o W

10
12%

6
28

11

12
3
4%

Total
Respondents

81
100
127

93

85

78
227
791

in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to

2 One respondent in Tabora Region had recently given his cattle to his neighbor and was
not includéd in this question.

Table 6l. Responsibility to sell or Dispose of Cattle in Livestock Zone, August 1975 to

January 1976.

Husband

n %
Mara Region 16 20
Mwanza Region 8 8
Shinyanga Region 12 9
Tabora Reglon 4
Singida Region 1
Dodoma Regilon 1
Arusha Region 55 24
Total 97 12

ju

7
9

Wife
¥

1

3
1

_ Family
n Z
84 79
90 90
114 90
89 95
78 92
61 78
163 72
659 83

You & Owner
n - %
1 8
6 7
12
1 1
17

source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

Owner.
n
2 2
1
10

Total
Respondents

81
100
127

94

85

78
227
792

....86.-



Table 62, Number of cattle given for dowry in livestock zone,

August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region
Singida Region
Dodoma Region
Arusha Region
Total

bis s
21.86 10.63
12.99 3.42
22.93 8.64
15.87 9.59

6.33 4,05
11.40 6.18
6.96
13.23 . 9.78

Total
Respondents

81
99
126
92
85
78
225
786

Table ¢3. Types of cattle most frequently given in dowry in livestock zone,

August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Cows Calves Heifers
Yes No Yes No Yes No
n 2 n X n Z n' 7 n % n %
Mara Region 52 65 28 35 45 56 35 44 68 85 12 15
Mwanza Region 99 99 1 1 62 62 38 38 99 99 1 1
Shinyanga Region 119 94 8 6 82 65 45 35 120 94 7 6
Tabora Region 91 99 1 1 78 85 14 15 88 9% 4 4
Singida Region 15 18 70 82 29 34 56 66 76 89 ] 11
Dodoma Region 36 47 41 53 26 34 51 &6 71 92 6 8
Arusha Region 8 17 189 83 25 11 202 89 125 55 102 45
Total 450 57 338 43 347 44 441 56 647 82 141 18
Bulls Steers
Yes No Yes Ho Total
n 4 n % ol % n % Respondents
Mara Region 68 85 12 15 50 63 30 38 80
Mwanza Region 97 97 3 3 14 14 86 86 100
Shinyanga Region 121 95 6 5 26 20 101 80 127
Tabora Region 88 96 4 4 4 4 88 96 92
Singida Region 72 85 13 15 2 2 83 098 85
Dodoma Region 63 82 14 18 4 5 73 95 77
Arucha Region 134 5% 93 41 109 48 118 52 227
Total 643 82 145 18 209 27 579 73 788
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Table 64. ~Payment of Dowry in Other Forms Except Cattle in Livestock Zone, August, 1975 to
January 1976.

Yes

n Z
Mara Region 44 54
Mwanza Region 96 96
Shinyanga Region 90 71
Tabora Region 24 26
Singida Region 13 15
Dodoma Region 16 21
Arusha Region 23 10
Total 306 39%

202
484

61%

Total
Respondents

81
100
127

94

85

78
225
790

-001-

Table 65. -Cattle Given to Son as Customary Gift in Livestock Zone During 24 Month Periods Ending
Between August 1975 and January 1976.

* Mara Region . 14
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Regiocn
Tabora Region

Singida Region

v = N e W

Dodoma Region
Arusha Region 40
Total 79

[+ 20 T = N s AN Ca

18
10

67
9l
118
92
84
73
186
711

83
91
94
98
99
94
82
90

Total
Respondents

81
100
126
94
85
78
226
790



Table 66. Types of cattle given to son as customary gift in livestock zone

during 24 month periods ending between August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Cows Heifers Calves
Yes No Yes No Yes No
- T % n_ A n % o Z n 2 n %
Mara Region 7 50 7 50 8 57 6 43 ] 57 6 43
Mwanza Region 8 89 1 11 5 56 4 44 9 100
Shinyanga Region 7 88 1 13 ] 75 2 25 2 25 6 75
Tabora Region 1 50 1 50 2 100 1 50 1 50
Singida Region 1 100 1 100 1 100
Dodoma Region 1 20 4 80 3 60 2 40 1 20 4 80
Arusha Region 28 70 12 30 25 63 15 38 4 10 36 90
Total 53 67 26 33 50 63 29 37 17 22 62 78
Bulls Steers
Yes No Yes No Total
n % n % n % n. & Respondents

Mara Region 64 5 36 5 3 9 64, 14
Mwanza Region 44 5 56 9 100 S
Shinyanga Region 100 1 13 7 87 8
Tabora Region 2 100 2 100 2
Singida Region 100 1 100 1
Dodoma Region 20 4 80 5 100 5
Arusha Region 12 30 28 70 8§ 20 32 80 40
Total 35 44 44 56 15 19 64 81 79
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Table 067. Money Kept in Bank After Selling Cattle in Livestock Zone,
August 1975 to January 1976. ’

Don't

Yes No Sell Total

n % n % n % Respondents
Mara Region 7 9 71 90 1 1 79
Mwdanza Region 1 1 97 99 98
Shinygnga Region 3 2 118 96 2 123
Tabora Region 1 1 53 99 94
Singida Region 2 2 83 98 85
Dodoma Region 73 96 3 4 76
Arusha Region 18 8 195 &7 i1 5 224
Total 32 4 730 94 17 2 779
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Table 68. Keeping someone's cattle in livestock zome,
October, 1975 to January, 1976

Yes No . Total
n K4 n % Respondents

Mara Region &
Mwanza Region a
Shinyanga Region a
Tabora Region b 17 49 18 51 35
Singida Region 52 6l 33 39 85
Dodoma Region 46 59 32 41 78
Arusha Regdion 61 27 166 73 227

TOTAL 176 41 249 59 425

a This question was not asked of respondents in this région

b Only some of the respondents were asked this question in this
region

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 69. Number of individuals whose cattle are being kept in respondent's boma
in livestock zome, October, 1975 to January, 1976.

Cne Two Three Four Five
n A n % n A n 4 n %
Mara Regiona
Mwanza Regiona
Sinyanga Regiona
Tabora Regionb 11 65 4 24 2 12
Singida Region 18 35 15 29 9 17 6 12 3 6
Dodoma Region 28 61 12 26 4 2 4
Arugha Region 37 61 17 28 3 5 1 2 2
Total 94 53 48 27 18 10 9 5 5

a) Respondents in this region were not asked this question.

b) Some of the respondents in region were asked this question.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

More
Than 5 Total

n % Respondents
17

1 2 52
46

1l 61

2 1 176

-#0L-



Table 7Q. Period of time respondent has been keeping someone's cattle in
livestock zone, October, 1975 to January, 1976.

Less Than 6 months 1l year to More Than
6 Months to 1 year 2 years 2 years Total
n A n 4 n % n %4 Respondents
Mara Regiona
Mwanza Regiona
Shinyanga Regiona \
Tabora Reglon® 2 12 4 24 11 65 17
Singida Region 3 6 7 15 4 ° 8 38 73 52
Dodoma Region 1 2 3 17 37 80 46
Arusha Region 5 8 9 i5 18 30 29 48 61
Total 11 6 28 16 22 13 115 65 176

a) Respondents in this region were not asked this question.

b) Some of the respondents in region were asked this question,

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personmal Interview.
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Table 71. Individual whose cattle is being kept by respondent
in livestock zone, October, 1975 to January, 1976,

Other
Father Brother Child Relative
n % n A n 4 n %
Mara Region a
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Regign
Tabora Region 1 5 1 5 1 5 8 42
Singida Region 4 6 7 11 3 5 28 43
Dodoma Region 5 10 10 19 24 46
Arusha Region 1l 1 21 30 1 1 19 28
TOTAL 11 5 39 .19 5 2 79 39
Total Number of
Friend Other Respondents Responses
n ¥4 n 4 n
Mara Region a
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Regign
Tabora Region 7 37 1 5 17 19
Singida Region 8 27 5 8 52 65
Dodoma Region 10 19 3 6 46 52
Arusha Region 27 39 61 69
TOTAL - 82 30 9 4 176 205

a Respondents in this region were not asked this question.

Some of the respondents in region were asked this question.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 72, Individual whose cattle are being kept by respondent living
in the same village in livestock zone, October, 1975 to
January, 1976.

Yes No Total
n % n % Respondents
Mara Regiona
Mwanza Regiona
Shinyanga Regiona
Tabora Regionb 9 53 8 47 17
Singida Region 38 75 13 25 51
Dodoma Region 29 63 17 37 46
Arusha Region 38 61 23 39 61
" Total 114 65 61 35 175

a) Respondents in this region were not asked this question.

b) Some of the respondents in region were asked this question.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

-L0L-



Table 73. Respondent's reason for keeping someone's cattle in livestock
zone, October, 1975 to January, 1976,

breeding and

to requested increasing
receive to by neighbor  customary herd for
milk farm or relative practice status
n pA n % n 7% n A n 4
Mara Region a
" Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Regign .
Tabora Region 3 18 1 6 8 47 1 6
Singida Region 3 6 18 35 7 13 1 2
Dodoma Region 8 17 13 28 3 7
Arusha Region 27 44 14 23 2 3 1 2
TOTAL 38 22 4 2 53 30 12 7 3 2
shortage of to receive Ig
sharing grass in milk and Total @
same boma owner's area manure Respondents
n % n A n % n
. a
Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region 3 18 1 € 17
Singida Region 1 2 3 6 19 37 52
Dodoma Region 2 A 2 4 18 39 46
Arusha Region. 11 18 6 10 61
TOTAL 17 10 12 7 37 21 176

a . . . .
Respondents in this region were not asked this question.

Some of the respondents in region were asked this question.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

]
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Table 74. Cattle kept in other bomas for herding in livestock
zone, October, 1975 to January, 1976.

Yes No Total
n P n % Respondents

Mara Region a
Mwanza Region a
Shinyanga Region a
Tabora Region b 10 29 24 71 34
S8ingida Region 31" 37 53 63 84
Dodoma Region 16 21 6l 79 77
Arusha Region 41 18 186 82 227

TOTAL 98 23 324 17% 422

2 This question was not asked of respondents in this region

b Only some of the respondents were asked this question in this region.
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Table 75. Number of boma in which other cattle are kept in livestock zone, October, 1975

to January, 1976.

One Two Three Four Five Total
n n % n yA n % n % Respondents

Mara Region a
Mwanza Region a
Shinyanga Region a
Tabora Region 9 90 1 10 10
Singida Region 11 35 4 13 4 13 4 13 26 31
Dodoma Region 13 81 6 2 13 16
Arusha Region 30 73 i2 5 12 2 41

TOTAL 63 64 10 10 12 12 4 4 9 98

Respondents in this region were not asked this question.

b

Some of the respondents in region were asked this question.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 76 Individual who is keeping respondent's eattle in livestock zone,

October, 1975 to January, 1976.

Other .
Father Brother Child" Rélative Friend Other  Total Number of
n A b} % n % n %- m % . n % Respondents Responses
Mara Region a
Mwanza Region a
Shinvanga Region a
Tabora Region b 1 9 i 9 6 55 "2 18 1 8 10 11
Singida Region 3 6 8 16 2 4 18 3 15 30 4 8 31 50
Dodoma Region 1 6 3 18 2 12 8 47 3 18 16 17
Arusha Region 12 27 7 16 10 22 16 36 41 45
Total 4 3 24 20 12 10 42 34 36 29 5 4 98 123

a) This question was not asked of respondents in this region.

b) Only some of the respondents were asked this question in this region.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview. .
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Table 77 Cattle being kept in other bomas or axe in the respondent's village
in livestock zone, October, 1975 to January, 1976.

Mara Regiona

Mwanza Regiona

Shinyanga Regiona
Tabora Regionb 3
Singida Region 7
Dodoma Regdion 5
Arusha Region 6
Total 21

30
23
33
15
22

7

23
10
35
75

No

70
77
67
85
78

Total
Respondents

10
30
15
41
96

a) This question was not asked of respondents in this region.

b) Only some of the respondents were asked this question in this region.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview,
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Table 78. Number of cattle given to others for herding in
livestock zone, October, 1975 to January, 1976,

n b4 s
Mara Regiona "
Mwanza Region?
Shinyanga Regiona
Tabora Regionb 1l 1.00 0.0
Singida Region 18 20.56 23.04
Dodoma Region 16 8.63 9.39
Arusha Region 41 25.54 46.01
Total 76 20.47 36.28

a) This question was not asked of respondents in this region.

b) Only some of the respondents were asked this question in
this region.

sample size (number in sample)

n=
x = mean {average) of the sample
s = standard deviation (measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3

of observations).
L]

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 79, Cattle being kept by others given as customary gift
in livestock zome, October, 1975 to January, 1976,

Yes No Total -

n % b % Respondents
Mara Regiona
Mwanza Regiona
Shinyanga Regiona
Tabora Regionb 10 100 10
Singida Region 4 13 26 87 l 30
Dodoma Region 2 13 14 88 ‘16
Arusha Region 7 i7 34 83 41
Total 13 i3 84 87 97

a) This question was not asked of respondents in this region.

b) Only some of the respondents were asked this question in this region.

“LL-
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Table 80. Sold, traded, or paid dowry cattle kept in other
bomas in livestock zone during 12 month period
ending between October, 1975 and January, 1976,

Yes No Total
1 4 n % Respondents

Mara Region a
Mwanza Region a
Shinyanga Region a
Tabora Region b 2 20 8 80 10
Singida Region 3 10 28 90 31
Dodoma Region 1 6 i5 94 16
Arusha Regilon 1 27 30 73 41

TOTAL 17 17 81 83 98

This question was not asked of respondents in this region

Only some of the respondents were asked this question in this

region

AR
[}
.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Tablé 831. When shifting into village, cattle kept in other
bomas for herding in livestock zone, October, 1975
to January, 1976, '

Yes No Total
n 4 n % Respondents

Mara Region a
Mwanza Region a
Shinyanga Region
Tabora Region b 1 10 9 90 10
Singida Region 1 3 30 97 31
Dodoma Region 16 100 16 .
Arusha Region 21 53 19 48 40

TOTAL 23 24 74 76 97

This question was not asked of respondents .in this region

Only some of the respondents were asked this question in

this region.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 82. Reason for Keeping Cattle in Other Bomas in Livestock Zone, October 1975 to January 1976.

Prevent all Person Person
cattle from wants wants milk For Customary Unable to
dying milk and manure Farming practice herd
n % n % n % n % n % n y4
Mara Region a
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Regign
Tabora Region . 3 36 1 10 2 20
Singida Region 5 16 1 3 4 13 1 3 5 16 1 3
Dodoma Region 1 6 4 25 1 6 1 6 2 13
Arusha Region 3 8 20 1 2 2 5 3 7
TOTAL 8 8 10 10 8 8. 6 6 9 9 8 8
!
Scarcity ' In case
of grass - of h Total
and water emergency Other Regpondents
n p n % n A n
a
Mara Region
Mwanza Region
Shinyanga Regign
Tabora Region 2 20 2 20 10
Singida Region 7 23 6 19 1 3 31
Dodoma Region 3 19 1 6 3 18 ‘ 16
Arusha Region ) 21 56 3 6 41
' TOTAL 33 33 7 7 9 9 98

8 This question was not asked of respondents in this regiom.

b This question was asked of only a few respondents in this region.

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.
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Table 83. Herdsmen Selling Cattle by Herd Size in Livestock Zone During 12 Month Period
Ending Between August, 1975 to January, 1976. -

Herd Size Yes No Total

n % n % Respondents

0-5 36 32 78 68 114

6-10 55 40 83 60 138
11-15 59 51 57 49 116
16-20 62 62 38 38 100
21-35 112 69 50 3 162
36-50 49 71 20 29 69
51-100 46 77 14 23 60
100+ 30 94 2 6 32

=8LL-

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.



Table. 84

Herd Sizes

0 -5
6 - 10
11 -15
16 - 20
21 - 35
36 - 50
51 - 100
101+

Source:

x| =
oo

n
i

Percentage of Respondents Selling Steers and Average Age of Steers Sold by Herd

Size 1in Livestock Zone, During Period Ending August, 1975 to January, 1976.

TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

sample size (number in sample)

mean (average) of the sample

% selling Steers

%
5
7
14
23
28
33
53
66

n

6
10
16
23
45
23
32
21

[FCRNN S R FC R SRS R S N

X

.50
.60
.38
A7
.18
.83
.06
.48

Age of Youngest

_— el - BN N =B W

Stear Age of Oldest Steer

s n X S

.78 6 7.00 4,20

.37 10 5.70 2.36

.25 16 5.88 2.06

.55 23 6.26 2.93

.05 45 5.13 2.25

.50 23 5.00 1.65

.87 32 6.63 1.96 .

.36 21 6.00 2.17 g
i

standard deviation (measure of varaab111ty about the mean - 1nc1udes 2/3

of observations).



Table. 85 .Disposal of Cattle by Herd Size in Livestock Zone, During 12 Month Period

Ending August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Cattle Sold

Cattle Sold?
Cattle Traded
Cattle Traded®
Cattle Dowry
Cattle Dowrya
Total Cattle Died
Total Cattle Died?
Cattle Died Buried
Cattle Died Buried®
Cattle Died Eaten
Cattle Died Eaten®

Cattle Slaughter Eaten
Cattle Slaughter Sold
Cattie Stolen or Lost

Cattle for Gifts

n
113
36
114
6
114
14
114
52
111
18
111
34
114
114
114
114

QO NNNO O NN

71
.14
0.
0.
0.

05
02
07

5

2.10
2.68

O o o o W~~~ O N O &

.73
.72
.21
91
72
7
.23
.9
77
.00
.58
.35
.13
.37

n
138
56
138
9

138

14
138
68
135
30
135
41
138
138
138
138

O O O O P O W PO O - O W

Herd Sizes

- 10

X

.36
.36
.09
.33
.63
.21
.31
.78
.05
.23
.33
.39
.37
.08
.10
.07

S

.36

3.45
0.35

.50
.72

6.36

33.

47

71

o O O = U1 W

9

.85
34,

1

.48
A
.02
.09
A7
.46
.35

n
114
58
116
16
116
12
16
77
105
33
105
44
116
116
116
116

aRespondents-who actually performed this activity in Tast 12 months.

n

X

1]

S

Source:

mean (average) of the sample

sample size (number in sample)

TAMU/USATD Livestock Survey by Personal Interview,

1M - 15

o O O O O N ot~ o WP O~ 0 N~

X

.49
.93
.20
44
.50
.83
.90
.87
.64
.21
.28
.43
.33
.05
1
17

standard deyiation (measure of variability about the mean - includes 2/3
of observations).

2.60

.63

8.68
10.12
.19
10.26

[#3}

~J
o

10.06
.88
.26
.53
.02

o

-0 O

n
100
63
100
13
100
15
100
75
86
21
87
48
100
100
100
100

]6': 20

X
2.5
3.97
0.26
2.00
1.79

11.93
4.87
6.49
2.24
9.19
2.98
5.40
0.33
0.06
0.31
0.23

s
3.39
3.53
0.88
1.63
6.07

11.45
11.24
12.58
7.98
14.28
5.65
6.71
0.83
0.42
1.25
1.46

~0ZL~



Table. 85 -Continued

Cattle Sold

Cattle Soid?

Cattle Traded

Cattle Traded®

Cattle Dowry

Cattle Dowry®

Total Cattle Died
Total Cattle Died®
Cattle Died Buried
Cattle Died Buried®
Cattle Died Eaten
Cattle Died Eaten®
Cattle Salughter Eaten
Cattle Salughter Sold
Cattle Stolen or Lost
" Cattle for Gifts

n
162
115
163

23
163

23
163
122
142

34
142

83
163
163
163
163

21 - 35

X
3.44
4.84
0.36
2.57
1.29
9.17
5.41
7.24
2.44

10.18
2.81
4.81
0.72
0.04
(.80
0.42

aRespondents who actually performed this

n

)

X

S
of observations).

Source:

mean (average) of the sample

sample size (number in sample)

5

.89
.19
.09
.67
.32
.88
.9

.46
.13
.40
.47
.96
.72
.25
.54
.20

n
67
48
69
9
69
15
69
57
64
13
64
45
69
69
69
69

60

Herd Sizes
36 - 50
X s n
5.72 9.80 60
7.98 10.79 47
0.59 2.14 60
4,56 4,33 10
2.71 7.29 60
12.47 11.29 16
10.29 18.36 60
12.46 19.54 54
2.97 14.9 52
14.62 31.35 17
7.48 12.66 52
10.64 13.97 37
0.59 1.26 60
0.12 0.74 60
0.28 0.78 60
0.16 0.61
12 months.

activity in last

standard deviation (measure of variability

51 - 100

8.
11.

0.
.60
.63
13
16.
17.
.65
29.
.38
97
.58
.32
.48
.73

21

o = O N,

65
04
77

15
94

53

about the mean - includes 2/3

TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

14,
.97
A7
.34
.30
.34
35,
.55
36.
60.
.50
.18
.66
.20
.89
.94

15

14

21

36

11
12

LW & - D

83

06

39

31
29
32

32
14
32
31
27
16
27
2
32
32
32
32

100+

19.
.31
44
.50
.67
13.
47.
49.
29,
50.
23.
28.
.53
.03
.63
.50

21

11

—_ N o —

94

00
69
23
95
38
15
&1

21.55
21.61

5.55
12.79
11.76
15.07
58.99
59.31
51.594
59.78
24,92
24.74

2.60

0.18

9.03

3.52:

-lel-



Table. 86 Respondents Dipping Their Cattle by Herd Size in Livestock Zone, August, 1975 to January, 1976

Cattle Dipped Cattle Dipped
Herd Size Last 7 Days Last 7 to 14 Days

Yes % No % Yes % No % Total

0-5 26 23 88 77 36 32 78 68 114

6 - 10 29 21 109 79 39 28 99 7 138

11 - 15 27 23 8¢ 77 37 32 79 68 116
16 - 20 16 16 83 84 23 23 76 77 100
21 - 35 33 20 130 80 39 24 124 76 163
36 - 50 9 13 60 87 12 17 57 83 69
51 - 100 5 10 54 90 8 13 52 87 60

100+ 3 9 29 N 3 9 29 91 32

-t~

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.



Table. 87 Respondents Who Vaccinate Their Cattle by Herd Size in the Livestock
Zone, August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Herd Size Yes % No % Total
0 -5 53 46 61 54 114
6~ 10 59 43 79 57 138

11 - 15 27 23 89 77 116
16 - 20 47 47 53 53 100
21 - 35 71 44 92 56 163
36 - 50 33 48 36 52 69
51 - 100 24 40 36 60 60

100+ . 18 56 14 44 32

Source: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Persomal Interview.
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Table 88. Cattle drenched for internal parasites by herd size in livestock zone, during 12
month period ending between August, 1975 to January, 1976.

Frequency
Herd Size Yes % No . % Total
0-5 9 8 105 92 114
6-10 5 4 132 96 137
11-15 4 3 110 96 115
16-20 6 6 04 94 - 100
21-35 11 7 151 93 162
36-50 1 1 68 99 69
51-100 3 5 57 95 60
100+ 1 3 31 97 32

Sourcé: TAMU/USAID Livestock Survey by Personal Interview.

~fel-



Table 89.-Rank in importance reasons given for keeping cattle by herd size in 11vestock

zone, August, 1975 to January, 1976.

First Second
Herd Size Code: ( 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
0-5 6 67 34 3 1 3 58 16 15 17 2
6-10 10 79 44 2 1 2 48 16 22 33 4 3
11-15 18 51 39 7 46 15 8 27 1 1 3
16-20 18 31 47 4 49 19 3 19 2 2
21-35 29 43 82 9 77 3 10 28 5 2
36-50 9 23 2 31 3 1 34 9 6 13 5
51-100 7 24 26 2 1 26 11 4 15 3 1
100+ 4 17 10 1 9 5 1 14 1
Third Fourth

Herd Size Code: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
0-5 9. 1 10 3 1 3 6 113
6-10 94 10 16 b 4 1 8 126 5 ] 2 1
11-15 74 7 18 4 2 3 7 110 2 1
16-20 63 7 18 4 1 1 6 9N 3 1
21-35 97 14 26 3 8 4 12 150 1 2 2
36-50 48 6 7 3 1 4 63 3
51-100 34 2 12 4 4 4 53 3 1
100+ 19 7 1 2 1 2 31 1

Codes:

0 No reason identified or multiple reasons given but not ranked 4 Custom

1 Kept'for milk 5 Dowri

2 Kept for meat 6 Fa;m ng

3 Selling in difficulties 7 Other

a) Respondents- in this region were not asked to rank their multiple responses.

12
12

o N W

L3 oo

Total
Respondents
0~5 114
6-10 138

11-15 115
16-20 100
21-35 163
36-50 69
51-100 60
100+ 32

i
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Table 90.

August, 1975 to January; 1976.

Herd Size
Yes
0-5 80
6-10 77
11-15 ' 60
16-20 52
271-35 86
36-50 29
51-100 28
100+ 5
Herd Size Yes
0~5 5
6-10 10
11-15 4
16-20 5
21-35 6
36-50 4
51-100 1
100+ 1

Crops
% No
70 34
56 61
52 56
52 48
53 77
42 40
47 32
28 23
Wages
% No
4 108
7 128
3 112
5 95
4 157
6 65
2 59
3 31

30
44
48
48
47
58
53
72

96
93
97
95
96
94
97
97

Yes
70
91
g2
83

152
63
56
31

Yes

27

N = — N

Livestock
% No
61 44
66 47
79 24
83 17
92 1A
N 6
93 4
97 1
Other
% No
2 112
2 135
1 115
1 99
2 161
’ 69
59
85 5

%
36
34

W o~ 00~

%

98
98
99
99
98
100
98
15

Yes

L I T = T B A V- B e B & 3

Total

114
138
116
100
163
69
60
32

Respondents' sources of cash income by herd size in livestock zone,

Trade
%

W W -~ N~ N~ D,

No
108
128
114
93
159
68
58
31

%

95
93
98
93
98
99
97
97
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Ot O n_TA i SUB-SECTOR
AHLLYSIS: USATD/TERAS A & 11 UHTYERSITY ~ AUGHST 1975

DATE; INTERVIEWERS
REGION: DISTRICT:
DIVISIOn: WARD:
VILLAGE: H.A. llo,
IAE OF FARIER: ESTHATED AGE: Below 30
350
51 & over
¥ale { ) Fewsle {( )

L. How meny people permanently living in your household?
Femilia yako ina watu wangapl unsoishi noo?

Tdadd, . IXe (wake) Vakubva (mizka 18 na kuendslese)

Watoto,

2. Vhat are the sources of your cash incoma?
Hepato yako ya pesa yanstokens ns nini?

s) Hazao? Nidiyo Hepans _
b) Mifugo? Naiyo Hepana

¢) Biashars Mdiyo Hapana

d) Mishehara? Naiyo Hapana

e) Menginsyo?

(If 2a is ticked ask Qt. 3, 3-B, and 3-C)

3 Vhat .crops did you produce this season for cash?
Mazeo gent ya kuvza malom uliyo lima meimu huu?

(4sk all respondents)

Alna Ekari Ewn liify
a)
b)
o}
4)

(If vespondent is raising cesh crops then ask 3 B and 3-C)

3(b) Tow mary people within your family are doing cmpping"
i wain wangopi wa Hyuwmbani wane vuna?

3(c} How many pecple within your femily ere taking ceve of livestock?
I watu wangapi wa nyumbani wonoo chungs mifugo? Idadi

4. Do you cut end bring crops or forage to cattle in bomes (pens)?
Je unskata majand na kuvaletea ngfombe zizini?

Hapans
Maya lowa pora Klonmezdi lasike

Naiyo
(If yes, aak)

&)} Ndana wanaonyorya
b) Nglombe
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CATTTE PRODUCTION

5.

&,

T

8.

Js

10 -

12,

13.

Do you feed grains to. your calves? .
Je, unawapa nefaka ndame? Ndiyo Hapana

At vhat nge are calves woaned?
Hdema wako wansesha kuryonye wekiwe ne umri wa miezd mingapi? ponths,

1o herds your cattle?
Htote vl wa kiuma? 250:1)
Wetoto wako we Miume? (Sonsm)
Mtoto wako wa kike? (doughter)
Yatoto wako wa kike? (daughters)
limo (husband)
Mke (wife)
Kibarua $MRd labour)
Vongine (others)

2) Yosterdsy vhat time did the cattle leave the..boma?
Jana ngltombe wako uliwntoa zizini saa ngapi? ,

b) Yesterday what time did the cattle return to the boma?
“Jana walirudl kutoka melishoni saa ngapi? )

c) Yestordey vhat time were cattle watered?
Jansa vlivonyweshe maji sae ngapl? s,

d) Yesterday weve calves separated from their mothers?
Je, Jana ndama walitengwa kutoka lkwa mema 2207 Ndiyo, Hapana

Vho tells the herder where to graze the cattle?
Neni humrelezs mchungaji mehali vs kuchungia malishoni?

Iine e Mvenyeld ti/ihoubwa wa Ki1jijd
Hakune mta Vengine(apecify)

g

Do you delay certain grazing eveas for wse only during the dry aeason"’
Ja, unaacha sehemu ye machungio kwa ajili ya kiangazi?

Ratyo Hapeng
Is thexe & shortage of grass for cattle in this area during the dry season?
Jo, kuns uhoba wa majand weketi we kiangazi? Ndiyo Hapans,

(If ro, then ask)
Could the mumber of cattle bo increased?
Idadi ya wanyoma inaweza kuongezeke? Ndiyo

Eapens

o you move your livestock to another boma for grazing?

Je, huwa vnshemishs mifugo yako Jrutoka hapa kufuata malishoe kwenda
'boma Jingineg?

a.} walkatl wa kisngazi? Hdlyo Hapana

b) wakati wa masi{ks? Hdiyo Hapans ______

Time required to trek cattle from boma ‘o source of grazing during
wat seazon?

i rmuda gand unaotumia knveswess nglombe toka zizind kwends kwenmye
malisho wakati wa masika?

Chini ya saa 2 Ssa 2 mpaka musu siku Fusu silor mpaka
oil moja zeldi ya silu mejs don't know



14.

15,

16,

17.

18,

19 -

20.
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Time requirod to trek catile from btoma to source of grazing during ihe
dxy szoson?

il muda gomil unaotumia kuweswage nglomba toks zizini kwends kwenye malisho
welkati wo dargazdi?

Chini ya saa 2 Saa 2 mpala nusu eiky __  Nusu silu mpaka eilu
moja Siku mpeka siku 2 Zoidi ya siku 2
Do you trek your caitle for selt or other minerala to p].aqéa othar than
your regular grazing greas?
Je, nva unavazcloita nzloube kupata chumvi aw madind mengine sehermu
zingine zaldl ya hspo unapochungis? Hdiyo Hapana
(If yen, ask Qt. 16)

Time required to trek cattle for salt or other minerals?
Unachulkve mude gani looeswage nglombe ili wapate chimvi au madini?

Chini ys sas 2 Sea 2 mpeke musu silm  Husu silku mpaks
siku moja, Biku mpake eikw 2 Zaldl ya sikm 2
Don't dowow______
Pid you water your cattle yesterdsy?
Ulivapelelsn ngfombe walko lunywva majl jana? Ndiyo
(If yes, sak Qt, 18 and Qt, 19)

Hapang,

Uow many times were cattle watered yesterday?
Uglombe wako valilomyva majl marmmgepl jann?

.2 ' 3 s & s Sijul

How long @i it take to trek cattle to water yesterday?
i muds gamd ullochulaua lamnvaswegsn ng'ombe kurywa maji jana?

Chini ya sea 2__ | Saa 2 mpska nusu sikn_ Nusu sikn mpaks
siku mojs __ Zaidl ya sllm moja_

Uhat is the socurce of water during the dxy season?

Unapataje maji wakati va Klangnzi?
X1jito an mto Dvove{Dan)
Borehole ¥Jia nyingine (specify)

Is there & shortage of water during the dry Bgason?
Kums vhabas wa maji wakati wa kiangazi?

Hddyo Hopana . ..

Do you own gll the cattla which you tske caxe of?
Hgtombe wote viionao ni weko?

Kisima (Wells) _____

Ndiyo Hepana
(If m0, then:)
a) Vengine woo? Kadyo Hapana,
b) Doudhi yao? Ndiyo Hapsanha
¢) Haluna hata? Haiyo Fopona

(If Helcuna HOats is ticked skip to Qb. 24)
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23, How did you aoquire your original hexd of cattle?
Tnevapatejewale nglombs wako wa kwanza?

Ho RO oo

 Tjia ayingine:

Unewepata kwa mehari?

Tnevamrma?

Tnetrapata lmtoka lnra Baba su nlugue, wengine?

Kutokona ne malipo ya kazi?

Eua ajili ya biashara?

24, VYhat aid you do with your livestock in the last 12 months? {Include
211 catile menaged) )

Tlifanya nini ne mifuge yeko katika muda wa-miezi 12 iliyopite?

Types

L[ alk K chi
Wnliouzva aliolmis aliochinga Viadio
Vazinmn |Biacheorajliohori fSuzilam | Huliwva fuliva |amzve] otes

avadi]

Idadi yo
ligtonbe

Tdedl yo
Kondoo

Idsdi ya
1tz

Ydadi ya

vikongie

25, Do you milk your cows?

Je, huwa unakaoun ng!ombe weko maziwa? Rdiyo

(If no, s¥dp  Qt, 26 to Qt. 31 end ask 32)

26, Hou mony cows ave you milking todey?

Hgtombe wangepl waliokamidiwe moziwe leo?

27. How many cows did you milk during the last wet season?

Ng'ombe wangapi walioksmiliwa mesike iliyopita

28, lhat time were cows milked yesterdsy morning?

i

saangepi nglombs waliksmuliwa Jans asubuhi?

29, Ilow meny teats did the calves suckle yesterday moxrning?

Hi chuchu ngapi ndems wako walinyomya jana asubuhi?

30, How meny teats did the calves sucklse yesterdsy evening?
Il chuchu ngopl ndama walko walinyormyn jana jioni?
(3£ 4 is given in 29 and 30, then ask Qt. 30b.)

Z0b. How do you decide in dividing the nilk between the calf and the home use?
Jeo, huwa unavesawiyeje naziva kotl ya ndapa ne matumizi ya myumbani?

Hapana




31.

32.

33.

34'.

35.

36.

37.

39.
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bo you sell any oilk?
Ja udheuza maziia Yo yote? INdiyo .. Havnena ___

‘Did you Alp or swray your cattie thip weelk?

Je uliwapeleZa ng'ombe wako katila josho au uwanyunyizia
dawa juma hili? HNdiyo . Hapana ___

Did you dip or scray your cattle last weel?
Jo uliwvapeleka ng'ombe wake I:atilez josho au kuwanyunylzia
daya Jjuma lililopita? HNdiyo __ Hanana

b — —

{Xf 32 or 33 is yes then agk 35)

When did you last dip or spray your cattle?
Date___ Kva nini?

—t s - —

S e SeAna 43378 4ok s drhes S UMM L Rotie e mmes 3 5 S B ek b - som a s 33 a e ws ot LoE Sl s e

The laat time you dipped your livestock were all of
thexa dipned?

Mara ya mwisho ulipoikogesha nifuge yakzo ilikegeshwa yote?

WNdiyo __ __ Hepana _. (If no ask 36)

Which ware not dinned?
Ni wapl ambao havalubtiogeshwa? Vihongwe (Funda __
Hdama __ _ Zondoo _ibuzd | Hg'ombe

e .

How long does it take to trek cettle to the dipping trough?
Inauchwlrua muda gani kuwaswaga ng'oabe mrzala kwenye jogho?
Chini ya masaa 2 ____ _ masas 2 mpaka ¥ osilru

% silu ppaka silmui moja . sima mojn cpaka situ 2
zaldi ya silu 2

Are you satisfied with the dipping facilities?

Je unaridiila na hmduma za josho? Ndiyo ___  Hapana
{If no, then ask vwhy?

tbhali sana ____ ‘lupoteza muda Lwenye josho
Dawe ni hafifu __ ___  uhaba wa maji

yakuogesha ___ __ sababu zingine taja

]

bt e e o o

- ———
ne BRI S TE AN B e ey p M b e e i ——— P i s e & A 4 F AR i 8 - S A e A b

e AR M muLe Ala b A R P W AR B A d A an aiEt S me  meieh o P e s ks e e emmven e i—

Are your cattle treated for disenses?
Ngtombe walko hupeta natibabu wakiwa wagonjwa? Ndiyo
Hapana {If yes ask)
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40, What vaccinations have been done on your herd in the last 12 months?
Jo, ni dava goni welizochanjwa nglombe weko miezi 12 iliyopita?

Wachanj-
wajl

VWaliokomza |Hawajakonan

Mtuzi Kondoo

Vihongve/Punda

TVoonjwa wa

migpm na
midomo

Kinota

Chembavu.

Ndigana
Baridl

Fagana

~

Botokn

K zungo-
unga.

Othoxs

41, How long does it take to trek your cattle to ithe nearest wvelterinarian
center?

Inskuchuluva mude gani luwaswege ng'ombe walko mpeka kwesmye matdbabu
yo mifugo?

42, Do you drench for internal parasites in your cettle?

Chini, ya % sllm
% siiox mpake siko moja

Siku moja mpaks siku 2

Zaidf ya silm 2

Je, unavarywesha ngtombe woko dava y2 kuzuis wasishambuliwe kwa
minyoo? .

Néiyo

Hopana
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k3. Do yo-u pay for any of the following cattle costs?
Je wiawalipia ng'ombe wdto gharama zo zote kati ya
hizo zifuatazo?

Ndiyo Hapana Kiasi

gani
e e e IR
a) =aji E | L
—— . — ———— . Py —— % g & W 4 'T"" i s r— 2t Wi AL e oo
b)  Uchanjwaji ' ! }
e ity e ¥ m  TAE B remEesiathes R m e Ry e afrrm e T = et ad—————— s-l-- e
e} Josho

T e AmS ek § 4 g R i o e rn = B e g St b A e b 8

d) churwi /madini

e+ e —— !. —_—— - -2

e) nalisho :

' .
e Ao n et t v e e = et = o smnee & A A sraamra 1 2 v srfarm et

s 4 & s e e ——— | S———

— —

W e

A

f) nmalipho ym mikulima mwinpgine ! i ]
g)  wehwru warmpade . .. ... ..., l L ....,._..L.L__._

44. How many cows do you have in your hord?
Unao ng'ombe majilte wangapi wonye unri wa miaka mitatu
na zaldl Itwenye kundi lezo la ngtombe? Total

-

-

45. Do you have any cowa which are mot of the local breed?
Unao ng'ormbe najike wo wote wa kigeni? Ndiyo
Hapana Idadd

————

46. How many bulls do you have?
Unao ngtonbe madume wangapdl? 1 - 3 years old
Jendover ___ XIdadi __ __
47. Do you have any bulla which are not of the local-breed (TSZ)
Unao ng'ombe madurie ambao oio wa kienyeji? Méilyo _
Hapena __ (If no, skip to Qtm. 51)

48. How many? Wangapi?
49. Are you satisfied with these bulls?

Unaridhika nao? Ndiyo ___ Hapana _. (If no, aslk)
50. Ewa nini?

hawana afya glo mbegu nzuri {dhaifu)
wakaidi ridhiln na ndema . myingine




52.

55

54(s)

54()

53,

56,

57.

58,

29.
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Iid you roise all the breeding tulls in your herd?
Je, madvae ya kuzalicha wake wote uliwepata kutckana na kmdi 1la ng'ombe
wzln?

iy Hapana,

Did you trade heifers for any of ths Brlls in your herd?
Jo, wmewzhi kubad:liche nzlombo wako sibas hawvajazaa kupaba madume?

ldiyo Hepana
Did you tuy ary of the tulls in your herd? .
Tlhmema pafenari worota? Ndiyo Hapana

(12 yes, inen ask)
there did you asguiro the tulls?
lafahali weko uliurpata kutolka wepl?

Kutoln lava Jirend kutoka sshemu pyingine kutckn HACO
Iutola mnadent kutokn Serikalini

Have you purposely selected and borrowed a btreeding tull for your cows?
Tliezima mafahall wowoie? Ndiyo, Hapana

Vhat qualities do you look for when selecting bulls for your herd?
i sifa gani unazoweks maaneni weliati wa kuchagua madume wa kuzalisha
nglombe uako?

Ukubwa medime wasio wakald wingi wa maziwa atoayo
ngtombe jike besda ndama dums kuzaliws, urefu we mkia wa
dume hali slivye (rensi) pembe nguvu ya kupands
Other

Do you castrate any of your tulls?
Je, unawahasi nglombe waxe madume? Hidiyo Hapana
(If yes, ssk Qt, 57)

At vhat nge do you casirate your dulls? (more than one tick)
Huwa wnavehasi wekivwa na unxi gand?

Chind niale miwild miaka miwili niaka mitatu
migks minng miaks mitano zaidi ya mieka mitano
sijul

Tow many steers & you have?
Unae malinal wangapi? Tdadd

Tlow many heifers do you have?
Unao ngtlombs wangapi embao kasibu kupandwa?

Idsdi ;7 tatu su zeidi mitatn

Uhat was the nge of the lst calf heifer which calved in the last 12
oonths? ’
Eatd ya nglombe weliozen kwe mara ya kwanza miezd 12 ilyopita moja
weo aliluva na wmrd goni?

Miaka 2 miaks 3 niakn 4 miska 5 '

zaidi yo miska 5 Ilo heifer calved heve no heifers

[

——t—
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62, Vhet did you do with your heifers in the last 12 months?
Tlifaigra nini na hao ng'ombe ambeo bedo Xuzca miezi 12 Lliyopita?

Hdiyo  Hapens
Jo, uliwvanza baadhi yco? -
Je, ulivafanyia biachara baadhi yao?
Je, wlivatos mahard baadhi yao?
Je, nliwatos zawadi baadhi yao?
Je, wlivoveks wote?

Aina nyingine

63, How meny of your cows gave birth to calves in the last 12 months?
Hglembe wolto wengapd walizaa katile miazi 12 1liyopita?
Tdadi

64(s) Icw many of thesa calves were waansd?
1 wengapi kati ya hao ndama wemeachishwa kunyonya?
Idndi

64(b) How many of these oelves ave still surckling?
Ui ndepes wvangapl bade wenanyonya?
Idedd_
65, How many colves do you expect & cow to have in her 2ifotima?

Unategemea nglombe mmoja kukuzalis ndema wangapi moishani mwalke?
Idadi

66, How medty calves born in the last 12 months have died?

1 ndams wangapi waliokofa miezi 12 iliyopita?
Idedi )

&7, Vere any of your cattls killed in the last 12 months by wild

animals?
Kuna ngtombe woko ye yote eliyenews ne wanyems wakall miezd -
12 iiiyopita?
Raiyo =~ Hepena =~ Sfjwd
Idadi

€g, Here any of your cattle stolen in the lest 12 months?
Xuna ngtombe wake aliyeibiws miezi 12 iliyopita?
Ndiyo Hapana Sijud_ Tdadi




.

70.

Ti(a)

71(1)

72
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Did any of your catile eterve to death in the last 12 months?
¥una ngtombe woko yo yoto aliyekufs kwa njaa miezi 12 {liyopd.ta?

Hadyo Tdadi

Hepana,

Did any of your cattle die from diseases in the last 12 months?
Kuna ngtlombe wako waliokufs kwa ugonjwa miexzi 12 iliyopita?

Haiyo Hapana Tdadi

Did any of your cows have a miscarriage in the lest 12 months?
Kuna ng'ombe wako wowote walicheribu mimba miezi 12 iliyopita?

Kdiyo Hapars Ydadi

Vhat is the total number of cattle including calves in your herd
now? (managed by xespondent)

Je, unao Jumla yo ng'ombe wengapl pamoja ne ndema katika kundd
1l2ko? .

Hisg Heighhoux, Idadi

mberatestariariae

How is your herd different today from one year ego?
Huna mebadililko gand lom wakati huw ukddlinganisha ne miezdi 12
iliyopita katika mifugo yoko?

Tdadi ile ile imeongezeka

Imepungus,
&gk, kwa nind?

——p—rt




T4

75(e)

75(b}

6.

T1(e)

77(b)
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CATTLE WARXETING

Did you sell any of your cattle in the last 12 months?
Umswahi ¥umiza ngtombe wako miezi 12 iliyopita?

Ndiyo Depeng
(12 yes, ask qt, 74, If mo, skip to ©t, B9a)

Did you take any cabtle to the mnrkets for sale in the last 12
montha?

Tlivesvagn nglombe wowote lanmapelekn mnadan; miezi 12 {liyopita?

Hdiyo Hepang
{If yeB sk @t. T58. If mo, skip to gt. 84)

How d1d you sell these cattle at the maxket?
Miwauzaje nglombe haoo mnedeni?
Kwa luwepigs mnada? .
Kz Ineza kenyeji?
Xwa mizani la TE (weighbridge)
Bikuwanzs kabiza? (&4 not sell)

Did you ‘teke cattle to the maricet end then bring any of them beck
home without selling them in the lezat 12 months?

Uiiwehi kuvwepelcka nglombe wako mnadeni kuwauza na basds ymo wakarudi
bila kumzwa miezii2 {2iyoplta?

Raiye Hapeans, -

Md you sell any cattle during the trek to the market or outside the
market?

Jo, wliwehi luwouza ngtonbe njlend waketi ukiwepeleka mmadand miewd
12 {11iyopitn?

Yatyo

Bepana

How often is your primary market cpen for btusiness?

Je, mada unayotunia sann bufungudlive mora ngapi?
Kila juma neras mbili kwa mwezi
Eila mwexzd wyringine

How long does 1t take fo twek dattle from your boma to the market?
Y1 mude grnt wmayotumls lnizswagn nglombe kuwapeleka mmadani?
Chini ya pasaa 2 Hasaa 2 mpeke & sikm ______
# siko mpak aiku 1 Siim 1 mpeka sikn 2
Siku 2 , Zoidi yo silku 2
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78,  Are thore sources of wator on the tré¢ from your house/boma to the
parket during the- dry season?

Vekati we kuwasvags nglombe kwenda mnadani je! Kuna uwezekano wa
kupntz majl njiani walkati wa kiangazn?

" Hdlyo Hapans,
Kifni: Kijito au mto ¥isima {wells)
Bwewa {dam) Borchole Other

T9. How many of your cattle died on the frek to the market in the last 12
nonths?

¥i ngtombe wangapi waliokufa wokatd wa kuwaswaga kuwapeleks mnadani
miezi 12 iliyopita?

Idadi .
80,  How many of your cetile were otolen on the trek to the market in the
- last 12 montha? ’

Wi nglombe wangapi inlioidiwa wakati wa kuwapeleka mnadani miezi 12
{1iyopita?
Idadi

a2 At your primary mavitet place, is there water availsble in the dry
season?

Ikiva na nglombe mnadand je! maji wapo wakati wo kiangezi?

Haiyo Hapana Kiinis Xijito su lMto
Bwawa (dam) ¥isima (wells) Borshole
Othex

82z, Is there grazing available at the market?
Jo, melisho yanapatilane hapo mnadeni waketi wa kiangezi?
Ndiyo

83, How often this yoor did you trek cattle to the market but not sell them?
IS mara ngapl miezd iliyopits umewasvaga nglombe mnadani usiwsuze?
Sijavehi _____ Vakati ceeingine
Mara kvwa mars Kva ndnd? z

Eapana -

84,  Did you scll eottle at your boms/house in the laat 12 months?
Je vlivahi kuazia ngtombe myumbani miezl 12 iliyopita? )
Rdiye Hanana
(If qt. 76 or 84 is yes, then ask 85)

85, Vhy do you eell cattle at other placos besides &t the morket?
Ews nini huwa unsuza ngtombe sehemu nyingine mbali na mnada?
Kufupisha muda Kupote bei nzuxd __ _ Kuepuke kodl
ya mnadant ____ Sababu nyinglne taje
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86, then you are in nsed of money and sust sell a cow, what do you consider
in selecting the cow to sell?

Weket] uikiva na shida ya pesa, na ikakulazirm kuuze ng'ombe Jjike ni
glfs zipl wnazozitia masnend kahla hujenuaezas

2) Hgombe jike atakayekupatia fedha myingi __ .

b) Nglombe jike tasa lowa muda wa niaka 2

¢) Ng'ombe jike tasa kwa muda wa miaka 3

d) Nplembe jike alliyeheyibu mimba an aliyezas ndama amekufs
e) Nglomba jike mgonjwa
f) Ng'cobe jike asiyetos maziva ya kubosha
g) SBijonza

h) Bababu nyingine tajn

86(b) Whon sslling an animal from your herd, what type of oatile do you prefer
to sell?

Unapotaka lamze mnysma toka katika kundi lako, Je, nil ng'ombe wa aina
gani ungepandsloa luniuza?

Arpracamsmm—

Jouns Middle age 014,
{less than 3) (3 -~ 8 yeaxrn} (over 8 yrs)
Calvesn ’
Heifevs
Irmature Steers
Stoers
Bulls
Cown

87. that woa the ege of the youngest steer you sold this yeex?
What waa the age of the oldest stsexr scld this yeex?

Meksal nwenye umri mdogo kuliko wote uliyemmiza miezi 12 {liyopita
alilouwa ne wnrd gani?

leksal mwergye wmrl wiubwa?
8iltuuza meksal ye yote

Sina nsksadl

et r—

ag, If onitle prices were 100/ shillings pex head higher at ths maxrket
than your lest sale, would you trek more cattle {to the market?

Koma bai ya ngtombe imelarwa Sha. 100/~ zaldi mnadand kulike mauzo
yako yaliyopita, peleka nglombe wenging mrsdand?

Rdiyo Hapana

89(3) Vhat is your most important reason for keeping cattle?
Sababu ipi Jubwa insyokufanya ufuge ng'ombe?

a} X ajili ya mazivae lora Jamdd yangu __ .
K ajili ya kitoweo lows Jamil yangu _
Limbikizo ya mali (selling in diffioulties

b
)
d) Mila (o) ¥ahari (£) sababu myingins
B
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89(b) Vould you trek {more) catile to the market, if the market was
rearor to your village?

Kanma mnada upo karibu na kijijl choko, unaveza kupeleka ngtombe (zaidi)

wenzi?
Hdiyo Hapana
SHEEP AND T8
50. Do you keep scheep and/or goats?
Jo unafuga kondoo au mbuzi?
Hdiyo Hapana®

Idadi ya Kondoo Idndi ya Mbuzi .
(If no skip to sosciological Qt. 108, If yes, ask Qt. 91)

a, Vhy do you keep them?
Ewa nini wunawafuga?
- Kwa ajili ya nyana
Lo 2jili ya maziwa
Kwa ajili yo kuuzs
Ha sababu nyingine

92, Hov many ewes (femsle sheep over 2 years old) do you have?
Unso kondoo majike walibwa wenye umri wa miska 2 na zaidi wangapi?
Idadi

93, How many of your owes over 2 years old died in the lest 12 mopths?

i kondoo majilke wangapi wenye umri wa miaka 2 na zaidi walickufa
migzd 12 iliyopite?

Tdeds .

94. How many of your ewes had lambs last yesx?
Kondoo wazima wangapi wallckuwa na watoto miezi 12 iliyopita?
Idndi

9B How many female goats over 2 years old do you have?
Uneo mbuzi mejike wenye umrl wa miaka 2 na zaidi wangapl?
Idadt

96. How meny of your femsle goats over 2 years old dled in the last 12
months?

I, mbuzi mejike wangapi wenye unrl wa miaka 2 na zaidi waliokufa
miezi 12 1liyopita?

Idadi

97. How many of your goats had kids last 12 months?
I mbuzi majike wangepi waliolkwa na watoto miezi 12 1liyopita?

Idadl
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98, Iid you vocoinate your #hsap ox gosts to prevent diseases in tha
lsst 12 montha?

Jo uliwachanje kondoo au mbuzi kuzuis magonjwe miexd 12 fliyopita
Ndiyo Hepana

59, Have you dipped your cheep or goats in the lasit 12 months to control
ticksa?

Ja, ulivalogesha kondoo eu mbuzi weko lmzuia malupe miezdi 12 iliyopita?
Ndiyo Hapana
100, Dia you txeat your sheep and gosis this year to conirol internal
paxasites?
Je, kondoo au mbuzi weko walitibiwa ugonjwe wa minyco miesf 12 iliyopita?
Hdiyo

101, How meryy sheep had mimcarriages in the last 12 months?
Hf kondoo wangepi valicharibu mimba miezl 12 iliyopita?
Idadi

Hapana

102, How meny goats had miscarriages within the lest 12 monthe?
Ri mbuzd wangapd walicharibu mimba miezi 12 jliyoplta?
Idadi

103, Do you sell sheept
Je, e unausm kondoo?

Naiyo
(If yos, ssk Qt. 104)

Ea;p.ena

104, lhere do you sell youx sheep?
Jo, wauze kondoo wapi?

HBdive = [Hapung
Mnadani

Kwa wafanys bloshara
Maradfilkd

105, Do you Bell goats?
Je, e unauzs pbuzi?

Hdtyo
(If yes, then ask Qt.108)
106, Where do you sell youn goats?
Js8, unauzae mbuzi wapi?
Mnadand

Evo wafanys btiashara
Harafiki
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Do you sometimes txrede your aheep and goats for other goods?
Jo, huwa unabadilisgha mbuzi su kondoo kwa bldhae mylngins?
Ratyo
(It yes, ask)
Bidhaa gand?
Chaloala igue Varyama
Hengineyo {oleze)

Hapana,

EOCTOLOGEOAT, QUESTIONS

lo8,

109,

110,

12(a)

Vhat are the types of cattle most frequently given in dowry in this
area?

Hi ng'ombe wa aina gani wanatolews mehart katika sehemu hid?
Ngtombe jike Ndeme
Hdama jike ambaye karibu kupandwa
Mahma {Bulls) Makead,
Uhat?is the mmber of cattle {ave.) given for bride price in this
aTes

Fi 1dadl genl yn nglombe inayotolews mahard katike sehemu hii?
Tdrdi

B ——

Have you given any ‘cattla to your son as a customary tradition in
starting his hexd in the last 2 yeaxs?

Je, kimila, wmewahi luwape ng'ombe wanae wa kiume micka 2 $liyopita?

Hdiyo Hapana
(It yoz, then ask Qt, I111)

What fypes of cattle wore glven to your son (major type)?
Kimile, ni ng'ombe wa aina gani uliwaps wanao?
ligtombe jike ____ Ndama jike ambao karibu
kupandws, Ndama Yadume (Bull) __
Hakani :

If you are owning cattle, will pecple take other foxms of payment of
dowzy beside cattlae?

Kams una nglombe wako, je waiu wa sehemu hii huwa wanatoza mahari
wyingine mwball ys ng'ombe?

Haiyo Hapanse
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112(b) Ilalips gmni?

i13.

5.

Zype How much?
1) S,
2) e a——
3)
4),

* Do you keep any money in the bank when you sell cattle?

Unapourza ngtombe Jo unawels pesa zeko benkd?
Rdiyo Hapana
Vhat do farmers and livesiock producers do with extra ecash?
Uskulina na wafugaji e sehemit hii htvn wanazitumisnje fedha cao?
EKuwels Benlc?
Kurmmia mifugo 7
Xumaa vyekula?
Kuwolopesha vatu?
¥anmume pombe?
Matumizl mergine?

Vho mekes decisions to sell or dispose of your cattle?
Ii pand cno hulnmm lamzoe ngtfombe wakio?

Pake yealo? . Rddyo_ Hopar2
llkec/wake ‘wakohutoa uemuzi? Nidyo___ Hapana
Vewe pamcja ne mkeo ne fomalia wako? Ndiyo_ ____ Hapana______
YWowe pamoja na menyewe? Rdiyo Hapens

e wenyewe? Riiyo_ Hepena _ |

CIIERSTITP QUESTIONS

129,

130,

i3.

Iave you given any of your cattle to someone to herd for you?
Unewapa nglombe zako miu ekuchungle?
Mddyo Eapana
(zf yes, contimue question, If nc;,' skip to Qt, 137)
In how meny bomas are these cattle kept?
Hgtombe hawa wanskas ketilks mazizd wangapd?
i, 2 _, 3 s 4, 5.y more than§
tho is (are) the individusl{s)? (more than one tick poesible)
E{ nand mtu huyo?
Baba y Mdugn ___, MHioto ____, Jumas wengine
Bafiled ____, ou (eleza)
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132{a) Are 811 of your cattle that are given to others kept in this village?

1352(b)

134,

135.

136,

137.

138,

139,

140,

Nztombe: zote zilizopewn watu wengins zinawekwa katika kijiji hiki?
Ndiyo Bapana

Whet is the total rmumber of your <attle given to others?

i wangapl umoawapa lwa weo?
Idadi

Vexe zome of thase catile belng kept by othora given to youas e
customery gift?

Tlipevo baadhi ya ngloobe kanma zawadi ya kimila?
Raiyo Hapana

Vhy do you keep cattle in other bomas?
Kwa nini uneweksa nglombe zako fazizi mengine?

Did you sell, trade, or pay dowry =iy of the cattle being kept in
othor bomaa in last 12 mwonths?

Ulifonya bieshara au lulipa msher nglombe zako kwe miezi 12 iliyopita?
Haiyo Hnpana

then shifting to this village did you give some of your cattls to
others to herd for you?

Ulipohamia kijijli hild ulivohi lanmpa vmtu nglombe walkuchungia?

Hidtyoe Hapens -~
In respondent keeping scueonals cattle?
Yaa he ]

How long have you been keeping uomeone's cattle in your bema?
Ewe mads  gand umewslkeo ng'ombe za mitu katike zizi lako?
Leeo than 6 months » 6 months to 1 year
1 yoar to 2 years y moxe than 2 years

r

Eow mony individuals srg lkeeping catile in your boma?
Vetu wvangapi vanmwela nglombe katilia ziza leko?
iy 2 3 ,4 ,5. ,more than 5 ____
Uho is the individual(s) ?
¥i nani?

Baba ., Wdugu _, mtoto ___, jamaa wengine s Tafild ’
o {eloza) :
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14l,  Is this individusl living in the village?
Jo, huyyo mtu anakan ketika kijiji hilki?
Hdiyo Hapana
142, Uy are you keeping someonss cattle?
Ewa nind, wnstunzo ngtombe 2z mtu?




116,

117.
118.

119,

120,

i,

le2,

T 123,

124,
125,

126

127,

Yosm Yo
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ERIMERATOR'S OBSERVATYONS

Yhore was the interview conducted? At interviewce's house or homs R
near infervieweeln house ox bomy

Other (specify where)
\as the 10 Csell leader present? Yes Yo
If no, who was (title)
How many othor individucls besides 10 Coll Lesder, interviewee, and
yourself were present during interview, Number
Rate the cooperation of the respondent?

Extrenely Extremoly
Poor Helpful

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Rats the accuracy of the dats? .

Yexry Poor Vexy Good
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Tick condition of grazing in the area:
atundant adequate marginal
overgrazed burned Other {specify)

e pp—

Ticl: condition of catile in the area:
heal thy fat lean poor
starved disensed other (specify)

Tick majoxr concsrn of respondent about Marketing his. livestock
low prices not enough buyers
llarliet fees too hipgh not amu.gh marketa

long distance to market Iroquency of markets

it gt i

mw welghbridm can sell only by weighbridge - -
w grazing at moritots no water at markets,
market is disordarly other

Ile does not sell livestock

Tick rospondent's major concern in the production of livestock in his
srea 3 grazing water dipe dizeases
stealing ___ vaccinations other
Vas respondent upset about questions asidng hie mumber of livestock?

T ——

If yes, corment
D1d you count the respondent's livestock? Yen Yo
If yes, then ask Q%, 127.

Did you see oy evidence of tioks? Yes ____ Yo
If yes, were they: ldight Hadium Hoavy
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128, General Remarks:
Regpondsntta conments on Production Problema:

Respondent!s comesnts on lexketing Problems:




