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ABSTRACT 

This study aimed at investing the challenges facing Maasai pastoralists towards 

livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro District, Arusha Region. The study 

specifically intended to examine community awareness towards livestock 

commoditization in Ngorongoro District, assess the benefits of pastoralists‟ 

participation in livestock commoditization for improvement of livelihoods and to 

investigate the challenges that hinder pastoralists in livestock commoditizing. 

This study is anchored on the fact that there have been numerous efforts done by the 

government to bring poverty to an end in the community by establishing livestock 

markets. But challenges have been escalating and are becoming economically and 

socially chronic. Data for this study were obtained from a representative sample of 

94 respondents; including 78 households and 16 key informants. The study used 

households questionnaires, focused group discussion, interview guide and check list. 

Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data using Statistical 

Package for Social Science (SPSS) software version 20.0. Quantitative data and 

qualitative data were analyzed using the context analysis. 

The findings revealed that, there are existences of challenges in livestock 

commoditization in the study area. These challenges include pastoral behavior, 

drought, and lack of financial support, livestock prices, water scarcity, and market 

infrastructure as well as grazing land. The study further recommends that since the 

root causes of these challenges is lack of land tenure to smallholder who hold and 

use there are need of establishing land use plans and financial assistance which could 

facilitate the market infrastructure to reduce working long distance in search for 

markets. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

1.1 Introduction 

This chapter introduces the study on the challenges facing Maasai pastoralist in 

livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro District for improving their livelihoods. 

The chapter also presents the background of the study, statement of the problem, 

general objective and specific objectives of the study, research questions and 

significance of the study. 

1.2 Background of the Study 

Livestock is a significant component of agriculture and rural development program 

in developing world (World Bank, 2009). Livestock is the main source of income for 

pastoralists (FAO, 2012). They also serve a purpose as a store of wealth, source of 

food, and status symbol. Furthermore, cattle and small stock (sheep and goats) fulfill 

each function to a different degree. Livestock sale are also form of cash generation 

and are also exchanged for grain (Katherine, 2008).  

Nearly three quarters of the extremely poor people, about 1 billion people, live in 

rural areas (World Bank, 2009), and 90 percent of them are small-scale farmers 

depending directly on agriculture as part of their livelihoods (Lipton, 2005). 

However, in most developing countries, rural agrarian populations continue to 

expand while land for sustainable agricultural production is not expanding at the 

same rate. One of the suggested strategy essential in raising rural income and food 

security is diversification into livestock and increasing livestock productivity 

because a large share of the rural poor (communal farmers) already keep livestock 

and mainly cattle as contributors to their livelihoods (Thorton et al., 2002). 
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Livestock commoditization is a global concern to improve pastoralist livelihoods in 

rural area so as to eradicate poverty. Despite the role of economic and development 

in developing world, a significant proportion of the population continues to suffer 

from poverty. A very high proportion of the population lives just below or above the 

poverty line (World Bank, 2011). Fighting poverty has become the overriding 

priority in the new millennium by formulating Millennium Development Goal in 

2000. With this recognition to improve agriculture in general and livestock 

production in particular, fighting against poverty is a recurring debate (World Bank, 

2006). For example, it can be argued that, livestock may be only opportunity for poor 

families to escape from the poverty trap in rural areas where it may pose a threat to 

poor communities depending on land resource for feeding their cattle (McPeak, 

2006; Zaal, 1999; Ndaskoi, 2006). The Millennium Development Goal on poverty 

reduction is linked to rapidly growing demand for livestock produce is met yet even 

faster growing and industrialized for animal production system. Improved market for 

livestock keepers entails modernization system which includes intensification of 

production processes and adaptations of a new technology and farms modernization 

(World Bank, 2010). This may facilitate the improvement in livestock sector and 

support a larger population in rural areas. 

Tanzania has a large population, (about 80 per cent) of the rural people who rely on 

subsistence farming and live below the poverty line (URT, 2012). Like other East 

African countries, Tanzania has experienced challenges in livestock 

commoditization. It can be noted that households have a role of exchanging their 

livestock so as to gain income. However, still experience low income (EROTO, 

2009). Various literatures have shown that the main cause of livestock 

commoditization challenges were due to the poor infrastructure, price fluctuation due 
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to animal health. Lack of timely and reliable information (Sikana, 2013; Bailey et al., 

1999) especially in rural areas (Montshwe, 2006), has greatly contributed to limited 

livestock development in developing countries. Well informed cattle keepers are able 

to make rational, relevant decisions and strengthen their bargaining power with 

buyers (Coetze et al., 2005) because well designed information systems create strong 

competitive advantage,  thus improve the efficiency in decision making (Sudhi, 

2011). Limited price information compels producers in rural areas to accept low 

prices from middlemen especially when they are in dire need for cash (FAO, 2003). 

Lack of access to land and water, lack of access to marketing channels, smaller herd 

size, risks associated with animal diseases, draught and theft (Montshwe, 2006). A 

study by Musemwa et al., (2007) in South Africa found that, factors such as lack of 

access to formal marketing channels as well as high transaction costs associated with 

market were the main factors restricting communal farmers from participating in the 

vibrant formal livestock market where they could earn higher income. While 

livestock remain the major source of livelihoods of communal farmers in this area, 

lack of access to formal marketing channels and transaction costs, inadequate 

infrastructure as well as prices fluctuations challenges undermine this very source of 

their livelihoods (Sikhweni, 2013). 

 Despite these challenges, Tanzanian government has devoted different efforts to 

improve livestock market in rural areas. The government has established market 

infrastructure to facilitate accessible market and supply of initial market information 

to farmers in the rural areas (Ndaskoi, 2005). URT (2013) formulate livestock 

policies strategies so as to promote facilitate and regulates the growth of modern 

livestock markets in Tanzania. It can be argued that modernizing livestock sector 

through ranching to date in Tanzania ( as in other countries in Africa) is greatest share of 
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livestock raised and marketed come from the mobile traditional pastoral system, in 

which Maasai were important group (Williams et al., 2010). Agricultural extension 

services and veterinary will also be needed to increases livestock product. Although the 

efforts done towards livestock commoditization challenge in Tanzania so as to improve 

farmers, they still live under poverty line. That why this study sought to explore the 

challenges facing Maasai in livestock commoditization. 

1.3 Statement of the Problem 

Tanzania is the third largest livestock population in the African continent. It 

comprises of 25 million cattle, 98% of which are indigenous breeds, complemented 

by 16.7 million goats and 8 million sheep (URT, 2015). Livestock commoditization 

has continued to be a big problem in rural Tanzania including Ngorongoro District 

(URT, 2012). The district experience severe drought which affect livestock health 

and market infrastructure which lead to low price. In addition to infrastructural 

problems (Turner and Williams, 2002; Jansen et al., 2006), low market off-take is 

attributed to a number of disincentives for pastoralist to participate in the livestock 

market. The outcome of these problems is lowering the livestock commoditization 

process in rural area.   

The Tanzanian government has taken different efforts to control these challenges. 

Such efforts are establishing markets infrastructure to facilitate easy access to 

markets and supply of initial information to farmers in rural area (Ndaskoi, 2005). 

The Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries of 2011 changed the formulation of 

livestock policies, strategies so as to promote, facilitate and regulate the growth of 

modern livestock markets in Tanzania. Ngorongoro District on the other hand, 
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established livestock market and other infrastructure in each village so as to 

encourage pastoralists to sell their animal (ibid). 

Despite this initiative, the contribution of livestock commoditization towards 

improvement of livelihoods is not clear. This can be due to the fact that, efforts done 

in livestock commoditization are not clear to the community. People have different 

awareness and attitudes towards commoditization of livestock in Ngorongoro 

(Ndaskoi, 2009). 

This study therefore, aims to assess the challenges facing Maasai in livestock 

commoditization in Ngorongoro District. 

1.4 General Objective 

The general objective of the study was to explore the challenges facing Maasai 

pastoralists in livestock commoditizing and suggest the way to eradicates.  

1.4.1 Specific Objective of the Study 

The study was guided by the following specific objectives. 

i. To examine community awareness, and attitude towards livestock 

commoditization in Ngorongoro District.  

ii. To assess the benefits of livestock commoditization in improving community 

livelihoods in Ngorongoro District. 

iii. To investigate the challenges facing pastoralists in livestock commoditization 

and suggest the ways to address challenges in Ngorongoro District. 
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1.4.2 Research Questions 

In order to reach the above objective, the following research questions were put 

forward. 

i. What is the awareness and attitude of the community toward livestock 

commoditization in Ngorongoro District? 

ii. What are the benefits acquired by Maasai pastoralists from livestock 

commoditization in Ngorongoro District for improving their livelihood?  

iii. What are the challenges facing pastoralists in livestock commoditization 

and what are the measures to address them?  

1.5 Significance of the Study 

The findings of this study will contribute to the existing body of knowledge on 

benefits of livestock commoditization towards improving community livelihoods in 

Ngorongoro District. Furthermore, the study is significant for government (policy 

makers), reference for other researchers and to the community in solving livestock 

commoditization challenges. In addition, the study also covers or suggests 

appropriate measures to be taken to overcome the challenges for livestock 

commoditization in order to improve people‟s livelihoods and poverty alleviation.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter is about the review of literature related to livestock commoditization. 

First the chapter introduces definitions of the key concepts related to this study. The 

chapter also explains the theoretical review of the literature and empirical related 

literature to the study. Furthermore, the chapter acknowledged research gap and 

lastly a conceptual framework related to it. 

2.2 Definition of Key Terms  

Commoditization: Is a strategy for creating novel customer values (Kashani, 2006). 

Sudhi (2011), define commoditization as buyer practices that catalyze cost reducing 

activity from suppliers. Over time, non-value adding costs get eliminated with cost 

adjustments whenever possible, with frequent renegotiations, and with supplier 

learning curves. Riemann et al., 2010) consider commoditization as a market 

scenario characterized by increasing homogeneity of product; where products are 

viewed in the market as interchangeable. In this study commoditization is the process 

by which livestock and activities to be evaluated primarily intern of their exchange 

value, in the context of trade thereby becoming a goods (services); and developed 

exchange system in which the exchange value stated in term of prices form a market. 

It used to refer basic agriculture product that‟s either in their original form or have 

undergone primarily processing. This is the process whereby the assets and goods, 

increasingly change from having a use, to be used for subsistence, into having an 

exchange values as well, to be sold and acquires need. In this study commoditization 

is the process by which livestock and activities to be evaluated (ibid). 



8 

In this study commoditization is the process by which livestock and activities to be 

evaluated primarily intern of their exchange value, in the context of trade thereby 

becoming a goods (services); and developed exchange system in which the exchange 

value stated in term of prices form a market. It used to refer basic agriculture product 

that‟s either in their original form or have undergone primarily processing. This is 

the process whereby the assets and goods, increasingly change from having a use, to 

be used for subsistence, into having an exchange values as well, to be sold and 

acquired on the market. This mean livestock at the first this change may take place 

without money as a barter trade, but increasingly it will be with as an intermediary.    

Livelihoods: a livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (including both material 

and social resources), and activities required for a means of living. Krantz (2001) 

argued that, livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (stores, resources, claims 

and access) and activities required for a means of living: a livelihood is sustainable 

which can cope with and recover from stress and shocks, maintain or enhance its 

capabilities and assets, and provide sustainable livelihood opportunities for the next 

generation; and which contributes net benefits to other livelihoods at the local and 

global levels and in the short and long term. In this context study, the tangible assets 

such as stores including food stocks, stores of value such as cash savings and 

resources for example land, water,  livestock, farm and equipment. Therefore, in this 

study livelihood means skill knowledge and ability to use livestock as a resource for 

gain necessities such as cash, food shelter and water live. 

Pastoralist: According to Krätli and Swift (2014) the term pastoralist can be used to 

indicate a cultural identity and a production/ livelihood system. In this study 

pastoralist can refer to people who practice pastoralism, those who share a pastoralist 

background or those involved in activities related to pastoralism  



9 

2.3 Theoretical Review of the Literature 

Most of the commonly used theories and models in market are based on a 

Sustainable Approach on (resource use). The Sustainable Livelihood Model Social 

approach and Capital Approach theories are one among the theories which guide 

interventions for livestock commoditization. Theories and models help to explain 

resource use, as well as suggest how to develop more effective ways to influence and 

change use of such resource. 

2.3.1 Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (SLA) 

The two main concepts i.e., environmental sustainability and social sustainability are 

basis for sustainability of livelihoods. A livelihood is environmentally sustainable 

when it maintains or enhances the local and global assets on which livelihoods 

depends, and has net beneficial effects on other livelihoods. A livelihood is socially 

sustainable which can cope with and recover from stress and shocks, and provide for 

future generations (Chambers and Conway, 1991). 

 Stroud (1996), Avnimelech, 1998: Chambers and Conway, 1991) a livelihood 

comprises people capabilities and activities for means of living, including assets 

(tangible and intangible). Tangible assets are resources and stores, and intangible 

assets are claim and access (Avnimelech, 1998). Afterwards, several researchers 

used this definition with minor modification (Carswell, 1997; Scoones, 1998). The 

theory of livelihood encompasses not only the income generating activities pursued 

by a household and its individuals, but also entails the social institutions, intra-

household relations, and mechanisms of access to resources through the life cycle 

(Ellis, 2000; Arce, 2003).  
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According to Chambers and Conway (1991) the concept of sustainable livelihoods is 

based normatively on the ideas of capabilities, equity, and sustainability, each of 

which is both end and means. A livelihood provides the support for the enhancement 

and exercise of capabilities (an end); and capabilities (a means) enable a livelihood 

to be gained. Equity must include adequate and decent livelihoods for all (an end); 

and equity in assets and access are preconditions (means) for gaining adequate and 

decent livelihoods. Sustainable stewardship of resources is a value (or end) in itself; 

and it provides conditions (a means) for livelihoods to be sustained for future 

generations (Chambers and Conway, 1991). 

The sustainable livelihoods idea was first introduced by the Brundtland Commission 

on Environment and Development 1992 as a way of linking socio-economic and 

ecological considerations in a cohesive, policy-relevant structure. The 1992 United 

Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) expanded the 

concept, especially in the context of Agenda 21, and advocated for the achievement 

of sustainable livelihoods as a broad goal for poverty eradication. It stated that 

sustainable livelihoods could serve as an integrating factor that allows policies to 

address development, sustainable resource management, and poverty eradication 

simultaneously (UNDP, 1997). Livelihoods are studied and analyzed because they 

provide holistic information that can reveal how, and why, people survive (or fail to 

survive) difficult times so as to reduce vulnerability. Many development agencies 

have adopted the livelihood concept as central to their development strategies and 

activities with further minor modifications (Gupta, 1992). Most of the discussion on 

sustainable livelihood so far has focused on rural areas and situations where people 

are farmers or make a living from some kind of primary self-managed production. 
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The standard definition of sustainable livelihoods has been provided by Chambers 

and Conway (1992) and the present research work follows this concept: A 

“livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (stores, resources, claims and access) 

and activities required for a means of living: a livelihood is sustainable which can 

cope with and recover from stress and shocks, maintain or enhance its capabilities 

and assets, and provide sustainable livelihood opportunities for the next generation; 

and which contributes net benefits to other livelihoods at the local and global levels 

and in the short and long term while not undermining the natural resource base”. On 

this definition various international agencies like DFID, CARE, OXFAM, IDS team 

and the United Nations Development Program base their livelihood approaches 

(Carney et al., 1999). 

Sustainable livelihood refers to the maintenance or enhancement of resource 

productivity on a long-term basis. The concept of “sustainable rural livelihoods” is 

increasingly central to the debate about rural development, poverty reduction and 

environmental management. Collectively, these definitions reveal that livelihoods 

are a multi-facetted concept, being both what people done and what they accomplish 

by doing it, referring to outcomes (Carney et al., 1999). The livelihood approach is 

founded on a belief that people require a range of assets to achieve positive 

livelihood outcomes: no single category of assets sufficiently provides many and 

varied livelihood outcomes that people seek. An access of poor people to any of 

category of assets tends to be limited. The ability to move out of poverty is critically 

dependent on access to assets (Warner, 2000). Access to resources indicates that 

individuals, households or groups are able to use these, and access gives them 

capability to build their livelihoods (Bebbington, 1999). 
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The Sustainable Livelihoods Approach is prominent in recent development programs 

that aim to reduce poverty, improve livelihood status and decrease vulnerability in 

communities engaged in small-scale income activities (Edward, 2002; Neil and 

Bene, 2004). It is increasingly being used by many development agencies and NGOs 

to achieve a better understanding of livelihood capital management systems (Allison 

and Horremans, 2006). The livelihood approach seeks to improve rural development 

policy and practice by recognizing the seasonal and cyclical complexity of livelihood 

strategies (Carney, 2002; Allison and Ellis, 2001). It embraces a wider approach to 

people‟s livelihoods by looking beyond income generating activities in which people 

engage (Chambers and Conway, 1992; Farrrington et al., 1999; Shankland, 2000). 

The sustainable livelihood approach is a holistic and people-centered approach 

(Farrington et al., 1999) and seeks ways to improve people‟s livelihoods by building 

on their assets. 

In this study therefore, Sustainable Livelihoods Approach has been applied. The 

Sustainable Livelihoods Approach is a tool for understanding how Maasai 

households draw on capabilities and assets to develop livelihood strategies made up 

of a range of activities. The sustainable livelihoods approach has been advocated as 

one way of both understanding the situation of rural people (using the sustainable 

livelihoods framework) and changing the way of their situation is addressed (using 

the sustainable livelihoods principles) (Carney, 1999). The livelihood framework 

facilitates holistic thinking about the things that the poor might be very vulnerable to, 

the resources that help them strengthen assets, enhance capabilities and reduce 

vulnerability, and the policies and institutions in the wider environment which affect 

their livelihoods (DFID, 1999). The framework shows a way of thinking on 
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livelihoods through the differing contexts such as constraints and opportunities, and 

ensuring that important factors are not ignored (Ashley and Carney, 1999). 

2.3.2 Social Capital Theory  

Social capital refers to features of social organization, such as trust, norms, and 

networks, which can improve the efficiency of society by facilitating and 

coordinated actions (Putnam, 1993). According to Putnam (2003) social capital is the 

sum of the resources, actual or virtual, that accrues to an individual or a group by 

possessing a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual 

acquaintance and recognition. Social capital outlining two broad intellectual streams 

in the description and explanation these are sociological approaches, which sees the 

individual in a social and cultural environment that include subject to norms, rules, 

and obligations. The second is the economic approach, which is all about self-

interested, independent and individuals seeking to fulfill their goals (Coleman, 

1988).  

Better social capital is likely to enhance the flow of information and allow social 

sanctions to the corrupt and irresponsible management team that provide services to 

their communities. Narayan and Pritchett (1999) found that social capital improves 

livelihoods through horizontal relationship between government officials and 

communities in social services provision. In Italy during the 1970‟s, Putnam (1993) 

demonstrates that, the effectiveness of social service delivery, such as water, health, 

education, and infrastructures were demonstrating hand to hand with stronger 

presence of highest level of social capital in surrounding community (Coleman, 

1990). 
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To this study, social capital is critical because it promotes not only economic well-

being, but also emotional well-being. It can also offer a source of information, 

support networks, and material goods that facilitate their physical settlement. On the 

other hand, social capital provides the opportunity for rural pastoralist to interact 

with other people as well as to develop a sense of belonging in groups or society 

(Markovic & Manderson, 2002). Granovetter (1995) argued that regardless of the 

strength of ties, social capital relates to status attainment so that people who use 

social networks tend to have higher levels of satisfaction with their jobs and have 

better conditions, such as higher income. However, social capital is often influenced 

by the number of contacts an individual has and depends upon the willingness of 

networks to provide support or the available resources (Coleman, 1990). 

In this study therefore, social capital is an important factor for rural communities in 

that it facilitates their capacity to organize for development (Upholf, 1986). With the 

help of social capital, rural community groups become more efficient and effective in 

performing key development tasks including decision-making, resources 

mobilization and management, communication with each other and coordination of 

their activities, and conflict resolution. In this way, individual and community well-

being is sustained (Upholf, 1986). Social capital is important in improving the 

livelihoods of rural people directly and indirectly through increase in access to goods 

and services. Ellis (2000) shows the significance of various asset-types, including 

social capital in underpinning the livelihood strategies of the individual and 

household. The access attribute of a livelihood, which includes rules and social 

relations subsumed under the asset-type, is important in determining the ability of 

people in the rural areas to own, control, claim, and make use of a resource as well as 

the ability to participate in and derive benefits from social and public services that 
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are provided by the state such as education, health services, roads, water supplies, 

and so on. Social capital is essential for facilitating and sustaining diverse income 

portfolios and access to opportunities and resources to individual households (Berry, 

1989, Hart, 1995; Bryceson, 1996). 

Rural households are constantly engaged in a process of rural livelihoods 

diversification. This is a survival strategy in which the households construct an 

increasingly diverse portfolio of activities and assets in order to survive or improve 

their standard of living (Ellis 2000). Baron, et al. (2000) emphasize that social 

capital is a useful resource that underpins the livelihood strategies of the rural 

household as it enables participants to act together more effectively in pursuit of 

shared objectives. The social capital enhances rural livelihood directly and also 

increases access by people to goods and services particularly those that exhibit 

public good characteristics. Knack and Keefer (1997) argue that cooperative norms 

act as constraints on narrow self-interest, leading individuals to contribute to the 

provision of public goods of various kinds. For example, in communities within 

countries where capital markets are weak, strong social capital can facilitate the 

pooling of finances, which then can be invested in projects such as schools, village 

enterprises, or irrigation infrastructure. The social capital describes activities that are 

familiar in everyday rural life and the cooperation between individuals within and 

outside their households to meet their everyday needs (Kirori, 2015). Uses of social 

capital are microeconomic as individuals come together to produce, to consume, and 

to exchange goods and services and that social capital networks are functional and 

vary with activities across sectors of the society. Fukuyama (1999) describes the use 

of social capital in free-market liberal democracy focusing on the economic and 

political functions as well as the civil society. In the economic function, the author 
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argues that coordination based on informal norms remains an important part of 

modern economics and is more important as the nature of economic activity becomes 

more complex and technologically sophisticated. 

2.4 Empirical Literature Review 

In developing world, livestock commoditization threatened by market infrastructure 

among others (FAO, 2004). In case USA livestock commoditization has the highest 

value of production due to the modern market, roughly $ 49.2, the value of milk 

production was about $ 37.2 billion and the poultry industries were next largely 

commodity in the country with high value at $ 38.1 million in 1869 (World Bank, 

2012).  

FAO (2012) summarize the livestock commoditization in Asian countries that, the 

scale of livestock commoditization become apparent after the introduction of modern 

livestock markets for some year ago. Livestock industrialization first took place in 

Taiwan province of China and then Thailand in 1975 to 1978 and spread to other 

countries in the 1980 and 1990s. It increases dramatically in all sectors of livestock 

industries almost everywhere in the country.  

In Sub-Saharan Africa, livestock commoditization existed during pre-colonial times 

and received an important motivation as the colonial economy developed (Zaal, 

1999). Several trade routes were gradually diverted towards these emerging areas 

and new cross-border cattle trade was created. The volume of livestock 

commoditization (trade) expanded substantially (Zaal, 1999). In Southern Africa 

though, the policies attempted to organize cattle markets, to facilitate the marketing 

of cattle to large-scale ranches and to control the sale of cattle by indigenous 

livestock producers in order to reduce grazing pressure (Peter, 2007). 
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In East African, pastoralists are quite unique in their close relation to their livestock. 

It plays a great role as a means of livelihood, goods for exchange and as a symbolic 

vehicle to recreate society (Gerald, 2009). In recent years, East African pastoralists 

have been frequently devastated by the serious drought and cattle disease as well as 

population increases hence adopted modernization policies and development 

programmes. For example in Uganda schooling became common, and graduates 

entered employment, people began selling their livestock to buyers from urban areas. 

Pastoralists obtained currency with which they buy crops and industrial goods, and 

pay for schools and hospitals (Ruhangawebare et al., 2010).   

Like other East African countries, Tanzania specific included in the long distance 

trade were livestock sold exported to Kenya, Uganda and Ethiopia for better profit 

(Zaal, 1999). The Ujamaa philosophy exerted an even greater pressure on the 

implementation of government policies to control livestock market. However, 

livestock sector was not adequately controlled by the livestock marketing boards due 

to their unfavorable fixed prices (Zaal, 1999). As a consequence the cattle sector 

knew a fairly high degree of competition between official and parallel markets. 

2.4.1 Pastoralist Awareness and Attitude toward Livestock Commoditization 

In developing countries, livestock are rarely sold because they play important 

subsistence functions in the life of rural households which include provision of 

human needs like food, draught power, social needs and provision of financial 

security to households (World Bank, 2010). Therefore, sales are often stimulated by 

the farmer„s needs for cash than by the characteristics of the demand or the state of 

the market (Djamen et al., 2007). Forced sales is also an adaptive strategy to dry 

season feed shortage (Gebremedhin et al., 2007). 



18 

 Although it is argued that small scale cattle keepers are incapable of responding 

rationally to markets, there are some of them who actively participate in livestock 

marketing (Zaal et el, 1999). The differences in cattle keepers‟ objectives and 

perceptions to cattle production hamper the formulation of effective livestock 

policies aimed at improving the livelihoods of resource poor livestock keepers 

(Barrett et al., 2004). Efforts to improve the rural cattle production and market 

supply of quality live animals should therefore emphasize the understanding of cattle 

keepers‟ objectives and experiences (Dovie et al., 2006).  

The animals usually offered to cattle markets for sale are local breeds with a few 

crossbreeds (Serunkuuma and Kent, 2001). The herder„s decision as to which animal 

is to be marketed depends on a number of factors which include; the magnitude of 

the cost to be satisfied and the size, the species composition, age, sex and structure of 

the herd (World Bank, 2010). For small recurrent expenses, the sale of goat for 

example will usually prove adequate but large expense needs like medication or 

school fees often necessitate sale of cattle (Ayele et al., 2003). When the cattle 

keepers are confronted with the necessity of selling cattle, off-take is restricted to the 

non-productive elements of the herd such as cows, non-breeding bulls and bull 

yearlings (Peter, 2007). According to (Oxfam, 2003) herders‟ decision to sell a 

specific animal is guided by judging the usefulness of that animal on the criteria of 

fertility, physical resistance and milk production. The cattle keepers within the cattle 

corridor are faced with a commercialization strategy characterized by heavy culling 

of young bulls and forced sales of cows and heifers. This kind of off take 

disorganizes the growth of the herd and for most vulnerable cattle herders leading to 

a downward spiral of disinvestment. This process of herd contraction has forced 

most cattle keepers within the cattle corridor to abandon Pastoralism. 
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2.4.2 Challenges Facing Livestock Commoditization 

There are various challenges facing livestock commoditization among the rural cattle 

keepers in the developing pastoral in rural areas which range from production, 

processing up to delivery. Inadequate infrastructure imposes a serious constraint on 

the marketing of livestock (Mahabile et al., 2002). Most livestock cattle keepers are 

located in areas remote from the major markets where there is a serious lack of both 

physical and institutional infrastructure (Coetze et al., 2005). Sara (2010) observed 

that pastoralists are the main producers of livestock in the region, located in remote 

areas, at times in inaccessible terrain and far from town centers. 

Coupled with the seasonal market supply patterns, producers in Northern Kenya and 

Southern Ethiopia said that they sold a limited number of animals one to two cattle 

or four to five shots at a time, either to livestock collectors or by trekking to primary 

markets. This partly explains the poor livestock supplies to formal marketing outlets. 

The most important physical infrastructural weakness for rural cattle producers are 

related to transport and holding facilities (Bailey et al., 1999). In addition to the 

distance to formal markets, poor state of roads in rural areas affects the ability of 

cattle keepers to attract many buyers in their areas since bad road network is 

associated with very high transport costs (Musemwa et al., 2008). According to 

Musemwa et al. (2008) transaction costs are barriers to efficient participation of 

cattle keepers in different markets. 

Remote location of the most rural cattle producers coupled with poor road networks 

result in high transaction costs (especially transport costs) reducing the price that 

traders are willing to pay for cattle. Makhura (2001) and Nkhori (2004) noted that 

even if cattle keepers are in areas with good road linkage, the distance from the 



20 

markets tends to influence transaction costs. The further away they are from the 

markets, the higher the transport costs they incur. For example, Sara (2010) noted 

that poor road infrastructure in Mandera in Northern Kenya constrained efficient 

cattle trade. Traders trucked animals from primary and secondary markets to Nairobi 

terminal market for domestic consumption and because of poor road conditions it 

took very long hours between Moyale and Nairobi.  

This constraint to trade deriving from non-paved roads resulted into the low trading 

cattle volumes in the newly established rural livestock market (Sikhweni et al, 2013). 

Also, communal livestock ownership is another impediment to cattle keepers 

„participation in livestock markets. Low per capita capacity to supply quality animals 

is a disincentive to buyers (Jabbar, 1998) and to cattle keepers to sell at low prices. 

Livestock numbers in communal areas are generally low per producer and the 

average weight of the animal are generally low compared to those of commercial 

farming sector. Lack of marketable numbers and poor livestock condition result in 

buyers not coming to purchase livestock since they will face high transaction costs.  

The poor condition of livestock makes low farm gate prices during drought periods 

which also often results in cattle keepers refusing to sell their livestock (Makhura, 

2001). Sara (2010) also pointed out that pastoralist in Ethiopia, Kenya and Tanzania 

border had few animals to offer during the drought due to lack of feeds thus leading 

animals to lose body mass making them less marketable while they regarded rainy 

seasons favorable for herd accumulation with high reproduction rates and large 

quantities of milk used by households both for consumption and sale.  
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Lack of timely and reliable information (Bailey et al., 1999: Sikana, 2009; 

Montshwe, 2006) especially in rural areas has greatly contributed to limited livestock 

development in developing countries. Well informed cattle keepers are able to make 

rational, relevant decisions and strengthen their bargaining power with buyers 

(Coetze et al., 2005) because well designed information systems create strong 

competitive advantage thus improve the efficiency in decision making (Sudhi, 2011). 

Limited price information compels producers in rural areas to accept low prices from 

middlemen especially when they are in dire need for cash (Oxfam, 2003).  

The status quo discourages cattle keepers from participating in the market. Lack of 

marketing infrastructure such as weigh stations, quality grading systems, fences 

delimiting the market yards, holding grounds, water and fodder are a disservice to 

cattle keepers who are forced to accept low prices offered by traders in order to avoid 

taking the cattle back home (Sara, 2010). Because of unavailable facilities such as 

weigh stations, cattle keepers have to depend on the cattle traders„ live weight 

estimation of cattle on sale who in most times under estimate the weights so as to 

exploit and offer low prices to cattle keepers.  

As similar situation has been observed to occurs among the pastoralist who are 

inhabitant of Loliondo and Ngorongoro District Northern Tanzania. They 

experienced severe drought market infrastructure and unreliable initial market 

information (Ndaskoi, 2005; Ereto, 2009; Kokel, 2010). Due to their loss of land, 

they have been forced to rely less heavily on their livestock and increase their 

involvement in other economic opportunities. As Maasai enter the livestock market 

and increases their agriculture endeavors, an economic disparities develop among 

owners. Many Maasai sell their animal when they need money for grain; when 
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livestock number decrease due to mortality and diseases, the amount of animal need 

to be sold increases (Hong, 1992; McPeak et al., 2004). 

2.4.3 Role of Markets in Livestock Commoditization 

Livestock markets are seen as an important addition or alternative to traditional 

dependence on livestock mobility as an adaptive strategy to seasonal fluctuations to 

local forage conditions (Holtzman and Kulibab, 1994). There has been growing 

research interest in the role of livestock markets which could play in stabilizing local 

livestock prices and adjusting stocking rates according to the temporal and spatial 

dynamics of feed and water resource supply/distribution (Gavian, 2005). In this way, 

markets are seen as an institution for moderating livestock densities for sustainable 

rural livelihoods and in harsh, arid and semi-arid environments in Africa through 

flexible stocking (Turner and Williams, 2000). In Ethiopia for example, when the 

drought become worse, many cattle keepers sold all their cattle to Ethiopian traders 

on the other side, in the belief that it was better to destock early than wait until cattle 

deteriorated and died (Sara, 2010).  

Despite new academic optimism about the role of markets in sustaining dry land 

peoples and environments, there are two features of real market function which may 

have significant distributional consequences. The first is whether livestock price 

dynamics are predictable enough to allow the rich to profitably trade across time to 

the detriment of less economically-buffered actors in the market, as has been found 

in many grain markets (Zaal, 1999). The second is the degree to which the 

institutional and socio-cultural contexts within which livestock markets operate lead 

to livestock price formation that is decidedly non-neutral, in other words, the price 

received for an animal is not determined solely by the characteristics of the animal 



23 

but also by the social characteristics of the seller and buyer. If real livestock market 

functions deviate strongly in these ways from those assumed by static abstract 

models, the nature of policy reforms in the area of livestock marketing need to be 

rethought. 

In Tanzania, livestock are individually identifiable and are living animals linked by 

their owners to other animals in the past and present through matrilineage. Therefore, 

livestock generally hold greater cultural and social meaning than other major 

commodities (Herskovits, 1996). The fact that an animal commodity is associated 

with a singular combination of characteristics may strongly affect price formation at 

local livestock markets (Peter, 2007). This singularity provides the buyer with a 

wider range of defendable prices to offer for an animal than in the case of grain. This 

may play an important role in small livestock markets where sellers have limited 

access to market information and offer their animals to a limited number of buyers.  

Small rural markets in East Africa are socially embedded with prices determined 

through negotiation between known sellers and buyers. Prices offered by buyers are 

determined not simply by the commodity in question but by who is offering the 

commodity for sale and the number of other buyers at market that day. Buyers may 

change the prices offered to a seller based on his/her estimation of the seller's ability 

to refuse to sell. Such estimations can be made from readily available information on 

the buyer's home (distance to market), his/her economic status (need for cash), and 

the seller's relationship to the owner of the animal. When a seller's village is 

relatively far from weekly livestock markets, a cost of not accepting a merchant's 

price offer is the prospect of leading his animal(s) on at least three home-market trips 

rather than one. If cash needs are pressing and alternative markets distant (in time 
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and distance), owners may in the end accept prices below what seemed fair at the 

beginning of the day (FAO, 2009). 

2.5 Research Gap 

The related literature indicates that several studies did not concentrated much on 

livestock commoditization; few shown on being a Maasai in markets and trade: 

basing on the role of ethnic based institutional in the livestock market of North 

Tanzania Ngorongoro District and Monduli District (Allegretti, 2010).  Sikana et al., 

(2013), from subsistence to specialized commodity production: commercialization 

and pastoral dairying in Africa pastoral dairy specialization and Ruhangawebare 

(2010) factors affecting the level of commercialization among cattle keepers in the 

pastoral areas of Uganda. 

To date most literature on livestock commoditization concentrated much on the 

natural resources. The related literature tried to explain how livelihood approach 

plays a significant role in poverty eradication. There has been a limited attention to 

the pastoral commoditization practices on the livestock as can be seen by Sikana 

(2009). More research is needed to measure the status of pastoralist efforts to 

respond effectively and the risk of not engaging in pastoralist commoditization. 

These interventions and studies however, have not adequately addressed the 

challenges towards livestock commoditization (Muhereza, 2003). The existing 

literature also failed to tell us on which circumstances livestock commoditization 

contributes in improving rural people livelihoods. Therefore, this study was set to 

bridge the gap in knowledge and on challenges facing Maasai toward livestock 

commoditization toward improving their livelihood in Ngorongoro District. 
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2.6 Conceptual Framework 

This study was guided by the conceptual framework shown in Figure 2.1. The 

conceptual framework shows the inter linkage of different aspects and actors into the 

efficient livestock trade by the community for livelihood improvement. The 

framework comprises of independent, intermediate and dependent variables as 

illustrated.  

Independent variables: According to Kothari (2004) independent variables are the 

variable that can be changed in an experiment. The variable which is antecedent to 

the dependent variable is termed as independent variable. In this study Central 

government, local government and Non-governmental organization are independents 

variables. Intermediate variable: This come between the independent and dependent 

variables. They show the linkage between the two as shown in Figure 2.1. The 

intermediate variables for this study refers the process in which the resource such as 

grassland, water availability, animal breeding improved, animal diseases control and 

market information are managed for the realization of targets improved livestock 

productivity. Stakeholders responsibilities for managing, allocating and distributes 

these resources including government, private partnership and non-governmental 

organization, market and research institutional for improving livestock production. 

On the other hand, in the case of hindering process the following features prevail: 

poor management of resource.  

Dependent variable in this case is either improved or poor productivity depending on 

the process. In case of positive facilitative resource process, livelihoods will be 

improved. In this study with improved livestock process resources of managing this 

resource is negative or not facilitative it will result into poor livelihoods. 
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Figure 2. 1: Conceptual Framework Showing Relationships between 

Independent, Intervening and Dependent Variables 

Source, Researcher, 2016 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter gives an overview of the research methodology used in this study. The 

chapter describes the study area and research design adopted. The methodology deals 

with the research design; description of study area, sampling method and sample 

size, method and techniques of data collection, sources of data as well as data 

analysis and interpretation. 

3.2 The Study Area 

3.2.1 Selection of the Study Area 

This study was conducted in Ngorongoro rural district, Arusha region. Ngorongoro 

was selected because of having many livestock and it has a big number of 

pastoralists whereby their livelihoods depend on livestock. Other criterion for 

selecting the area was due to its multiple livestock varieties with a population 

pressure, which its growth is estimated at 4.5% per year. With the above mentioned 

reasons the area was suitable for the purpose.   

Within Ngorongoro District whereby one village in one ward was involved The 

wards and their villages into bracket were: follow Arash (Arash) and 

Loiren/Magaiduru (Loiren). 

3.2.2 Description of the Study Area 

3.2.2.1 Location of Arusha Region and Ngorongoro District 

Arusha region in which Ngorongoro District is located is one of the 32 regions in 

Tanzania mainland located in the northern part of the country which lies on the 

Kenya border, encompassing savannah grass land and part of the Great Rift Valley. 
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Arusha region is located at 03‟08 latitude South and 36‟52 East. Ngorongoro District 

is one of the five districts of Arusha region, Tanzania. It‟s bordered to the North by 

Kenya, to the East by Monduli district, to the South by Karatu district and to the 

West by Mara region.  

 

Figure 3. 1: Map Showing Loliondo Division (Arash & Oloiren) in Ngorongoro 

District  

Source, Researcher Design, 2016 
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3.2.2.2 Target Population   

Population refers to the entire spectrum of a system of interest. In this study, the 

populations are the people with different categories basing on their position and 

status, in term of being livestock keepers residents of Loliondo division. This 

includes community members (men and women) local government officials, NGOs 

as well as community leaders from Arash and Loiren wards. Basing on the 

Population census (2012), the district hosts a population of 174,278, out of these, 

82,610 are males and 91,668 females. In the study area also the populations of Arash 

were 641 and Oloiren were 786 of households who are livestock keepers.  

The district is sparsely populated and has two main ethnic groups, namely, the 

Maasai pastoralists forming 85% and the agricultural Batemi (Wasonjo) forming 

14%, and 1% represents a mixture of other group agriculturalists and businessmen 

(Nessele, 2009). The major economic activities which are operated by inhabitants are 

livestock keeping, market as well as small crops production, particularly in north part 

of Ngorongoro Loliondo. Over 95% of the district population is rural based and only 

5% is urban based in Loliondo, Wasso and other small semi-urban areas in the 

villages.  

3.3 Major Economic Activities 

Livestock keeping is the major economic activity in Ngorongoro District. It engages 

about 80% of the labor force. It involves small scale farmers.  Some crops like 

maize, beans and vegetables are grown in the district as well communities adjacent 

to livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro District (URT, 2004). 
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3.4 Research Approach 

This study adopted for a mixed strategy since it has involved both qualitative and 

quantitative approaches. Quantitative approach, involves the generation of data in 

quantitative form which can be subjected to rigorous quantitative analysis in a formal 

and rigid fashion. Quantitative research relies on a deductive reasoning or deduction 

and makes use of varieties of quantitative analysis techniques, which range from 

providing description of the variable involved. Qualitative approach research is 

concerned with subjective assessment of attitudes, and behavior on livestock 

commoditization. It concerned to create a robust detailed description of behavior 

patterns. 

3.4.1 Research Design 

Paraho (1997) describes a research design as “plan that describes how, when and 

where data are to be collected and analyzed. On the other hand, Zikmund (2003) is of 

the opinion that, research design is a master plan specifying the methods and 

procedures for collecting and analyzing the needed information. According to 

Cooper and Schindler (2006) cross-sectional study is the one carried out once and 

represent a snapshot of one point in time. The study adopted data which were 

collected at a single point in a time from different sample group of respondents. This 

cross-sectional research design was adopted due to its strength in terms of resources 

for data collection.  

3.4.2 Sample and Sampling Procedures 

3.4.2.1 Sampling Procedures  

Sampling techniques refer to the procedures that a researcher uses in obtaining the 

sample based on the study (Cohen, 2007). Both probability and non-probability 
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sampling were employed to derive qualitative and quantitative data. In the 

probability sampling, the method which was employed was a simple random 

sampling whereby in the simple random sampling every subject in the population has 

an equal chance of being selected for the sample so as to capture the magnitude of 

the study. This method helps to reduce biases or prejudices in selecting samples. In 

Non-probability sampling, the purposive sampling was used to select some key 

informants who provided the information, knowledge and experiences on the 

measures taken by the households in overcoming livestock commoditization 

challenges. 

Random sampling method was used in this study, since it removes biasness in 

selecting respondents and it makes every member in the study areas to have an equal 

chance of being selected as a respondent in order to give detailed information on the 

household way forward taken towards livestock commoditization. The sample drawn 

from the household representative where respondent‟s names were obtained from the 

village register books and randomly were selected to obtain the intended number of 

households for a particular ward. At the same time the premises of the respondents 

were visited. This was used to select the respondents due to their responsibility and 

position in dealing with livestock commoditization such as local government official, 

Livestock Extension, Wards and Village Executive Officers and other Agricultural 

Official (Key informants).  

Purposive sampling procedure, refers to the selecting those members of population 

that have definable characteristics (Kombo and Tromp, 2006). Purposive sampling 

method was used to select key informants. This is the process of choosing the 

particular units of the universe, which have important information about the study 
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(Cone and Foster, 1993). A person to be selected as a key informant fulfilled the 

criteria of having knowledge about the study area and long experience in livestock 

activities.  

This comprised the Ward Executive Officers and Village Executive Officers, Ward 

agricultural extension officers and a representative from a district agriculture office 

who for a large extent worked hand in hand with pastoralists. The following are 

sampling methods and techniques that were used to select each type of respondents 

to be included in this study. 

3.4.2.2 Sampling Frame 

The sampling frame included the list of households involved in the sampled villages 

in Ngorongoro District. The sampling frame for this study comprised of Maasai 

pastoralists and other key informants in Arash and Oloiren wards. In order to 

enhance the representativeness of the sample selected; the respondents were 

randomly selected from the sampling frame.  

3.4.2.3 Sample Size 

According to Kothari (2004), a sample size is the number of items to be selected 

from the universe to constitute a sample. The size of sample should always be neither 

too big nor too small, and it should be optimum. The area had two wards from which 

two villages were selected, and each village represented a total population in 

Loliondo division. Where N= Total number of population from Arash Village (641) 

+ Total population from Oloiren Village (786) =1427, e= 0.1 (Population Census 

2012) 

Kothari (2004) quoted Yamane (1964) who provided a simplified formula for 

calculating sample size as follows:  
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   ……………………………………………………………..(1)   

Whereby; 

• N = Total Population  

• e = precision level (error detection) 1-10% 

• n = sample size to be included in the study 

• 1 constant  

 1427/1+1427(0.01) N =78 

The total sample was obtained by adding sample size of respondents from two 

villages n=78 plus 12 key informants = 94.  

3.4.2.4 Sample Distribution 

The sample was distributed based on proportionate distribution approach as shown in 

Table 1. The number of respondents from each village was proportion to its 

population size. Based on this study, the numbers of respondents from each village 

were as indicated in Table 1. One (1), VEO from each village, WEO (1) from each 

ward, (1) government official, DALDO from District Council,  as well as a 

Councilor were purposefully selected to participate in this study as key informants 

based on their experience.  
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Table 3. 1: Sample Distribution 

Respondents (No.) 

 Arash    n= 641 Oloiren n = 786 Total  N= 1427 

Head of households 38 40 78 

Councilors 01 01 02 

WEO 01 01 02 

VEO 01 01 02 

DALDOs - - 01 

GV OFFICIAL - - 01 

FGD 04 04 08 

Total 45 47 94 

Source: Field Data, 2016 

 

3.5 Data Collection Method and Instruments 

3.5.1 Source of Data 

Data collection is the process and systematic collection of information that is 

relevant to the purpose, objectives, questions and hypothesis of the study (Burns and 

Grove, 2003). Various data collection methods were employed. Both primary and 

secondary data were collected. Method of collecting data ranged from households 

survey, interview, focus group discussions, to documentary review. This 

involvement was made through personal contact with the respondents, particularly 

when administering questionnaires or observation form. 

3.5.2 Methods for Data Collection 

This section describes the methods that were used for data collection. Based on the 

qualitative nature of this study, data were obtained from two sources primary and 

secondary sources. In primary source various methods were used; including 

individual interviews, questionnaires, Focused Group Discussion (FGD) and 
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checklist. Documentary review method was employed to collect secondary data. 

According to Kothari (2004), primary data are those which are collected afresh and 

for the first time, and thus happen to be original in character while secondary data 

are those which, have already been collected by someone else and which have 

already been passed through the statistical process but useful for the research 

problem at hand. The primary data were collected through the following methods. 

3.5.3 Primary Data 

3.5.3.1 Household Survey Method 

A survey method is the sampling of individual units from a population and the 

associated survey data collection techniques, such as questionnaire construction and 

methods for improving the number and accuracy of responses to surveys. This is 

often used to assess thoughts, opinions, and feelings. Survey research is specific and 

limited, or it can have more global, widespread goals, (Kothari, 2004). In this study, 

this method was used in the collection of data for the targeted population, including 

the selected household representatives so as to get the relevant data concerning the 

factors that influenced pastoral on livestock product commoditization. 

Questionnaires as tool were used. According to Mugenda (2003), questionnaires are 

written in a definite order and set of the respondents by a researcher. It gives the 

researcher ability to collect data from a large sample and saves time. Under this 

study, questionnaires had both structured both open and close ended questions, 

whereby through the open ended questions respondents were free to write their 

detailed opinions. Under close ended questions, respondents were limited to answer 

questions as instructed by the researcher (See appendix 1).  
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These ensured that respondent‟s attitudes and motives were taken into account and 

that their clarity of answers was taken into consideration. Questionnaires were pre- 

tested before use so that they comply with the requirements of the study. In order to 

ensure high response and reliability of responses questionnaires were translated into 

Swahili language for easier understanding. 

3.5.2.2 Interview Method 

McGiven (2003), have revealed that, interview is a one-to-one discussion: meaning 

the conversation between the interviewer and the respondent. This study used both 

structured and unstructured interview method to collect data. The method allows the 

respondents to be responsive and feel as part of the team. Also, it allows the 

flexibility in data collection as the interviewer in addition to prepared questions, can 

seek clarification and elaboration by probing.   

Interview guide tools were prepared and employed to collect data from key 

informants, that is; the Ward Executive Officers, Village Executive Officers and 

the Agricultural Extension Officers who were interviewed separately for 

confidentiality and to avoid influences of consultation with each other (See 

appendix 2). It enhance in-depth interview with key informants who clarify some 

aspects collected through the questionnaires. 

3.5.3.3 Focused Group Discussions 

According to Kombo and Tromp (2006), Focused Group Discussion (FGD) is a 

convenient method in producing information quickly and for identifying and 

exploring beliefs, ideas and opinions in communities. Kothari (2004) suggests that a 

manageable number of respondents that will be included in FGD should range from 

8 to 10 members. Focus Group Discussion involved both men and women with the 
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best knowledge on livestock. This study had two group discussions, each composed 

of 8 members for males, females and livestock committee. Checklist tools were 

prepared to guide the discussion which enhances and enriching the qualitative 

through discussion and clarification of the issues (See Appendix 4).  

3.5.4 Secondary Data 

3.5.4.1 Documentary Analysis Method 

According to Harrel and Bradley (2009), secondary data are data sets that are already 

in existence, such as census data. In this research; secondary data were gathered from 

village executive officers and also, from records completed by other authors as well 

as various journals related on social impacts, articles, and internet. The researcher 

had to review published and unpublished literature about Ngorongoro District and 

practices made by the district and village members on livestock commodity. The 

researcher also had to collect and review documentation relating to recent events on 

livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro District, such as plans, policies other 

reports, newspaper and magazine articles. 

3.6 Data Presentation and Analysis  

3.6.1 Data Presentation  

The findings were presented based on each specific objective and each objective 

having its own section of data presentation and discussions. Quantitative data were 

presented in tables and figures. The quantitative data could be justified by quotes 

from different household representatives. This involved both quantitative and 

qualitative data being presented together as a means to harmonize the two 

approaches used. The researcher used Tables and Figure to present results. These 
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tables and figures were considered to be simple to present information that will be 

easily understood. 

3.6.2 Data Analysis 

3.6.2.1 Analysis of Quantitative Data 

McLeod, (2008) view quantitative as data which use the form of number and can be 

easily presented in table and graphs. Some of the information‟s that were collected 

were numerical and countable by nature. The necessity and reasons for using this 

strategy was to collect quantitative data to facilitate analysis and generate statistical 

explanation for what was obtained. These were collected from key informants such 

as DALDO, Councilors, Veterinary and Extension Officers in Ngorongoro District. 

The researcher used this data for non-standardized data based on the meaning that 

needed to be expressed through words. According to Sekaran and Bougie (2010), 

quantitative research relies on deductive reasoning or deduction and makes use of 

varieties quantitative analysis techniques that, range from providing simple 

description of the variables involved, and establishing statistical relationship among 

variables through complex statistical modeling. 

Data analysis is a process that implies editing, coding, classification and tabulation 

of collected data (Kothari 2004). Analyses of data always can be used for both 

qualitative and quantitative techniques. Denscombe (1998) holds that qualitative data 

described as a record of thoughts, opinions, feelings or words. Hen et al., (2000) 

observed that, quantitative data or information‟s were presented in form of numbers, 

frequencies, percentages or statistics.  
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Data analysis is the processes of editing, classification and tabulating of collected 

raw data (Kothari 1992: 122). According to Magigi (2002), argued that, after data 

collection, they were coded and entered in SPSS program. Data were cleaned to 

control missing data and outliers. All obtained data, were analyzed by using a 

scientific calculator and computer software which is Statistical Packages for Social 

Sciences (SPSS) version 20 because, it is easy to present in the form of figures, 

photography, tables and maps. MS-Excel computer program was used to enter data 

perform analysis. 

3.6.2.2 Analysis of Qualitative Data 

According to Sakaran and Bougie (2010), qualitative research uses inductive 

reasoning and aims to acquire an in-depth understanding of human moral and 

behavior. It aims to describe unique and changing life experiences in holistic 

manner, within the life of informants.    

Qualitative data gather information that are not in numerical form by using interview 

guide and group discussions. The data are more time consuming, therefore, they are 

usually collected from a small sample so as to get information that are richer and has 

deeper insight in the phenomenon. Based on this study, qualitative data were 

collected from households using questionnaire as a tool.  

Data obtained from Arash ward and Oloiren ward, estimated households (94) and 

using error estimated of 10%, taken from the total population of 1427 by using the 

above formula had (78) household.  
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3.7 Data Quality and Control 

Reliability is essentially about the degree of accuracy and comprehensiveness of 

coverage as well as consistency of which, repeated measures produce the same result 

across time and observers (Bogdan and Bklen, 1992). The issue of reliability was 

ensured by the use of different methods and tools during data collection to ensure the 

accuracy and consistency of the data collected. The researcher also, used research 

assistants who were familiar with the local language and environment to build 

confident with respondents. This enabled respondents to provide the correct 

information about the study. 

According to Fidel (2007), validity refers to the degree to which a study accurately 

reflects or assesses the specific concepts the researcher is attempting to measure. It is 

the extent to which the study has achieved what were intended attempted objectives. 

Validity in this study was ensured through the diversification of data gathering 

methods and instruments. The researcher conducted pre-testing of questionnaires 

before its administration. During an interview, supplementary questions were probed 

to enable respondents justify their answers hence more information were collected. 

3.8 Reliability and Validity  

The aspects of validity and reliability were also considered in this study. Yin (2003) 

suggests that reliability and validity are the two important quality control objects in 

research design. Hence, the crucial need for the researcher‟s findings to be valid and 

reliable. That is, validity and reliability are two factors, which any quality researcher 

should consider while designing a study, analyzing and presenting the results. The 

definition of the two is as follows; 
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3.8.1 Reliability 

Reliability of the study is the extent to which other researchers would arrive at 

similar results if they studied the same case using exactly the same procedures as the 

first researcher (Ziebland, 2000). It refers to the extent to which data collection 

techniques or analysis procedures will yield consistent findings (Saunders et al., 

2009). In this research, the issue of reliability was ensured by the use of different 

methods and tools during data collection, including questionnaires, interview guides, 

focus group discussion guides and review of secondary data. 

3.8.2 Validity  

Validity refers to issues, whether a set of indicators devised to measure a concept 

really measures what is supposed to measure (Kothari, 2004). In this study, validity 

was achieved in various ways: first by careful formulation of questions and pre-

testing of the instruments made the questions clear and by ensuring that the research 

assistant is aware of the research requirements, possible problems and how to easily 

overcome them. Second, the selection of the research assistant and training of the 

research assistant helped to match the interviewer characteristics with those of the 

sample being interviewed which helped to minimize biases; hence fostered validity. 

Furthermore, editing the study data helped in identifying and eliminating errors and 

omission done by either interviewer or respondents hence helped to attain 

completeness, accuracy and uniformity. 

3.9 Ethical Considerations  

Ethics is "a system of moral values concerned with the degree to which research 

procedures adhere to professional, legal and social obligations (Babbie and Mouton, 

2001). Burns and Grove (2001) emphasize that when human beings are used as 
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subjects, researchers should ensure that participants‟ rights are observed and 

respected. Research participants should grant permission prior to their participation 

in any study (Babbie and Mouton, 2001).  Ethical issues which were considered 

during the study included obtaining permission from the relevant authorities and the 

potential respondents to conduct the research, anonymity, and respect for human 

dignity, confidentiality, beneficence and justice.  

Each respondent was informed about the purpose, significance and benefits of the 

study, and the time required to complete the questionnaire. In order to maintain 

confidentiality and anonymity, the names of respondents were not written on the 

questionnaires. The researcher respected the principle of self-determination which 

meant that each respondent had the right to decide voluntarily whether or not to 

participate in this research. Also, the researcher ensured participants on the need to 

provide to the stakeholders the complete details about the study outcomes after its 

completed study. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSIONS 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter deals with data presentation, analysis and discussion of the findings. 

Data were analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively. Data obtained from the 

study are presented and discussed with regard livestock commoditization in 

Ngorongoro District. Quantitative data were summarized in tables and figures. The 

quantitative data were supported in some cases with respondents‟ views, opinions, 

feelings and experiences (qualitative data) gathered through interview method. 

4.2 Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents 

This sub-section presents the demographic characteristics of the people who 

participated in this study. The variable observed include age, sex, marital status, the 

level of education and their occupations. Age is an important factor in the analysis of 

livestock commoditization due to the fact that, it has many side challenges effects on 

economic activities and sex influence of a particular human being activity. Marital 

status and level of education could reflect some personal or individual behavior.  

4.2.1 Distribution of the Respondents by Age  

Table 4.1 shows the distribution of the respondents by ages. Results have shown that, 

most of them scored44.9% in the category of 31-50 years, 29% between 50-65 years, 

and 21% 18-30 and a few (3.8%) above 65 years. Results have shown that, majority 

ware at the age of 31-50 kept animals and some were aware on the livestock 

commoditization in their lifetime. However, these groups have more responsibilities 

of raising household‟s economy as well as their family level than other group by 

selling and purchasing animals. 
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In the Maasai society, age consideration is an important variable since it facilitates 

the availability of relevant information on livestock commoditization. However, 

most of the respondents were youth which indicated that, Ngorongoro District had a 

good number of people who could invest their efforts in livestock. Moreover, results 

shown that, many of the respondents were old and who will provide valid 

information for the study. 

 

 

Figure 4. 1: Age Group of Respondents 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

4.2.2 Distribution of the Respondents by Sex 

The study has involved both males and females as shown in Table 4.1. However, 

there is a slight difference between the number of males and females in relation to 

their sex category. The majority of respondents (57.7%) were males, while 42.3% 

were females. Although the randomization was done purposely to ensure the 

proportional representation of the respondents by gender, it is obvious that, males 

dominated the system of livestock commoditization.  
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Nevertheless, female‟s representative has given their understanding on issues of 

livestock commoditization challenges and way forward on improving it. This also 

implied that, men were not only ready to explain about the livestock 

commoditization issues but also they were always the owner of them, even if the 

gender equality, based on the perspective that men and female should perform 

similar roles to the development of a particular population. 

Table 4. 1: Distribution of Respondents by Sex 

 Sex Frequency Percent 

18 -30 17 21.8 

31-50 35 44.9 

50-65 23 29.5 

65+ 3 3.8 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

4.2.3 Marital Status of Respondents 

Findings on the marital status of the respondents have revealed that, 45.58% were 

married, 27.35% single, widower 4.5% and only 2.2% of them were divorced as per 

Figure 4.2. This implies that, most respondents were married because it is a common 

phenomenon among the Maasai ethnic group in Ngorongoro District. They also get 

married in order to have children as a source of labor in different economic activities 

and as a security in the future life. Married couples are in a good position of 

explaining the actual situation of livestock commoditization and the benefits 

acquired by pastoralist community as well as the challenges. However, the minority 

such as the singles, divorced and widowers are affected by livestock 

commoditization because they are the owners of few number of livestock. 
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Figure 4. 2: Marital Status of the Respondents 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016  

4.2.4 Education Level of Respondents  

Education is a significant predictor of livestock commoditization. Livestock keepers 

from different education levels i.e. non formal, primary, secondary and 

college/university were taken as a representative to participate in this study Figure 

4.3. the data showed that, most of respondents 38.38%, had primary education which  

26.9% had non-formal education, 21.8%, had secondary education and only few 

(12.8%) respondents had both college and university level of education. 

Furthermore, majority of them had attained primary education and non-formal which 

indicate that there is low level of education among the Maasai. Therefore this 

situation affects livestock commoditization. As a result livestock keepers are not well 

aware of livestock commoditization techniques.  

Lack of education, commoditization information and services, increases the 

vulnerability of the Maasai to various challenges which affect livestock 

commoditization. In addition, the level of understanding and planning depends on 

the level of education; therefore, illiterate people are less likely to understand the 
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information about livestock commoditization. Very few respondents had secondary 

education and college/ university education. It was observed that, graduates engaged 

less in livestock activities because most of them were employed and other few 

engaged in business activities. This denotes that, few respondents recognized 

livestock commoditization while most of livestock keepers relied on the old system 

of commoditizing livestock which results into low outputs. The study conducted by 

Musiguzi (2000) reported that, usually farmers who have attained formal education 

adapt to technology innovation more easily and are able to acquire skills faster than 

to those who have no formal education.  

 

 
Figure 4. 3: Level of Education of Respondents 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

4.2.5 Major Economic Activities of the Respondents 

4.2.5.1 Crop Farming Grown by the Respondents 

The researcher wanted to investigate the economic activities of household in the 

study area. Two main activities were raised by respondents. These were livestock 

keeping (79.5%), and (12.8%) crop farming. Very few (7.7%) respondents were 

performing others activities including employments and small business. (refers Table 

4.2. Most grown crops by the Maasai in the study area were found to be maize, soya 

beans, and vegetables.  

26.9% 

38.5% 

21.8% 

12.8% 

non formal

primary

secondary education

college/university



48 

Farmers grew these types of crops and vegetables because they take a short time to 

grow. Maize and beans are grown for subsistence and sold to acquire income. Other 

respondents during group discussions revealed that they conduct other small business 

like grocery and shop. Few of them currently engage in motorbike (Bodaboda) and 

other small business.  

Table 4. 2: Major Economic Activities of the Respondents 

Main economic activities Frequency Response% 

 

Livestock Keeping 62 79.5 

Crop farming 

Other business 

10 

6 

12.8 

7.7 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

4.2.5.2 Type of Livestock Kept by Respondents 

Findings in Table 4.3 indicate that, the common livestock kept in the Ngorongoro 

District include cows, sheep and goats by (51.3%) which were kept by them, cows 

and goats (25.6%), sheep and goats (16.7%) and only 6.4% were goats. They 

reported among the reason why they kept these types of animals was that, livestock 

increased their income after selling animals. Other factors were nutritional factors 

such as milk, meat and skins. Some respondents revealed that, raising animals 

provided some sort of assurance when pastoralist faced some problems. 

 “Most of the livestock keepers keep animals such as cattle, sheep, and 

goats for a subsistence usage in their homes to generate income and 

others for status” (One Respondent from Arash ward, 2016). 
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Table 4. 3: Type of Livestock Kept by Respondents 

Livestock in the study area Frequency Response% 

 

Cows sheep and goats 40 51.3 

Cows and goats 20 25.6 

Sheep and goats 13 16.7 

Goats only 5 6.4 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

The majority of respondents in the study area were cattle keepers whom livestock 

commoditization challenges affected them. Also, some adopted the way forward to 

address the challenges. Therefore, the majority of the respondents were able to 

explain the challenges faced Maasai on livestock commoditization in the study area. 

4.3 Awareness and Attitude towards Livestock Commoditization in 

Ngorongoro District 

This section addresses the awareness and attitude of the respondents on livestock 

commoditization. Data were collected on the basic information about respondent‟s 

duration of staying, cattle breeds and awareness of respondents in livestock 

commoditization. This section is described in the following subsections. 

4.3.1 Respondents Duration for staying  

The duration of stay in the place of residence was categorized into three groups 

which were below five years, above five years and others according to their views. 

Results in Table 4.4 show that, participants above five years were 48.7% and were 

able to explain the livestock commoditization in the study area while below five 

years were 19.2% and were not able compared to others and above five years. The 
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duration of stay has a significant influence on household‟s participation in livestock 

commoditization.  

As per Table 4.4 the results of the study indicate relatively that, 48.7% were above 

five years, 32.1% ten years and only 19.2% lived below five years. In fact livestock 

keepers who had stayed in the area for a long period experienced livestock 

commoditization challenges compared to those who had stayed for a short period. 

The study provides the relationship between time for staying in the area and the 

experience of livestock keepers to the challenges faced by pastoralists on livestock 

commoditization.  

Table 4. 4: Respondents Duration for Staying 

Years Frequency Response  

 

Below five years 15 19.2 

Above five years 38 48.7 

Others 25 32.1 

Total 78 100.0 
 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

On the other hand, from Table 4.4 the majority of respondents were able to explain 

the challenges compared to those new comers in the study area. Households with 

relatively long stay participated more in livestock commoditization related activities. 

This is because people who stayed in the area for a long period have long experience 

about it compared to those who have stayed in the area for a short period.  

4.3.2 Cattle Breeds kept by Respondents in Ngorongoro District  

The researcher also wanted to observe the different breeds of cattle kept by the 

Maasai in the study area. The results indicated that most cattle keepers (87.2%) in 
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the study area kept indigenous breed and only a few (12.8%) had cross breed cattle. 

This implied that most Maasai pastoralists kept indigenous cattle. In the discussions 

most of them gave reasons for keeping indigenous cattle. They stated that, 

indigenous cattle resisted diseases and drought in the area. That is indigenous breeds 

were kept mainly because they could survive on poor grazing environments and 

extensive walk to water points and in search of grazing. In additional it was 

recognized that these Maasai pastoralists preferred their indigenous breeds because 

they had no knowledge about the cross breaded cattle.  

Table 4. 5: Cattle Breeds kept by Maasai Pastoralists in Ngorongoro District  

Cattle breeds kept in the study area Frequency Response% 

 

Cross breed 10 12.8 

Local indigenous 68 87.2 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

4.3.3 Awareness of Respondents on Livestock Commoditization  

The researcher was also interested in identifying the extent to which pastoralists 

aware of livestock commoditization in the study area. It was found out that, 96.2% of 

them both men and women were aware on livestock commoditization as shown in 

Table 4.6 and only few 33.8% were not aware of livestock commoditization. The 

results indicate that community awareness in livestock commoditization had 

significant influence in the household‟s participation in activities. This was due to a 

reason that, households who were aware in livestock commoditization challenges 

had knowledge and were more informed about the situation hence had chances of 

participating more in forming a way forward than households who were not aware. 

This implied that, despite the challenges on livestock commoditization in the study 
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area, commoditization was not a new phenomenon existed as indicated by a good 

number of respondents in the study area. Most of key informants likewise assured 

the existence of livestock marketing in Ngorongoro district.    

 “Maasai pastoralists sold their animals even in the beginning of 1970s and 

late 1980s, through most of them were affected by drought. Others were 

emphasized to take their livestock to Arusha through Oldoinyo Sumbu, 

Monduli and Longido to Arusha meat Centre”. (WEO from Loiren 

Magaiduru, 2016). 

Table 4. 6: Awareness of Maasai Pastoralists on Livestock Commoditization  

Response  Frequency Percent 

 

YES 75 96.2 

NO 3 3.8 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

4.3.4 The Role of Stakeholders Towards Livestock Commoditization  

The researcher was eager to know the role of the stakeholders towards livestock 

commoditization. These stakeholders devote more efforts towards livestock 

commoditization as shown in Table 4.7 (32.1%) of respondents were to provide 

education, 26.9% market services, 23.1% market information and only 17.9% said 

vaccination to livestock keeping process. This data implied that, stakeholders highly 

contributed in the commoditization process in the area although the reality is that, the 

Maasai pastoralists still not adopt well the system of commoditizing livestock to 

improve their welfare.  

 “The role of the government in promoting livestock commoditization 

contributed to the delivery of important skills on how to control livestock 

diseases, especially tick borne diseases, and establish the market to each 
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ward road infrastructure which facilitated easy transportation of livestock 

from one place to another”. (Respondent in the Group Discussion, 2016).  

 

Tanzanian government has to establish a network for livestock officers to provide 

basic livestock services, combinations of logistic, communication and regulatory 

barriers so as to facilitate livestock services.  

“The government by the year 2025 has to be a participatory in livestock 

sector, which to a large extent shall be commercially run, modern and 

sustainable by using an improved and highly productive. This will ensure 

food security and improved income for the households”. (District Livestock 

Officer, 2016). 

With this recognition, from the respondents, the Livestock Policy of 2010 aims at 

modernizing pastoral products, commodity oriented. The government intended to 

modernize the livestock sector through extensive and sedentarized modes of 

livestock production and settling of pastoralists with an improvement of pastoral 

livelihoods (URT, 2005). 

Table 4. 7: Role of Stakeholders Towards Livestock Commoditization  

Role of Stakeholders Frequency Response% 

 

Market construction 21 26.9 

Education to pastoralist 25 32.1 

Vaccination 14 17.9 

Provision of market information 18 23.1 

Total 78 100.0 

  Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 
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4.3.5 Stakeholders and Community in Services Provision  

Table 4.8 whereby 62.8% said they met once per month with the community 

stakeholders in addressing the problem 17.9% were less than once per month, 11.5% 

other and 67.7% were quarterly. However, the stakeholder met with the community 

so as to provide education on improving livestock breeding, as well to keep modern 

cattle in study area hence facilitate commoditization process.   

Ngorongoro District Council, in collaboration with Central Government, 

NGOs like LADO, PALISEPE and ERETO, played roles in commoditization 

such as seminars and mobilization on livestock improvement, provision of 

cattle dips facilities, to control livestock diseases especially tick, born and 

mouth diseases” (Councilor from Oloiren Village, 2016). 

Table 4. 8: Stakeholders and Community in Services Provision 

Time by which stakeholder meet with community  Frequency Response% 

 

Less than once per month 14 17.9 

Once per month 49 62.8 

Quarterly 6 7.7 

Others 9 11.5 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

4.3.6 Pastoralists Challenges in Livestock Commoditization 

The researcher wanted to investigate if pastoralists understood livestock 

commoditization challenges experienced in the study area. Many respondents 

mentioned various livestock challenges in the study area, as per Figure 4.4. Findings 

revealed that, 32.1% of them were drought, 25.6% water scarcity in area, 11.5% 

grass land particularly due to wild life management and GCA in Loliondo division 

increases and few of them 6.4% were diseases. This indicated that, currently 
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pastoralists in the study area were challenged by drought due climate change resulted 

in to loss of livestock in a large number.  

 “Between 2009 and 2014, pastoralists in Ngorongoro lost a huge number of 

cattle due to drought. Hence his excellence Mrisho Jakaya Kikwete, the former 

presidents of the United Republic of Tanzania announced to provide cattle to 

Maasai whom were affected by drought”. (Respondent from Arash village, 

2016). 

ERETO (2006), reported that, competition for resources especially water and pasture 

is a major concern in Ngorongoro District and other East African areas which affect 

livestock commoditization. The spread of disease from wildlife to livestock (and vice 

versa) is another problem coupled with the predation on livestock, crops and humans 

by wild animals that compound the myriad of problems pastoralists face. Various 

policies and laws such as Village Land Act of 1999, Wildlife Policy and National 

Land Policy of 1999, currently affected pastoralism in livestock keeping dealing with 

overall national development such not specific to the livestock sector, those dealing 

with access to pastoral resources, those dealing with conservation of wildlife and 

other natural resources.  

All these challenges make difficult to emphasis on modernization and 

commercialization of livestock and reduce the livestock weight. It also threatens the 

livelihoods of these communities since easy access to land by large investors means 

increased ease of land alienation from local communities and increased conflicts 

among various resources users including pastoralists (ERETO, 2009). 
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Figure 4. 4: Pastoralists Challenges in Livestock Commoditization  

Source: Field Survey Data 2016 

 

4.3.7 Purpose of Keeping Livestock by Respondents 

The respondents indicated that there were a wide range of reasons for which 

households kept cattle. This varied across households reflecting the individual 

household‟s needs either directly (for stance food) or indirectly (e.g. income) as 

shown in Table 4.9. The study inquired the reasons or purposes of keeping livestock 

from respondents. Both men and women indicated that, prestige were 57.69% 

strongly agree and only a few (5.13%) strongly dis agree, security/insurance 

(46.15%) strongly agree, (7.7%) strongly dis agree, source of income (43.59%) 

strongly agree while (7.7% strongly dis agrees. For commercial purpose 19.23% 

strongly agree and 38.64% not dis agree.  

These results revealed the low importance attached to keeping cattle for commercial 

purposes (19.23%) as opposed to prestige (57.69%), provision of security/insurance 

(46.15%) followed by source of income (43.59%) to finance the expected expenses 

such as school fees purchase of animal drugs, and payment of labour. This implied 

that, most pastoralists kept livestock for not raising their incomes but kept for storing 

their wealth.  
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 “Maasai were not keeping animals to generate income due to a number of 

reasons such as, there was no market services, roads infrastructure were 

very limited, modern market services and information were limited to 

farmers” (Livestock District Officers, 2016). 

Table 4. 9: Purpose of Keeping Livestock by Respondents in the Study Area 

Purpose of 

keeping 

Strongly agree 

         % 

Agree 

   % 

Disagree 

   % 

Strongly 

Disagree%  

   Total 

  N (%) 

Status/prestige    57.69 37.17               5.13    100 

Security/insurance    46.15 41.0   5.13    7.7   100 

Source of income    43.59  39.74   8.97    7.7   100 

Commercial 

purposes 

   19.23    35.89   38.46    6.41    100 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

Keeping cattle linked to social status (honor), accumulation of wealth and savings 

where the market affected people and how people form themselves into groups partly 

which resulted from market and partly on the basis of other factors that were socially 

important. Roughly 70 percent or 150 million for rural poor in Sub Saharan were 

least partially dependent on livestock to sustain their livelihoods, (LID, 2000). 

Furthermore livestock production can contribute to poverty reduction in various 

ways, such as increases food supply, serves as the source of income and a means of 

capital accumulation, generate employment and supply inputs and services for crop 

production. 

 Further non-market exchanges of livestock represented important factor for social 

integration (Faye, 2001). Livestock also contributed to the stability of income for 

farm households as they act as a cash buffer (small stock), a capital reserve (a large 

animals) and as a hedge against inflation. FAO (2006) arguing that, main reasons for 

kept livestock are due to four pillars such as, food availability for sufficient, 
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(quantities of food of appropriate quality supplied through domestic imports). Food 

accessibility by (family and individuals to adequate resources for acquiring 

appropriate food) and lastly stability that to be food (secure, a population, household 

must have access to adequate food at all time and lastly utilization). In addition to 

supplying food products, livestock play a major role as an engine for rural 

livelihoods and development (URT, 2015). Livestock provide draught power, 

transport and manure as fertilizer for crop farming activities and potential energy 

sources through biogas technologies for rural electrification and/or cooking fuel.  

Other reason suggested why keeping livestock is for financial benefits. Regular or 

small expenditure such as for medicines, food or seed can be financed by selling 

livestock to purchasing land, a house, starting a small business paying school fees or 

marking a dowry payment. Accumulating of assert; one of the routes on poverty 

perceived by poor is to progressively accumulating assert such that, they no longer 

need to be sold to ensures livelihoods security, and therefore become productive and 

contribute to enhancing livelihoods status, study by (World Bank, 2003). Livestock 

accumulation is a key objective for most rural households, (Elizabeth, 2007).  

The Republic of Sudan‟s 2011 National Salvation Plan and the Interim Poverty 

Reduction Strategy Paper highlight livestock as a source of foreign exchange and 

potential driver of economic growth (Buchanan-Smith et al., 2012). According to 

Sudan‟s Central Bureau of Statistics, more than 60% of agriculture‟s total GDP is 

attributed to animal husbandry, compared to less than 40% accounted for by crop 

production (Behnke et al., 1993). 



59 

4.4 The Benefits of Livestock Commoditization to Pastoralists  

This section addresses the benefits obtained by respondents from livestock 

commoditization. The data were collected into two aspects direction positive and 

negative side. This section is described in the following subsections. 

4.4.1 Respondents Source of Market Information  

The researcher wanted to know if the respondents having the information on 

livestock market in the study area. The findings revealed that, most of (41.0%) 

respondents 41% acquire market information through middlemen. Many others 

reported that they through extension (25.6%) government extension, (15.4%) mobile 

phones, (11.5%) television and very a few said (6.4%) others sources shown on 

Figure 4.5. There was lack of easily accessible and reliable formal market 

information such as quality and quantity requirements, prices, delivery time needs to 

most respondents in the study area.  

The general observation revealed that, cattle keepers and traders had very little or no 

access to formal market information although traders were better informed about the 

market conditions and prices than cattle keepers because of their networks. 

Respondents reported to depend on market information obtained from fellow cattle 

keepers, traders, relatives, friends and farmer groups for prices and selling decisions. 

Ruhangawebare (2010), argued that absence of market infrastructure creates an 

information asymmetry that disadvantages producers.  

Without weighing stations and grading systems, traders and cattle keepers relied on 

their knowledge in reaching a sell price and traders are likely to have better 

information; and because traders have been engaged in cattle trade for a longtime 
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and they can look at the animals and know what they weigh, the cattle keepers don„t 

have the same expertise so they are cheated. 

 

Figure 4. 5: Respondents Source of Market Information 

Source, Field Survey Data, 2016 

4.4.2 Communication Facilities Owned by Respondents in Acquiring Market 

Information 

The researcher centered to the kind of communication owned by the respondents in 

acquiring market information. During field, some devices were found to be used by 

the households. The majority acknowledged that mobile phones were most used by 

pastoralists to acquire information in the study area. On the other hand, 28.2% of 

respondent confirmed the use of radio on getting commoditization information and a 

few (21.8%) used other sources (Table 4.10). 

The majority concluded that, the use of mobile phones would facilitate availability of 

market information and services whereby pastoralists sold their livestock and raised 

their income. The relationship between communication facilities and the market 

information increased the pastoralists awareness on selling their livestock to generate 

income.  
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Table 4. 10: Communication Facilities Owned by Respondents in Acquiring 

Market Information 

Facilities owned Frequency Percent 

 

Radio 22 28.2 

Mobile 39 50.0 

Telephones 17 21.8 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

4.4.3 Livestock Commoditization’s Benefits to Respondents 

Local community members were expecting benefits from livestock keeping such 

food (milk and meat) income and source of power. In addition to that other expected 

benefits from livestock commoditization include serving as financial instruments 

social status. 

 “Expected benefits from livestock commoditization were known by 

pastoralists such as fertilizers skin food, and milk. Pastoralists currently 

expect income generating benefits as health and education services through 

selling animas and building better houses”. (Veterinary officer from Oloiren 

Village, 2016).  

4.4.3.1 Income Generation 

Respondents suggested that income generation is among the benefits as shown at 

Table 4.11. The most of the respondents 17.9% have shown that, the income rate 

generated from livestock commoditization economics activities was moderate. 

Results indicated that, the raise of income to the community member increased 

willingness and the level of satisfaction with the livestock commoditization, which 

also facilitated the social infrastructure services as a return to the local community 

members. Respondents earn from selling their livestock. For example, through 

Focused Group Discussion, it was revealed that cattle were sold between 200,000 to 
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500,000 per cattle and 25,000 to 50,000 Tshs per goat and sheep. The observation is 

that livestock income is less than 10,000 Tshs per month because few respondents 

not sell animal to generate income only. The other expenditure includes food, health 

services and sometimes to pay school fee for their children. Generating Income In 

some cases, the household owns livestock for the express purpose of producing for 

the market. In other cases, sales may be occasional to meet an urgent need for cash, 

such as paying school fees or medical costs (Kitalyi et al., 2005).  

“The sales of livestock influence the magnitude of immediate cash needs 

such as school fees, medical and other necessity needs”. (Key informant 

Oloiren Village, 2016,)   

4.4.3.2 Source of power  

The findings from Table 4.11 indicate that, 11.5% respondents said livestock lead to 

source of power. Producing power in many mixed crop-livestock systems, larger 

animals function as farm equipment, providing traction power for transportation and 

crop production, and to be hired out as well (Powell et al., 1998). On the other hand, 

livestock is a source of energy, providing draught animal power while manure 

improves soil structure and fertility as well as water retention. Both uses are 

environmentally friendly improving energy and nutrient cycling. Livestock is also 

used to transport agricultural inputs and outputs and people 

“Livestock provide draught power, transport and manure as fertilizer for 

crop farming activities and potential energy sources through biogas 

technologies for rural”. Respondents group discussion, 2016).     

 

4.4.3.3 Financial Instruments/Capital  

About 29.5% of the respondents agreed with livestock commoditization as financial 

instruments for the pastoralists (Table 4.11).  The results show that the poor often do not 

have access to standard financial markets, including banks. Livestock are clearly a form 
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of capital („the natural resource stocks from which resource flows useful for 

livelihoods are derived‟) in that they provide milk, meat, wool, hides and cash. But 

in most pastoralists (and smallholder mixed farming), production systems t also 

constitute, or at least act as, financial capital (the financial resources which are 

available to people (whether savings, supplies of credit or regular remittances or 

pensions) and which provide them with different livelihood options). Livestock of 

different species act as financial capital in different ways: stereotypically small stock 

rapidly multiplying and acting as easily divisible spare change for everyday needs 

and small purchases; and cattle as major items of investment, that in some societies 

are sold on a regular basis, in others only in emergencies.  

According to Moll (2005), livestock offer an alternative for storing savings or 

accumulate capital as a “living savings account” that, although not without risk, 

provides a reasonably robust hedge against inflation. Moreover, they can be sold and 

transformed into cash as needed and so also provide an instrument of liquidity and 

consumption smoothing. Similarly, keeping livestock is considered an alternative 

form of insurance providing the family with assets that can be sold in times of crisis 

(Hoddinott, 2006). 

“Livestock contribute to the sustainable livelihoods and security to rural 

poor as financial capital (cash, saving credit, insurance gifts and 

remittance”. (Councilor Oloiren village, 2016.) 

4.4.3.4 Enhancing Social Status 

From the field 19.2% of respondents argued that livestock commoditization act as a 

social status (Table 4.11). Livestock as a social function correspond to the symbolic 

values associated to each species and the use of animals for the fulfillment of a set of 

rituals and social obligations of families and communities. Livestock gives social 
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status to its owners once it is considered a common means of demonstrating wealth 

and provides economic status as it facilitates the access to informal credits and loans 

to the households. Livestock is also used in traditional rituals, ceremonies and 

festivals and is given as a gift in worships (e.g. installation of ancestral spirits, ritual 

slaughter, and bride wealth). Enduring cultural norms in many societies place 

considerable value on livestock as an indicator of social importance within the 

community, either based on the size of a family‟s livestock holdings, or in their 

sharing of livestock with others, to strengthen social bonds including the use of 

livestock as dowry or bride price (Ferguson, 1994; Kitalyi et al., 2005). Higher social 

status may translate into access to or authority over a broader base of resources in the 

community. The multiple species kept by a household address these different 

objectives, sometimes concurrently. Thus, management does not necessarily focus 

on maximizing productivity from the individual animal or herd. Economists have 

valued the diverse contributions to help understand this apparent inefficiency. For 

example, Moll (2005) has suggested an approach for valuing livestock as financial 

instruments and for social status and demonstrates how these roles explain why 

Zambian livestock holders keep cattle well beyond the optimal age for commercial 

slaughter. 

“As a social capital, livestock commoditization increases livelihoods 

diversity among pastoralists in rural areas. Also livestock contribute to 

wealth, prestige, identity, respect, friendship, marriage dowry, festival and 

human capital”. (District Livestock Officer, 2016). 

4.4.3.5 Improvement of Houses 

About 10.3% of the respondents in Table 4.11 revealed that livestock 

commoditization is high contributed to building their houses through income 

generated from selling their animal. It leads to acquire building materials which are 



65 

used to build their houses. Murphy and Allen (2003), identify three main livelihood 

strategies by which livestock can be used to pull people out of poverty. The first 

focuses on how livestock help to secure the household‟s asset base by providing 

access to more reliable flows of the benefits. This capacity may help buffer the 

household, allowing it to bear risks associated with developing other income-

generating strategies. The second represents the livestock development scenario in 

which specialization and intensification increase the productivity of livestock, in turn 

increasing household incomes and promoting accumulation of other assets. The final 

pathway involves improving access to market opportunities (e.g., opening new 

markets, getting better prices) that increase the profitability of livestock activities 

and create incentives to increase production and sales. This framework provides a 

formalized overview of how livestock can contribute to reducing poverty in 

resource-poor households. 

“Livestock lead to houses improvement through income gain from selling 

animal hence pastoralists buy building material for their houses”. 

(Respondents from group discussion, 2016). 

4.4.3.6 Produce Food  

The respondents from the study also ranked livestock commoditization as the source 

of food by 11.5% (Table 4.11). Livestock has an important contribution to food 

supply of rural and urban areas and contributes to the family nutrition, supplying 

animal protein. As household income increases through selling their animal, the 

consumption of protein increases, principally from animal origin, allowing the 

substitution of vegetable by animal protein. Besides milk and meat used as a source 

of food, other livestock products are used for domestic consumption and local sale 

such as skins, hides and horns which generates income exchanged for food. The 
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income obtained from livestock commoditization by the poor can be used to buy a 

regular supply of nutrient-rich that provide a critical supplement and diversity to 

staple plant-based diets (Murphy and Allen, 2003). Selling livestock influences 

human nutritional and health status through numerous multiple-link causal chains. 

Firstly owning animals increases the amount of food available, which can increase 

food consumption, dietary intake, and nutritional status. On the other hand, animals 

owned increase animal production, animal and livestock product sells, and household 

incomes. Income from the sale of livestock products can be used to purchase animal 

food or other foods, and allow more or better quality healthcare services or products 

to be purchased by the household.  Animals owned are also hypothesized to provide 

traction and nutrient cycling services that increase food crop production. 

“There is a belief that pastoralist’s keep livestock mainly for prestige and 

status symbol or as a means of fostering cultural and social relations. 

Due to growing of economic development, they stated commoditizing 

cattle in which they have a comparative advantage, selling them in order 

to purchase other foods”. (Livestock District Officer, 2016). 

Table 4. 11: Benefits from Livestock Commoditization  

Benefits Obtained  Frequency Percent 

 

Income Generating 14 17.9 

Serving as a Financial Instrument 23 29.5 

Livestock as source of Power 9 11.5 

Enhancing Social Status 15 19.2 

Food 9 11.5 

Houses improving 8 10.3 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 
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4.4.3.7 Benefits Shared Among the Community 

During the field study, respondents were investigated if they knew how the benefits 

from livestock commoditization shared by the community as per Table 4.12. The 

respondents reported that, benefits from livestock were shared by the households by 

70.5%, while 26.9% by only they owner and very few showed that 2.6% was shared 

by the community member. The majority of respondents revealed that most the 

livestock benefits are shared among the households.  

Table 4. 12: Benefits Shared Among the Community 

Benefits shared by Commodity  Frequency Response% 

 

Households 55 70.5 

Community members 2 2.6 

Only the owners 21 26.9 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

4.4.4 Responsibilities for Livestock Commoditization 

The finding indicated that responsibilities within households for livestock 

commoditization include head of the households, all household members, 

community members and other respondents Table 4.13. In addition, the study 

indicated that, 46.2% of respondents revealed that households as the one whom were 

responsible, while the majority 52.5% indicated that the head of the households and 

only about 1.3% were from the community members. This indicates that, 

household‟s members of the family were the main agents looking for livestock 

market so as to make their profit in raising income.  

 “In probing market information on livestock commoditization, District 

councils, (department of livestock agricultural and fisheries), private 
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partnership, Non-Governmental organization, community itself, CBOs and 

individuals were agents on penetrating and supplying information on 

livestock marketing to the community” (District Chairman, 2016). 

Table 4. 13: Responsibilities for Livestock Commoditization  

People Responsible for Livestock 

Commoditization in the Study Area 

Frequency Response% 

 

Head of the households 41 52.5 

All households member 36 46.2 

Community member 1 1.3 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

4.4.5 Pastoralist Community Livelihoods During Livestock Commoditization 

The researcher was interested to understand the pastoralist‟s livelihood after 

commoditization. Table 4.14 shows that, 57.7% moderate, increased 37.2% highly 

increased and only 5.1% decreased. The arguments were due to that, pastoralists 

practiced in livestock commoditization and acquired their necessities.  

“They were able to build their houses, buy food, clothes, pay school fees 

for their children, attend to health care services, and exchange their 

livestock to other livestock.” (District Agricultural and Livestock Officer, 

2016).  

Table 4. 14: Pastoralist Community after Livestock Commoditization 

Pastoralists after commoditization  Frequency Response% 

 

Highly increased 29 37.2 

Moderate 45 57.7 

Decreased 4 5.1 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 
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4.5 Challenges Facing Maasai Pastoralists in Livestock Commoditizing and 

Solution to Eradicate these challenges in Ngorongoro District  

This section addresses the challenges that hinder pastoralist in livestock 

commoditization. This section was described in the following subsections. 

4.5.1 Satisfaction of the Respondents with Livestock Commoditization 

Results in Table 4.15 indicate that, with an exception of meetings, community 

satisfaction is influence on participation in livestock commoditization in the study 

area. This was due to the fact that, households who were satisfied with livestock 

commoditization approaches participated more in the marketing since they 

recognized both tangible and intangible benefits brought.  As observed by the 

researcher the community satisfaction increased the participation of households to 

livestock selling activities. The community around market would be satisfied with 

livestock if it improved income conditions and local community‟s livelihood 

(Sikana, 2013).  

The level of satisfaction of respondents during the study, indicated that, the majority 

(56.4%) were not satisfied with the livestock commoditization in the area. About 

32.1% of respondents satisfied at all and only a few (11.5%) of the respondents were 

highly satisfied in livestock commoditization (Table 4.15). The majority respondents 

accepted the reality that, Ngorongoro District was dominated by livestock keepers, 

where household requirements depended on livestock keeping and whereby their 

livelihoods depended on them, in improving their income, Hence agreed to sell their 

livestock with exception of commoditization challenges. 
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Table 4. 15: Satisfaction of the Respondents with Livestock Commoditization  

Respondent satisfaction Frequency Response% 

 

Highly satisfied 9 11.5 

Satisfied 25 32.1 

Not satisfied 44 56.4 

Total 78 100.0 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

4.5.2 Challenges Facing Pastoralists in Livestock Commoditization 

The researcher wanted to investigate if the respondents were able to address the 

challenges facing pastoralists in livestock commoditization in the study area. They 

reported that livestock commoditization was faced by factors like drought 

occurrence, lack of potential vaccinations, especially ECF, overlapping of different 

laws like Land Act of 1999 and Wildlife conservation Act of 2009, diseases, pasture 

land and livestock policies which were not well clear to pastoralists. 

Reflecting on the data presented in Table 4.16 on the challenges faced by Maasai in 

livestock commoditization Ngorongoro district. The majority of them strongly 

agreed with the statement challenges. The statements raised during the field study 

includes insuffient market information, low education, pastoralists behavior, drought, 

lack of financial support, water scarcity, cattle price and pasture land.  

The results in Table 4.16 show that inadequate market information (52.6%) was 

highly agreed by many respondent, low education and seminars to pastoralists 

(57.7%) while (71.8%) of respondents revealed drought to be the major challenge. 

Out of 50% respondents, said about pastoralist‟s behavior and 43.5% mentioned 

financial support. (51.7%) water scarcity and (64.1%) pasture. Only a few of 
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respondents‟ insufficient market information by strongly disagreed, (6.4%), 

Insuffient education and seminars (1.3%) and Livestock prices (5.1%).  

Inadequate market infrastructure such as road condition was significant and 

influenced the sale rate of the livestock in the study area. However, a study done by 

Sarah (2010) in Uganda reported that, deterioration in the road condition reduces the 

number of animals offered for sale. Road transportation by truck is therefore, the 

most important mode of transporting cattle across the cattle corridor in rural area. 

Kyeyamwa et al., (2008), reported that, poor state and network of seasonal roads in 

the pastoral areas worsen during the el- Niño (the long heavy rains) which slow 

down the truck movement, stampede vehicles and make movement to and from the 

rural situated livestock markets difficult, thus increasing the cost of transporting 

animals to the terminal markets. Mahabile et al., (2002) argued that, most livestock 

cattle keepers are located in remote areas from the major markets where there is a 

serious lack of both physical and institutional infrastructure.  

Sara (2010), observed the reality that, pastoralists are the main producers of livestock 

located in remote areas, at times inaccessible terrain and far from town centers. The 

most important physical infrastructural weakness for rural cattle producers are 

related to transport and holding facilities (Bailey, 1999). The distance to formal 

markets, poor state of roads in rural areas affect the ability of cattle keepers to attract 

many buyers in their areas since bad road network is associated with very high 

transport costs (Musemwa et al., 2008). Lack of market infrastructure such as weigh 

stations, quality grading systems, fences delimiting the market yards, holding 

grounds, water and fodder are a disservice to cattle keepers who are forced to accept 
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low prices offered by traders in order to avoid taking the cattle back home (Sara, 

2010). 

“Low cattle sales during rainy seasons is partially due to the few traders 

compared to the numbers that visited the local and secondary markets during 

the dry season due transport problem”. (DALOD in Ngorongoro District, 

2016).   

 

Half of the respondents also reported pasture as a major challenge (64.1%) and water 

scarcity (51.7%) as their most important constraints. These two are interrelated given 

that pastoralists rely on nature with little /no rangeland improvement and improved 

water harvesting and conservation strategies. Cattle keepers in the study area cited 

drought to have affected their accessibility to both pastures and water. During severe 

droughts, they mentioned to have lost considerable number of their animals due to 

starvation and desiccation because all the rangelands and water dams dry. 

Pastoralists argued that, inadequate veterinary services as another most important 

production constraint which they attributed to few numbers of veterinary extension 

staff and at times their prices are high and in some case in short supplies. This was 

reported to contribute to the prevalence of diseases and death of their livestock in the 

study area. The other major cattle marketing constraints reported by the livestock 

keeper across the study area were ranked as follows; low and fluctuating prices 

37.2%, 43.5% most agree, pastoralist behavior 50.0%, insuffient education and 

seminars 57.7% highly agree as per Table 4.16. 
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Table 4. 16: Challenges Facing Pastoralists in Commoditizing Livestock in 

Ngorongoro District 

Challenges facing 

livestock 

commoditization 

Strongly 

agree 

agree Not 

agree 

Dis 

agree  

Strongly 

dis agree 

Total 

 

insufficient market 

information 

41 

52.6% 

32 

41.0% 

0 

00% 

0 

00% 

05 

6.4% 

78 

100% 

Market 

infrastructure 

45 

57.7% 

29 

37.2% 

1 

1.3% 

2 

2.6% 

1 

1.3% 

78 

100% 

Pastoral behavior 39 

50.0% 

34 

43.5% 

0 

00% 

5 

6.4% 

0 

00% 

78 

100% 

Drought 

 

56 

71.8% 

14 

17.9% 

2 

2.6% 

2 

2.6% 

4 

5.1% 

78 

100% 

Financial support 34 

43.5% 

30 

38.55 

10 

12.8% 

2 

2.6% 

2 

2.6% 

78 

100% 

Livestock prices 29 

37.2% 

34 

43.5% 

11 

14.1% 

0 

00% 

4 

5.1% 

78 

100% 

Water scarcity  

  

40 

51.7% 

17 

21.5% 

10 

12.4% 

5 

6.4% 

6 

7.8% 

78 

100% 

Pasture land  

 

50 

64.1% 

14 

17.9% 

9 

11.5% 

3 

3.8% 

2 

2.6% 

78 

100% 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

 

4.5.3 Measures to Overcome Livestock Commoditization Challenges in 

Ngorongoro District 

This study also intended to find out the measures that could combat the prevailing 

and facing livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro District. The findings in Table 

4.17 show that the statement on measures to be taken to improve livestock 

commoditization in Ngorongoro District  include financial assistance, an 

establishment of modern market to rural areas and building of market infrastructure. 
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Other measures include provision of education and seminar for pastoralists, a clear 

livestock policy to facilitate livestock services. 

On the other hands diseases prevention by supply of vaccination to the pastoralist‟s, 

livestock price information on livestock commoditization and lastly land use plan. 

The majority of the respondents strongly agreed with the measures above in reducing 

the livestock commoditization challenges. In addition, few respondents disagreed 

with the measure to reduce commoditization challenges 17.9%, and 14.1%, denoted 

to be sure with these measures. The implication of the finding is that, livestock sector 

in general needed an improvement as the way to increase production and livelihood 

of the people. Livestock as the rural based activity would generate income. 

Therefore, the only means to improve the activity and reduce rural poverty is to 

implement and work with the specified measures. Furthermore, there should be 

organized financial assistance including loans to the pastoralists so as to access 

infrastructure, good and modern market should be establish near the livestock 

keepers (Kyeyamwa et at., 2008). They further suggested that government and other 

development partners should excavate water dams and reservoirs to provide water 

for their livestock, as well as enforce burning by-laws as solutions to rangeland 

management (World Bank, 2012). 

 “They pointed out issues like livestock policy should be clear, land grazing 

system, an availability of potential vaccine, establishment of the core canter, 

for diseases surveillance and good networking for the market”. (Key 

informants, 2016). 

 

 

 

 



75 

Table 4. 17: Measures to Overcome Livestock Commoditization Challenges in 

Ngorongoro District 

Measures to 

improve 

livestock 

commoditization 

      

Strongly 

agree 

Agree  Not 

sure 

Dis agree Strongly 

dis agree 

Total  

Provision of 

education  

50 

64.1% 

14 

17.9% 

14 

17.9% 

14 

17.9% 

14 

17.9% 

78 

100% 

Financial 

assistance  

34 

43.5% 

10 

12.8% 

30 

38.5% 

4 

5.1% 

0 

00% 

78 

100% 

Modern 

techniques of 

keeping 

29 

37.2% 

34 

43.5% 

11 

14.1% 

0 

00% 

4 

5.1% 

78 

100% 

Market 

infrastructure  

40 

51.7% 

10 

12.4% 

17 

21.5% 

5 

6.4% 

6 

7.8% 

78 

100% 

Clear livestock 

policy 

29 

37.2% 

45 

57.7% 

2 

2.6% 

1 

1.3% 

1 

1.3% 

78 

100% 

Diseases control 

by provides 

vaccination 

39 

50.0% 

32 

41.0% 

05 

6,4% 

2 

2.6% 

0 

00% 

78 

100% 

Land use plan 14 

17.9% 

54 

69.2% 

7 

8.9% 

1 

1.2% 

2 

2.6% 

78 

100% 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2016 

Apart from discussion towards livestock challenges, the following measure can be 

taken to alleviate such challenges provide sustainably-derived technologies for the 

provision of basic services that are appropriate to the production systems of 

pastoralists, mobile health. Vaccination services, communication and safe water for 

animals. On the other hand, recognizing land and natural resource rights by legally 

protecting collective private rights to manage grazing areas as well as land use plan, 

water sources and livestock movement corridors (URT, 2012). According to FAO 

(2013) other measures towards livestock commoditization including building 
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equitable value chains and market access that provides economic opportunities to 

pastoralists through information, diversification, certification, local markets and sub-

regional market infrastructure. Empower pastoralist institutions and systems through 

respect for indigenous knowledge and breeds, enabling knowledge sharing and 

networking, professional certification of herders and shepherds in sustainable 

management, and ensuring Free, Prior and Informed Consent. Enabling fiscal 

policies and fair trade by creating a more level playing field with other sectors in 

which subsidies are fair, tariffs are levied for environmental costs of different 

sectors, and banking, credit and insurance are available. 

Rangelands initiative done by establishing and securing village rangeland reserves 

(analogous to village forest reserve) pursuant to existing and new laws and 

regulations such as Grazing Land and Feed Resources Act 10 of 2010, and informed 

by best practices identified in the sustainable rangelands initiative. While livestock 

market is a big challenge in livestock commoditization, it can be argued that, market 

can be improved through modernization of the livestock products, facilitating 

improved liquidity in livestock exchanges, to development of farmers markets and 

value chain, develop education and information campaigns highlighting the need and 

benefits of high quality safe livestock product.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter has focused on data presentation, analysis and discussion of the 

research findings. This chapter presents the synthesized summary and concluding 

remarks for discussion findings on the challenges facing Maasai pastoralists towards 

livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro District. The recommendations are 

directed to different stakeholders concerning livestock commoditization. Also, the 

limitations are highlighted in this chapter. Finally, the future research projects that 

aim to improve livestock commoditization in pastoral community have been 

suggested.  

5.2 Summary of the Finding 

This study provides an understanding on the challenges facing pastoralists on 

livestock commoditization. The study was conducted in Ngorongoro District Arusha 

region and covered two villages in Arash and Loiren-Magaiduru wards. The main 

idea was to assess the challenges facing pastoralists towards livestock 

commoditization in Ngorongoro District. The first specific objective was to assess 

the community awareness, and attitude towards livestock commoditization in 

Ngorongoro District. Under this objectives, aspects which were investigated such as 

the awareness of the community on livestock commoditization, knowledge on 

commoditization, major economic activity of the respondents, purpose of keeping 

livestock, breeds of cattle kept and role of stakeholder on addressing challenges. 

The second specific objective was to identify the market information, 

communication facilities owned by respondents for setting information about 
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livestock market and lastly expected and actual benefits on livestock 

commoditization on improving livelihoods of the people. Third objective ideas 

included challenges influencing pastoralists on livestock commoditization, 

satisfactions of pastoralists on livestock commoditization, constraints faced by 

livestock and opinion/ way forward. 

In the field study, both qualitative and quantitative were employed to collect data. 

The set of questionnaires both open ended and closed were used to collect qualitative 

data. Questionnaires were administered to a total of 87 respondents in the field. 

Qualitative data were collected by using interview guides, focus group discussion 

and check list. The study also identifies several challenges that faced pastoralists in 

livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro District and it found that, pastoralists had 

insufficient information on livestock market to sell their livestock. In addition, they 

faced other challenges like drought, livestock price, diseases, distance from the 

market and market infrastructure. 

5.3 Conclusion  

The study comes out with the conviction that livestock commoditization is active. 

Also, awareness and attitude has a great potential role in livestock trade among 

pastoralists in Ngorongoro district. Based on overall objectives of this study, it is 

therefore important that local community participation in livestock commoditization 

considered to be practical. However, the contribution of livestock commoditization 

to local communities include income generation, food, livestock as source of power, 

serving as financial instrument, enhancing social status and improvement of houses. 

In addition, livestock commoditization has contributed to improved social services to 

the communities in Ngorongoro District as well as employment opportunities for the 
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local people. Based on these findings, it is therefore observed that, the challenges in 

livestock commoditization is due to low education of the respondents, inadequate 

market information among pastoralists and pastoralist behaviour. The challenges 

include pastoral behaviour, insufficient market infrastructure, insufficient market 

information and lack of financial support. The results have also showed that majority 

of respondents in this study had a negative attitude and awareness towards livestock 

commoditization in Ngorongoro District. It was further observed the community -

based on the study measure on livestock commoditization challenges includes 

financial assistants, establish of market infrastructure and official markets 

information were the main measure to livestock commoditization challenges in 

Ngorongoro District.  

5.4 Recommendations  

Based on the research findings on the challenges facing Maasai pastoralists towards 

livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro District, several areas which need 

improvement were observed. To overcome the challenges, it requires the 

collaboration of all role players: government, NGOs and community. The following 

are the recommendations: 

i. The government needs to ensure a frequent market information to 

smallholders about livestock and to establish an accessible and modern 

market to pastoralists to sell their livestock so as to avoid the long distance 

follow market from their neighboring district, region and the other country.  

ii. Pastoralists could globally improve millions of Tanzania livelihoods and 

enhance rural economic development and increased livestock production by 

improving natural resource. The government therefore, should recognize 
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pastoralists as a livelihoods that need fully supported and to be given, a 

special consideration and financial assistance.  

iii. Indigenous cattle have a low value which is not responding to the world 

market and Millennium Development Goal. “There is a need for the 

government, private sector NGOs and Private Partnership to work with 

pastoralists to improve livestock breeds by providing education, seminars and 

insemination we need some Frisian, Ayrshire boron sahiwal for milk 

production. 

iv. Pastoralists should be sensitized on the importance of market oriented cattle 

production and the benefits of wealth storage diversification through 

workshops seminars, farmer trader sharing platforms, radio programmes and 

extension education.  

v. Cattle keepers should be encouraged to form associations/cooperatives for 

collectively marketing their cattle to abattoirs. This will help them to reduce 

transportation costs by collectively transporting their cattle, negotiating better 

prices and contracts to supply directly to the abattoirs.  

vi. Finally, there is need for investment in areas Ngorongoro, such as 

improvement of road networks, transport systems and setting up modern 

market infrastructure (i.e. weigh stations and slaughter slabs/abattoirs) 

through increased public investment.  

5.5 Limitation of the Study 

This study was conducted only in two villages. Although the commoditization is 

considered representative of many areas it may lack some characteristics of other 
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village. This may limit the scope for the results from this study to be applicable to all 

other in the district. 

5.6 Area for Further Study 

This study has investigated general challenges facing livestock commoditization in 

Ngorongoro District therefore,  

i. The study suggests further study to cover specifically socio-economic and 

political setting on livestock commoditization.  

ii. Managerial capacity in promoting modern livestock commoditization skills and 

techniques to increase production as well capacity of local community to 

transform from subsistence usage to subsistence value of livestock product.  

iii. In addition the influence of government and stakeholders in improving livestock 

commoditization to reduce household‟s rural poverty.   
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Household Questionnaire 

“Challenges Facing Maasai Pastoralist in Livestock Commoditization in 

Ngorongoro District-Arusha” 

Dear respondent. 

I am a student of Master of Arts in Development Studies at the University of 

Dodoma. I am undertaking study on Challenges Facing Maasai Pastoralist towards 

livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro District, Arusha region.  

The purpose of the study is to obtain information on challenges affecting livestock 

commoditization on Maasai pastoralists. You are kindly requested to participate in 

this study by providing information of great value. The information that you will 

provide will remain confidential and will be used for academic purposes only. 

Yours sincerely  

Petete Siloma 

silomapetete@yahoo.com 

SECTION A 

RESPONSES PROFILE 

1. Full name (NOT NECESSARY) ……………………… 

2. Ward/village     ……… ward…………. District ……………. 

 

3. Sex of the respondents                                                      

a) Male       {      }        b) Female                 {      } 

4. Age of the respondents (a) 18-30 (   )   (b). 31-50   (    )    (c) 50-65  (   )     (d) 

65+ (   ) 

5. Marital status of the respondents 

a)  Married   {      }      (b) Not married   {     }     (c) Divorced     {    } (d) 

Widower    {   }        (e) Widow      {     } 

6. What is your education level?                         

a) Non forma education  {     }      b) Primary   {      }     (c) Secondary education  

{    }         (d) College/university    {      }          (e)  Other specification  {      } 

SECTION: B Objective one. To assess community awareness and attitude 

towards livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro district, Arusha region. 

 

mailto:silomapetete@yahoo.com
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7. How long have you stayed in this village (years)? 

a) Below five years  {     }      (b) Above five years   {     } 

(c) Other (specify      ……………………………………………………….. 

8. What are your major economic activities? (Can be more than one) 

A) Livestock keeping     {    }   B) Crop farming     {    }        (C) Other 

specify………………. 

9. Where is your place of birth? 

a) Within the village          (    )                      ( b) Outside the village     (    ) 

10. Have you ever heard about livestock commoditization? 

a) YES     {          }           (b)    NO           {     } 

 

11. If the answer is yes what do you understand by livestock 

commoditization………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

……….. 

 

12. What types of livestock do you keep in your home? 

a) Caws sheep and goats     (     )   (b) Caws and goats   (     )   (c) Caws and 

sheep    (     ) (d) Sheep and goats   (     )    (e) Only goats       (     ) 

 

13. Which breeds of cattle and number in each category do you have in your 

farm? 

Category  
 

Numbers  

Exotic   

Crossbreeds  

Local indigenous   

 

14. Do you work with other stakeholders like NGOs, CSOs, CBOs and the 

government in addressing the problem of livestock commoditization 

YES/NO ………………… 

…………………………….……………………………………… 

15.  If YES, Mention them 

…..………………………………………………………………… 

16. What have been the roles of those stakeholders in addressing the challenges? 

STAKEHOLDERS ROLES COMMENTS 

Government    

NGOs   

CBOs   

Others   
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17. How frequently do these stakeholders meet in addressing the problem in your 

area? 

(a) Less than once per month  {   }    (b) Once per month   {   }  (d) Quarterly  

{   } 

              (e) Others (specify)………………………………………… 

18. For the last two years what challenges have you experienced in livestock 

keeping? Rank them in the order of importance. 7 most occurred, 1 least. 

a) Water scarcity ………….  

b) Drought …………………  

c) Pasture scarcity ……… 

d) Political interference ……. 

e) Diseases ………….  

f) Inadequate marketing infrastructure ………. 

g) Poor roads …………….  

19. For what purpose do you keep cattle tick as deemed appropriate? (Rank the 

options by indicating; 5points for the most, 1point for the least).  

 

Purpose of Keeping the 

Cattle  
 

Strongly Agree  
 

Agree  
 

Disagree  Strongly 

disagree 

Prestige/status  

 

    

Store of wealth  

 

    

Security/insurance  

 

    

Source of income  

 

    

Commercial purposes  

 

    

 

SECTION II Objective two: To assess the benefits of the pastoralist participation 

on livestock commoditization towards livelihoods improvement in Ngorongoro 

district, Arusha region 

20. How do you acquire market information pertaining output prices most often? 

a) Government/Extension agents                  {    } 

b) Television                                                 {    } 

c)  Mobile                                                      {    } 

d)  Traders/Middlemen                                  {    } 

e)  Other (specify …………………………….. 
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21. What type of communication facilities do you own among the following? ( 

Can be more than one option)  

(a) Radio ( ), (b) Mobile phones ( ), (c) Internet ( ), (d) computer ( ), (e) others 

(specify)……………………….. 

22. What is your opinion to improve livestock commoditization in the area? 

a) ………………………………………………………………… 

b) ……………………………………………………………….... 

c) …………………………………………………………………. 

d) ………………………………………………………………… 

23. How do you rate the income from your main economic activities?  

Activities Amount Income rating 

3 =High 2=Moderate 1= 

Low 

 Tsh/ month…………….    

 Tsh/month……………..    

 Tsh/month……………..    

25 What are the expected and actual benefits obtained from the livestock 

commoditization? Put a tick √ 

a) Food (meat and milk)            (    )                     e) Serving as Financial capital  

b) Source of income                   (    )                      

c) Social status                           (    ) 

d) Producing power                    (    ) 

 

24. How are the benefits from livestock shared among the community member? 

a) Households                                                               (    ) 

b) Community members                                                (    ) 

c) Only the owner                                                          (    ) 

d) individual people                                                       (    ) 

e) Other specify…………………………… 

25. Who is responsible for livestock commoditization? (Can be more than one) 

a) Head for households                                                  (   ) 

b) All households members                                            (   ) 

c) Community members                                                 (   ) 

d) Other specify ……………………………………….. 
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SECTION C III objective three; To investigate the challenges facing pastoralist 

in livestock commoditization and suggest the way to address the challenges in 

Ngorongoro District. 

26. Have you ever participated in any of the livestock commoditization 

activities?  

a) YES                                                (    ) 

b) NO                                                  (    ) 

                                                      

27. If NO why?  

a) Lack of benefit                                 (    ) 

b) Lack of information                          (    ) 

c) No decision marking                          (    ) 

d) Others specify……………………….. 

28. Are you satisfied with the livestock commoditization process in your areas? 

a) Highly satisfied                                   (    ) 

b) Satisfied                                              (    ) 

c) Not satisfied                                        (    ) 

 

 

29. What do you think are the major challenges facing the pastoralists in 

commoditizing  

Challenges facing 

livestock 

commoditization 

Strongly 

agree 

agree Not agree Dis agree  Strongly 

dis agree 

insufficient market 

information 

     

Insuffient 

education and 

seminars 

     

Pastoral behavior      

Drought      

Financial support      

Livestock prices      

Water scarcity       

Pasture land       
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30. What constraints do you face in selling cattle?  

a) Low prices                                                                    (    ) 

b) Lack / low numbers of traders                                      (    ) 

c) Traders default to pay                                                   (    )  

d) Inaccessibility to cattle market                                      (    ) 

e) Inaccessibility to market news and information            (    ) 

f) Poor road Condition                                                      (    ) 

g) Other specify…………………………………………… 

31.  As the time go how do you rate this constraints? Tick one appropriate  

a) Highly increasing  

b) Increasing                                                                  {    } 

c) Moderate                                                                   {    } 

d) Decreasing                                                                {    } 

e) Highly decreasing                                                     {    } 

32. In your opinion provide the suitable way forward to improve the situation 

 

33. In your opinion provide the suitable way forward to improve the situation 

Measures to 

improve livestock 

commoditization 

     

Strongly 

agree 

Agree  Not 

sure 

Dis 

agree 

Strongly 

dis 

agree 

Provision of 

education  

     

Financial assistance       

Modern techniques 

of keeping 

     

Market 

infrastructure  

     

Clear livestock 

policy 

     

Diseases control by 

provides 

vaccination 

     

Land use plan      

 

Thank you for your time 
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Appendix 2: Interview Guides for Councilors, WEO/VEO 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

The research is being carried out by the student at the University of Dodoma and 

seeks your views on the topic:  Challenges facing Maasai pastoralist participating 

on livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro district. 

Date……Village………Ward……District………Professional…………….Durati

on in the position…… 

 

1. Respondent„s Names………… 

2.  Age/years……….;  

3. Marital status (a) single  (b) married  (c) Divorced   (d) widowed             {    } 

4. Education level…………………. (state) 

5. Are you aware on livestock commoditization? 

a) YES                              [    ] 

b) NO                                [    ] 

6. What other activities carried out by the pastoralists of that area? 

………………………………………………………………………………… 

7. Do you have records on pastoralists who engage on other economic 

activities? Mention them…………………………………………………… 

8. Is your office having any contribution towards livestock commoditization? 

a) YES              {    }                             b)                  NO   {    } 

9. If YES mention? ......................................................................................…. 

10. Have you ever facilitated by the government on livestock commoditization? 

11. Who do you think are responsible for market information? 

…..…………………………………………………………………………… 

12. Are you aware on the challenges facing livestock keeping on commoditizing 

livestock? 

a) YES                                   [    ]                  b) NO                  [    ] 

13. If YES mention  

i) ………………… ii) ………………… iii) ………………… 

iv)………………… 

14. On your own views provide way forward to overcome these challenges? 

        i)………………………….. ii)…………………… iii) ………… iv) 

…………… v) ………………………………. 

Thank you for your time. 
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Appendix 3: Checklist for Livestock Officers (LO) 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

The research is being carried out by the student at the University of Dodoma and 

seeks your views on the topic: Challenges facing Maasai pastoralists on livestock 

commoditization in Ngorongoro district. 

Date………………village………………ward…………… 

District…..………….. Professional…………… Duration in the position………… 

 

1. How do you describing the livestock keeping in your areas? 

2. How would you consider pastoralists relatively to livestock 

commoditization? 

3. Are there any livestock keeper engaged to other business? 

a) YES         {    }                 b) NO    {    } 

 

4. If YES, please mention. 

5. Are the Maasai pastoral having information on livestock commoditization? 

a) YES            {    }             b) NO                {    } 

6. If YES please what are the source?  

……………………..…………………………………………………. 

………….……………………………………………………………………

…..………… 

7. How is your office involved in livestock commoditization?  

…………………………………………………………………………………

How do you rate the level of livestock commoditization in your area? 

…………………………………………………………………………………

……………………… 

8. How do you see the livelihoods of the people after livestock commoditization 

adopted by the Maasai? 

......................................................................................... 

9. What do you think on the major challenges facing the pastoralists in 

commoditizing livestock in your area? 

i) …………… ii) ………… iii). …………………Iv) ……………… 

10. In which years/time does pastoralists start engage on livestock 

commoditization? 

11. What is the source of that information?  

 

12. In your opinion provide the suitable way forward to improve the 

situation………  
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Appendix 4: Focus Group Guide Check List for Focus Group Discussions 

(Community) 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

The research is being carried out by the student at the University of Dodoma and 

seeks your views on the topic: Challenges facing Maasai pastoralist participating 

on livestock commoditization in Ngorongoro district, Arusha Region. 

1. The awareness of the livestock commoditization in your area 

2. Different challenges affecting livestock commoditization in  Maasai 

pastoralist 

3. Which period livestock commoditization stated mostly to your area 

4. The important/the uses of livestock in your area 

5. For what reason pastoralist selling their livestock/ 

6. The way forward toward livestock commoditization in your area 

7. The challenges faced by the pastoral households in adopting the livestock 

commoditization challenges in Ngorongoro 

8. The solutions to the challenges faced by the pastoral community in 

Ngorongoro district 

9. The benefit acquired by pastoralist on livestock commoditization 

 

 

Thank you for your time 

 


