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ABSTRACT

It 'is essential to be aware- of farmers' knowledge in order to comprehend the ·possible.

barriers -and opportunities to· carrying out sustainable practices In tree-crop management

Kiptot ,et al., 200.6. Garbeva et al. 2006 explains that trees can influence the composition of

underlying .soil microbial communities. However Faye et al., 2010. explains that this

biodiversity-is vulnerable: to the socio-economic and climatic determinants ..

The study brings to note the farmer's perception. pf agrarian trees in Namasagali parish

basing .011 their influence on .BGBD and crop performance under their canopies. Purposive

sumpl irrg was considered in determining the sampling population where only farmers. with

Dotes incorporated in their gardens were' investigated; interviews and questionnaires were

used to .c.npltlre their perception using the WTA valuation method. Crop performance was
studied 'in terms of estimated: yield to which the market price was attached. The crops that

wen: dominating the individual' cropping systems Included coffee, banana arrd others

(combining YUll'!S; cassava, kulekula). r01' .s.tuctying the BGBD, sample plots -of"

(20C'ni~'2(lcm) stretch, l.5.cm .deep were. established and organisms within them counted.

Focus ~\lIIS on macro fauna and the organisms which were dominant unto which emphasis

Was wit were Earthworms, Black ants, Crickets, Termites, Beetles, Centipedes, Millipedes,

Ants, B·ee.tle larvae, Earwig' and Red ants. Studied trees' 'with. their dominance. percentage

were Ficus uataleusis (71%), Ficus sycoinorus (6%); Persea americana (4%), Ficu« ovata

(6(%), 'Marldlamia lutea .(2%)) Mangifera indica (2%), Artocarpus lieterophyllus (2%),

Albizia coriaria (4(%) and lv!f[icia excelsa (2%).

Questions whether there is any influence; oftrees towards .the presence of BGBD,. soil

-organisms towards crop performance, trees to crop performance were answered. It was
observed that the composition of soil organisms was greater under the treesihan outside the

tree c,fm:ip>'. The farmer's 'perceived value was' averagely lesser than the calculated and "un
seen" value. Using regression analysis, soil organislTls had p-value less than 0;05' (P.< 0.05;

0.00'0 « 0.05) and were found significant explaining Q9% of the variations in the crop'

amount. I therefore recommend an involvement .ofseveral stakeholders at local and national

level as suggested by (Isaac, 2012) to boost up. the farmer's willingness (0 adoptscientific

based 'options for sustainable management of their cropping systems.

xm

Key words: Agrarian trees, Perceived value; :aGBD, Tree canopy



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Intrndnctlon

The biggest numbers of people are unaware of the ecosystem services that trees provide

especially TO enhance crop performance and improvement of' people's livelihood. The

depletion of the tree resources .has .irnportant implications, for the .livelihoods of a sizeable

majority ~f the population, undermining the sustainability of.the region's economy and

posing a.real threat to.poverty reduction. Uganda lost 27 percent (1,329,570 hectares 1n total

or 88,63'8 hectares per year) of its original forest cover between 1990 and 200S according to
Nationa Forestry Authority report (2009); The increased demand of fuel, fodder for

animals, charcoal b,urning among others has caused a great threat-to trees 'leading to their
depletion. L,\t. thisrate of demand, forest resources are Likely' to be exhausted by 205,0

according 10 Moyini, Y, 'Muranrira, E. T·, 'and Alumai, G, (2607). This has l~ft the

environment degraded with less resilience to provide; the social needs of the community

SUGh as; fQOder,. fueland various ecosystem services. like climate regulation, biological

regu lation, .soil formation and regeneration (MA. ~005) tlint trees offer to foster the

performance Of the cropping systems. The. integration of trees and agricultural Cl:OpS in

gardens also lias' the'. potential to enhance soil. f~I:~i1'ity, .reduce erosion, :lmprove water

quality, enhance biodiversity, 'increase aesthetics and, sequester carbon (Garrett and
tvlcGi·aw. 2000, Garrity, 2o.b4'~Williams-Guillen et at, ~OQ8and Nair et ~II"2009).

i .

13iological resource management and people's livelihoods arecontplex and interconn ected.

While everyone ISaffected by ecosystem degradation, the poor'rural who, have.no aCQeS$ to

lund which is the most essential pinal' of human livelihood and national developmentin

Ugnnda.ure disproportionately affected (MLHUD) (2009.). With the .low Adaptability of the
rural farruers to agro forestry systems the researcher considers the farmers to be .less

knowledgeable about the different ecosystem services these trees provide.

1
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