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ABSTRACT
West Africa is experiencing rapid population growth and urbanisation which is putting 
pressure on food systems, including wild-sourced animal meat. Urban demand for wild 
meat has been identified as a key factor driving wildlife hunting, yet has been little explored 
in West Africa. To understand the wild meat consumption and purchasing behaviours of 
urban residents and the sociodemographic factors that influence these behaviours, we 
conducted a questionnaire survey with 2,935 people in three urban centres (Conakry, 
Faranah, Nzérékoré) in the Republic of Guinea. Bars/restaurants were important eateries for 
wild meat, and markets were the most utilised points of sale, however we found differences 
between urban centres. The greatest wild meat purchasing frequency was among residents 
living in the smallest urban centre (Faranah) and the lowest in the coastal capital (Conakry). 
The minority non-Muslim population typically purchased wild meat more frequently than the 
Muslim population. We found no effect of gender or age on purchasing behaviours surround
ing wild meat. Our results suggest that religious identity is an important consideration for 
initiatives seeking to reduce demand for wild meat, where deemed ethical and necessary, and 
we highlight the potential importance of engaging with religious leaders and teachers. 
Caution should be taken when suggesting alternatives to wild meat, which likely have 
environmental impacts of their own. Our work contributes to improved understanding of 
urban wild meat consumption patterns and is relevant to policymaking on the sustainable 
use of wildlife, such as the Convention on Biological Diversity and the United Nations 
Sustainable Development Goals.

KEY POLICY HIGHLIGHTS
● Urban residents often consumed wild meat in bars/restaurants. We recommend that these 

locations might be suitable venues for demand reduction campaigns and enforcement 
(where illegal), although alternative economic opportunities may be needed for those 
whose income is reliant on selling wild meat in bars.

● Religious identity may influence the wild meat purchasing and consumption behaviours of 
urban residents. Where wild meat demand reduction is sought, possible initiatives could 
be co-developed with religious leaders and teachers to contextualise wild meat into 
existing teachings on environmental stewardship.

● Domestic livestock rearing is often suggested as an alternative to wild meat; however, it is 
well documented to cause widespread habitat loss and contribute to greenhouse gas 
emissions. Management strategies need to ensure alternatives are sustainable and could 
include supporting urban households to establish mini-livestock opportunities and con
sider diverse sources of proteins.

ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 15 July 2025 
Accepted 9 April 2026  

EDITED BY
Odirilwe Selomane

KEYWORDS
Bushmeat; Christianity; food 
systems; Islam; Viande de 
brousse; West Africa

Introduction

‘Wild meat’ is defined as the ‘meat of wild terrestrial 
and aquatic animals, excluding fish’ (following 
Ingram et al. 2021; and here explicitly not including 
insects). It is estimated that ~150 million households 
in the ‘Global South’ harvest wild meat (Nielsen et al.  
2018). Tropical rural communities often rely on wild 

meat for subsistence (Coad et al. 2019), accessing it 
by hunting or paying low prices relative to other 
animal proteins in local markets (Fa et al. 2003; 
Brashares et al. 2011; Chausson et al. 2019). For 
some communities, wild meat has an instrumental 
value, directly contributing to livelihoods, nutrient 
requirements, and safeguarding against malnutrition 
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(Golden et al. 2011; Morsello et al. 2015; van Vliet et 
al. 2022). Wild meat is considered, by some, to be 
more nutritious and better tasting than domestic live
stock (Chausson et al. 2019). It can also have a 
cultural value not attributed to domestic meats 
(Chaves et al. 2018; Nijhawan and Mihu 2020; 
Nguyen et al. 2021). Simultaneously, human popula
tions are increasing in number, hunting tools are 
becoming more sophisticated, and transport net
works are expanding, allowing for increased effi
ciency in both wild meat hunting and trade 
(Lescuyer and Nasi 2016; Ingram et al. 2025). In 
many locations and for many species throughout 
Africa, Asia and Latin America, the extraction of 
wild meat is no longer sustainable, with unregulated 
hunting recognised as one of the leading causes of 
biodiversity and ecosystem service loss (Brashares et 
al. 2011; Jaureguiberry et al. 2022). For example, in 
Central Africa, approximately 1.1 to 1.6 million 
tonnes of wild meat are extracted annually (Ingram  
2018; Bessone et al. unpublished data). This is pro
jected to increase, resulting in significant wildlife 
population declines in the foreseeable future 
(Lescuyer and Nasi 2016) and directly negatively 
impacting rural communities dependent on those 
resources (Brashares et al. 2014). Demand for wild 
meat among urban consumers is increasingly of con
servation concern, yet remains underexplored 
(Ingram et al. 2021; Nguyen et al. 2021; Simo et al.  
2024).

Urbanisation is increasing in sub-Saharan Africa 
(UN 2018), as people are drawn to cities and urban 
areas by the prospect of better employment and living 
standards (Thomas 2008; Jedwab et al. 2017; Ingram  
2020). The human population living in African urban 
centres is predicted to double to c.1.4 billion people 
by 2050 (OECD 2025), with over 80% of growth 
occurring in West African cities (World Bank 2016). 
Urbanisation is likely to be accompanied by an 
increase in wealth and in turn, greater demand for 
meat (Wright et al. 2022; Chaves et al. 2024). While 
hunger is increasing in West Africa (FAO 2025), the 
United Nations predicts the demand for animal pro
tein in Africa will increase by 170% by 2050 (FAO  
2017). Many rural-to-urban migrants maintain their 
existing eating habits and trade connections when 
they move to towns and cities (Randolph et al.  
2022; Wright et al. 2022), likely increasing the total 
demand for wild meat in urban areas.

Economic principles predict that higher living 
standards should trigger a switch in demand from 
‘normal goods’, defined as ‘a type of good for which 
demand rises as income rises’ (Sabry 2024) to more 
luxurious alternatives (Ikeda 2006; Fargeot et al.  
2017). For many residents of large towns and cities, 
wild meat is a consumer choice rather than a dietary 
necessity (e.g. central Amazon; Chaves et al. 2017), 

and sociocultural influences, freshness, taste, per
ceived prestige, price, and income can drive demand 
for wild meat in urban areas (East et al. 2005; Wilkie 
et al. 2005; Farouk et al. 2021; Nguyen et al. 2021). 
For example, in the city of Kinshasa (Democratic 
Republic of the Congo), consumer willingness to 
pay for desired products can drive up the prices of 
wild meats relative to prices in rural markets (Fa et al.  
2019). Prices increase further with transport costs and 
when transporting illegal meats carries a risk of pen
alty or necessitates bribing officials (LaCerva 2016; 
Chausson et al. 2019). The meat of some species is 
an expensive luxury, sometimes consumed as a status 
symbol. For example, in Kinshasa, the consumption 
of ape and elephant meat is considered by some to be 
prestigious, partly due to the illegality and rarity of 
these species (LaCerva 2016). Similarly in Asia, 
increasing wealth is driving an unsustainable demand 
for delicacies such as shark fin soup (e.g. in China; 
Clarke et al. 2007). In these cases, low levels of wild 
meat consumption per capita may be responsible for 
driving unsustainable rates of wild meat hunting (van 
Vliet and Mbazza 2011; Macdonald et al. 2012; 
Nguyen et al. 2021).

Wild meat consumption may be limited by various 
external influences, such as social or religious taboos 
(Nijhawan and Mihu 2020), gender norms (Chausson 
et al. 2019; Luiselli et al. 2019) or generational shifts 
(Chausson et al. 2019; Luiselli et al. 2019, 2020). This 
may include certain groups avoiding some species, 
for religious or spiritual reasons, or a species being 
considered taboo (Colding and Folke 2001; Hockings 
and Sousa 2013). In Judaism and Islam, swine 
(domestic or wild) are considered unclean and the 
meat avoided (Brondz 2018). In Islam this extends to 
other species, for example, the Quran states the meat 
of primates, swine, rodents, porcupine and snakes are 
haram (forbidden) (Bonwitt et al. 2017; Bachmann et 
al. 2019).

It has been documented that gender and age may 
drive differences in wild meat consumption patterns. 
A higher prevalence of consumption of wild meat 
among men, compared to women, was found in 
Pointe Noire, a coastal city in the Republic of the 
Congo (sample of 30 adults; Chausson et al. 2019), 
and in Guinea (Bangoura et al. 2025). In a study of 
six West African cities, Luiselli et al. (2020) found no 
differences in wild meat consumption between men 
and women, and the same result was found in 
Sahelian and Guinean forest areas (Luiselli et al.  
2019). In Nigeria, gender differences were more 
nuanced, with only certain species being avoided by 
women (Luiselli et al. 2019). In some parts of the 
tropics, taboos prevent women from eating meat 
from certain species during pregnancy or menstrua
tion, rather than abstaining from wild meat in general 
(Colding and Folke 2001; Luzar et al. 2012; Ngoufo et 
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al. 2014). Generational differences in urban wild meat 
consumption have also been reported in the litera
ture. Luiselli et al. (2019, 2020) found wild meat 
consumption was lower amongst younger age groups 
in Burkina Faso, Togo, Niger, and Nigeria. In Pointe 
Noire, Republic of the Congo, Chausson et al. (2019) 
found price limited consumption and, despite the 
older generation wishing to feed wild meat to their 
children, they were restricted to cheaper imported 
meats. As a result, children developed a preference 
for domestic meat.

With rapid urbanisation, understanding urban wild 
meat consumption is increasingly important for spe
cies conservation (Ingram 2020). Studies quantifying 
urban wild meat consumption in Africa have largely 
focused on rainforest habitats in Central Africa 
(Brugiere and Magassouba 2009; but see Luiselli et al.  
2019), with little attention to urban areas in other 
habitat types and the factors that influence urban 
wild meat consumption. Few studies have investigated 
the influence of non-wealth factors or other important 
sociodemographic and psychographic factors (i.e. 
those relating to one’s interests and opinions; 
Townsend 1987) that could significantly influence 
consumption behaviours e.g. purchasing, acquisition, 
and consumption location (Chausson et al. 2019; 
Ingram et al. 2021). Other studies have found differ
ences in the prevalence of wild meat consumption, 
between genders in the Republic of the Congo 
(Chausson et al. 2019) and Guinea (Bangoura et al.  
2025), and between generations in the Republic of the 
Congo and the Sahelian and Guinean forest regions of 
West Africa (Chausson et al. 2019; Luiselli et al. 2019,  
2020), but have not looked at consumer purchasing, or 
eating locations. These factors may vary spatially 
across urban food systems, where people interact 
with the food environment, and importantly, drive 
daily decision-making about food choices. However, 
these possible spatial drivers of wild meat consump
tion behaviours remain unexplored.

Given the projected increase in urbanisation in the 
near future, and the known impact wild meat con
sumption is having on wildlife populations, it is sur
prising urban demand has not received more 
attention from the scientific community (McNamara 
et al. 2019), especially in West Africa. To address this, 
we conducted our research in the Republic of Guinea 
(hereafter Guinea), West Africa. According to the 
latest projections, urbanisation in Guinea is projected 
to increase by c. 49% from 2018 to 2050, with the 
number of people living in urban areas overtaking 
those in rural communities (UN 2018). Through a 
questionnaire-based study in three urban centres, we 
aimed to (1) understand meat (including wild- 
sourced) and fish consumption and purchase beha
viour, and (2) understand demographic factors that 
influence urban wild meat consumer behaviour. 

Based on the current global literature of wild meat 
studies (listed in Appendix Table 1), we hypothesise 
that wild meat consumption rates will be lowest 
amongst Muslims, women and younger adults.

Materials and methods

������ ���	�

Guinea is a multilingual country with over 40 languages 
spoken. The official language is Guinean French, a var
iant of European French, but most people also speak at 
least one indigenous language. National languages 
include Malinké, Kissi, Toma, Fula, and Kpelle (World 
Atlas 2025b). Over 89% of the national population iden
tify as Muslim, nearly 7% as Christian, and the remaining 
are not religious (2.4%), animist (1.6%), or follow indi
genous belief systems (0.1%) (PNUD 2022). We con
ducted our study in three urban centres in Guinea: 
Conakry, Faranah and Nzérékoré, chosen to represent 
urban centres of different population sizes, located in 
different parts of the country with different surrounding 
habitats (Figure 1). Conakry, the capital city located at the 
coast (population c.2.3 m; UN 2024), is the largest city in 
Guinea and is situated on a southwest peninsula. Like 
much of Guinea, the people of Conakry are predomi
nantly Muslim, but ethnically diverse and 37% of the 
population speak Susu (Translators Without Borders  
2025). Faranah is situated in savannah habitat in central 
Guinea, 446 km by road from Conakry. It is a large town 
with c.100,000–150,000 residents. The predominant ethic 
group is Malinké and most people identify as Muslim, 
with the majority of people (~44%) speaking Maninka 
(Translators Without Borders 2025). Faranah is situated 
near the Haut Niger National Park on a paved road 
previously documented as a trade hub for wild meat 
(Brugiere and Magassouba 2009). Faranah is known to 
have wild meat restaurants and a market (Duonamou et 
al. 2021). Nzérékoré is located in the tropical forest region 
in the far east of Guinea, 791 km by road from Conakry. It 
is a rapidly growing city (population > 230,000), and the 
second biggest city in Guinea. Christianity is more pre
valent here than elsewhere in the country and the popula
tion is ethnically diverse, with many Maninka and Kpelle 
speakers. While there are no specific published wild meat 
studies in Nzérékoré, some research has looked at the 
hunters in nearby northern Liberia (Bene et al. 2013; 
Jones et al. 2019) and studies on zoonotic disease have 
referred to this prefecture (see Akoi Boré et al. 2024).


�	������
��	� �	����

To collect data on the wild meat acquisition and 
purchasing behaviours of urban residents in 
Guinea, we designed and piloted a structured ques
tionnaire using the KoBoToolbox (2018) which 
allowed us to work simultaneously in English and 
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French. Questionnaires were designed to be deliv
ered by local research assistants, who were 
recruited through the partner organisation NGO 
Guinée Ecologie (www.guineeecologie.net). We ran 
a training workshop in Conakry, from 15–19 
November 2023. The workshop was attended by 
all of the project team, including eight research 
assistants and one research assistant team leader. 
During the workshop we collaboratively translated 
questions from English to French, then adapted 
them to suit Guinean French. Questions were co- 
designed to ensure they were locally relevant and 
meaningful. The research assistants conducted an 
in-situ pilot of the survey to ensure all questions 
held up to scrutiny, local context, and enumerator 
and respondent understanding. We assessed 
whether the item wording/sentiments matched the 
local context and the ways in which sentiments and 
emotions were expressed. This was intended to help 
reduce inadvertently under- or overestimating a 
particular phenomenon due to subtle differences 
in how people or cultures express themselves. 
Some questions were dropped or adapted/rephrased 
following the pilot. The final version of the 

questionnaire included 10 behaviour-related ques
tions. One of the questions was in two parts where 
the first part was a screening question for the 
second part (Appendix Table 2).

The questionnaires captured categorical sociode
mographic characteristics: Age group, Gender, 
Religion, and Income. The only question requiring 
a numeric response was ‘Typically, on how many 
days per week do you buy meat or fish to feed your 
household?’. We then focused on wild meat specifi
cally. We used a series of closed-answer questions 
relating to respondent behaviour surrounding their 
habits when purchasing and consuming wild meat. 
For closed-answer questions, the respondents were 
given a list from which they responded ‘Yes’ in the 
event the response option was applicable to them. 
Firstly, we asked the screening question ‘Please select 
all the meat and fish you eat’. Among typically con
sumed meat and fish options, this question also 
included ‘Wild meat’ and ‘None’ as potential 
response options. We then asked, ‘Where do you 
most commonly eat wild meat outside your house
hold?’ and ‘In which ways do you acquire wild meat?’ 
This included an answer option ‘I buy it in this 

Figure 1. Urban centres where wild meat purchasing patterns were monitored in the Republic of Guinea: Conakry (the Capital 
city), Faranah and Nzérékoré. Forested areas with >50% canopy cover (Hansen et al. 2013), and major road networks (Tecsult  
2009) are also displayed.
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town’. If the respondent chose this option, they were 
included in the analysis of ‘Where do you most 
commonly purchase wild meat in this town?’. We 
asked ‘Typically, how frequently do you purchase 
wild meat?’. This was the only question where a 
single response could be selected from a list of 
ordered categories (i.e. it was ordinal), and response 
options were ordered from ‘Never’ to ‘Once per week 
or more’. We also asked, ‘Do you participate in 
purchasing food for your household?’ where the 
respondent could answer ‘Yes’ or ‘No’.

�
�
� ����	������ 
��� �
������

Research assistants collected data following a random 
stratified sampling process (Newing 2011). They worked 
concurrently across all urban quartiers/districts in 
Conakry, Faranah and Nzérékoré, for 2–3 days per quar
tier/district, before moving to the next. Research assis
tants worked in mixed-gender pairs, positioning 
themselves at several locations in each quartier/district 
such as near market exits or stations. Research assistants 
recruited respondents using the street-intercept method 
(Buschmann 2019), where research assistants approach 
pedestrians. This method avoids biases that could occur 
by undertaking household surveys, as people of all ages 
are active in these locations. Respondent selection was 
semi-random as the research assistants attempted to 
ensure a representative sample across demographic 
groups. Research assistants adjusted their sampling 
within districts as they went, to try and balance sampling 
across age groups and genders. The days of the week the 
survey took place was adjusted to the local context, and 
data collection took place five days per week between 1 
December 2023 and 15 March 2024. Research assistants 
read questions to respondents and recorded their 
responses on the KoBoToolbox on Samsung Tab A7 
Lite and Lenovo Tab M8 tablets. Questionnaires were 
conducted in French and local languages were also spo
ken to aid comprehension when necessary, and automa
tically coded into English in the KoBoToolbox. The 
questionnaires took c.30 minutes to complete 
(Appendix Table 2).

Ethics
Our study was assessed and approved by the School 
of Anthropology and Conservation Ethics Committee 
at the University of Kent (ID# 20231699525551535). 
In Guinea, we received a research permit from the 
Ministry of Environment and Sustainable 
Development (MEDD), and before starting any data 
collection, we were granted approval from the rele
vant city/town authorities. All surveys were con
ducted following the principles of Free, Prior, and 
Informed Consent. All respondents were over 18, 
deemed mentally fit to answer the questions and 
informed they could leave at any time or choose to 

not answer questions. Personally identifiable data was 
not collected. Research assistants worked five days a 
week over the study period and were paid for their 
time. To avoid bias, respondents were not paid for 
their participation.

Data analysis

�
�
� ��	�
�
����

We ran models separately for each city, which allowed 
for comprehension and limited the number of 2- and 3- 
way interactions in the model. Only data from respon
dents who stated they eat wild meat were included in 
the analysis. This resulted in different sample sizes for 
each demographic group in each location. Closed 
answer questions with responses ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ allowed 
for binomial data analysis on each of the response 
variables. In some cases, it was necessary to group 
some response categories to ensure sample sizes were 
large enough for comparable statistical analysis. For this 
reason, we grouped all non-Islamic religions (Christian, 
Traditional, Indigenous, Animist and no religion) as one 
category (‘non-Muslim’) and made the highest age cate
gory 46+ (containing all respondents aged 46–86+). It 
was also necessary to group the responses for the only 
ordinal response question ‘Typically, how frequently do 
you purchase wild meat?’. We reduced these buying 
frequency responses from seven categories (‘Never’, 
‘Once per year or less’, ‘Every 6 months’, ‘Every 2–3  
months’, ‘Once per month’, ‘2–3 times per month’, 
‘Once per week or more’) to four (‘Every 2–3 months or 
less’, ‘Once per month’, ‘2–3 times per month’, ‘Once per 
week or more’) (Appendix Table 3). All analyses were 
conducted using R version v4.4.1 (R Core Team 2024).

���������� ����� �	
�

To understand whether respondents of different gen
ders and religious identities acquired wild meat in 
different ways (‘In which ways do you acquire wild 
meat?’), we ran chi-squared (χ2) tests for the frequen
cies of ‘Yes’ replies for each pair (male/female, 
Muslim/non-Muslim) of subgroups in each town. 
To avoid Type I errors, due to the number of hypoth
eses we tested, we used the Bonferroni Adjustment 
Method (Mundfrom et al. 2006). We only report χ2 

results that were significant after this adjustment and 
report adjusted p-values.

������������ 
��� �����
����� �	�
������

We used the questions ‘Where do you most com
monly eat wild meat outside your household?’ and 
‘Where do you most commonly purchase wild meat 
in this town?’ to visualise consumer behaviour in 
both eating and purchasing wild meat (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Frequency of yes responses of male and female participants who (A) eat wild meat at various types of eatery (n = 1,219 
responses; respondents could choose multiple options) and (B) buy wild meat at various points of sale (n = 1,685 responses). Note 
the different scales on the rotated y axis at each urban centre. Vendor refers to an informal salesperson, whereas Market is a stall in 
a permanent marketplace. Note that this sample includes people who did not know their age (n = 43).
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For this line of enquiry, we included all age groups. 
We later removed people who did not know their 
age from the sample when it was necessary to 
merge age groups for statistical analysis. For 
‘Where do you most commonly eat wild meat out
side your household?’, the category with the most 
respondents was a restaurant/bar. For ‘Where do 
you most commonly purchase wild meat in this 
town?’ we only included respondents who con
firmed that they purchase wild meat in the survey 
town. The most frequently chosen response cate
gory for this question was Market. The frequency 
of ‘Yes’ responses for these categories was used as 
the response variable and models were built using 
predictor variables, based on a priori hypotheses 
(Appendix Table 1). We chose Age, Gender and 
Religion for all models and an additional predictor 
of whether the respondent answered ‘Yes’ to ‘Do 
you participate in purchasing food for your house
hold?’ (referred to as Youbuy in the model). These 
predictor variables and two-way interaction terms 
(Age*Gender, Age*Religion and Gender*Religion) 
between these predictors were used to build models 
for each town using a binomial distribution and 
‘logit’ function running packages tidyverse 
(Wickham et al. 2019), pak (Csárdi and Hester  
2024), remotes (Csárdi et al. 2024), performance 
(Lüdecke et al. 2021) and arm (Gelman and Su  
2024). For age, we used the 18–25 age group as 
the reference group in Faranah and Nzérékoré, but 
in Conakry we used the 46+ age group as the 
reference group to improve the reliability of esti
mate comparisons because the 18–25 group was 
small.

�����
����� ��	��	���

To understand purchasing frequency, we asked 
‘Typically how frequently do you purchase wild 
meat?’. We built models using the Ordered 
Stereotype Model (OSM) function osm() in the clus
tord package (Anderson 1984; McMillan et al. 2024) 

treating the response categories as ordinal. OSM is an 
alternative to the function polr() that overcomes pro
blems when results fail the Brant test, which is used 
to assess whether the parallel regression assumption 
for ordinal logistic regression models has been met 
(Brant 1990). We used the same predictor variables 
(Age, Religion and Gender) and the same interactions 
(Age*Gender, Age*Religion and Religion*Gender) as 
in the GLMs. To ensure all models converged, when 
necessary, we changed the upper limit of number of 
iterations to 5000. We used the lowest AIC score, and 
Δi AIC < 4 (Burnham and Anderson 2004), to select 
the best-fitting model and then used phi parameter 
scores from the OSM output to check that our a 
priori merging of response variable categories was 
suitable. Additional R packages used in this analysis 
were MASS (Venables and Ripley 2002), ggeffects 
(Lüdecke 2018) and effects (Fox and Weisberg 2019).

Results

�	����
�����

Across the three study sites, 2,935 respondents 
completed the questionnaire (1,526 respondents in 
Conakry, 732 in Faranah, and 677 in Nzérékoré; 
Table 1). In answer to ‘Typically, on how many 
days per week do you buy meat or fish to feed 
your household?’ 2,290 respondents provided an 
answer. Of these, the majority (n = 1,658, 72.4%) 
claimed they bought meat or fish seven days a 
week. Only 24 (1.0%) respondents answered zero 
days to this question. In total, 1,458 respondents 
stated that they ate wild meat and were included in 
the analysis, after removing 14 respondents who 
did not know their age (Conakry n = 482 [31.6% 
of the number of respondents who completed the 
questionnaire in Conakry], Faranah n = 373 
[51.0%], Nzérékoré n = 603 [89.1%]). Our analysis 
sample included a near 50:50 male-to-female ratio 
and 51.0% stated they were Muslim (Table 1). The 
majority of our respondents were self-employed 
(47.9%, n = 699), while the rest were either 

Table 1. Demographic profile of respondents by urban centre, gender and religion.
Full survey Sample who eat wild meat

Conakry Faranah Nzérékoré Total % Conakry Faranah Nzérékoré Total %

Muslim Female 656 263 151 1070 36.5 124 106 117 347 23.8
Muslim Male 655 245 143 1043 35.5 173 105 118 396 27.2
��������	�
�	� 
�� 
�
���� ��� ������ ������ 1311 508 294 2113 72.0 297 211 235 743 51.0
Proportion % 44.7 17.3 10.0 40.0 28.4 31.6
�������
��� �����	�
�	� 
�� ����� ������ ������ 85.9 69.4 43.4 61.6 56.6 39.0
Non-Muslim Female 107 105 243 455 15.5 92 74 235 401 27.5
Non-Muslim Male 108 119 140 367 12.5 93 88 133 314 21.5
������ ������	�
�	� 
�� 
�
���� ��� ������ ������ 215 224 383 822 28.0 185 162 368 715 49.0
Proportion % 7.3 7.6 13.0 25.9 22.7 51.5
�������
��� ��� ������	�
�	� 
�� ����� ������ ������ 14.1 30.6 56.6 38.4 43.4 61.0
����� 1526 732 677 2935 482 373 603 1458
�������
���� 52.0 24.9 23.1 33.1 25.6 41.5

Most proportions shown as percentages are out of the overall sample, but the proportions of non-Muslims in each urban centre are out of the sample in 
each urban centre. 
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unemployed (23.9%, n = 348), employed (16.7%, n  
= 244), or students (11.5%, n = 167). A large pro
portion of participants (53.1%, n = 774) preferred 
not to disclose their income, meaning once the 
data were split by location and category, we did 
not have sufficient responses for each income 
group to run meaningful analysis (Conakry n =  
64–116, Faranah n = 10–64, Nzérékoré n = 16–75). 
Of those who disclosed their income (n = 684), 
37.3% (n = 255) earned less than 300,000GNF/ 
month (US$34.77 [xe.com, 2024]), with only 
13.2% (n = 90) earning over 1,500,000GNF/month 
(US$173.83 [xe.com, 2024]).

���������� ����� �	
�

In response to the question ‘In which ways do you 
acquire wild meat?’ 1,458 respondents provided an 
answer. Countrywide, most people said they bought 
wild meat in their town (n = 1,208, 82.9%) compared 
to buying it in a village/rural area (n = 107), being 
gifted it by people in the same town (n = 92) or village 
(n = 156), exchanging it in town (n = 3) or a village 
(n = 4), or hunting it (n = 42). In Conakry, signifi
cantly more Muslim respondents, than people of 
other religions, stated they were given wild meat by 
people in that town (χ2 = 12.52, df = 1, p < 0.01) or by 
people living in villages/rural areas (χ2 = 27.71, df = 1, 
p < 0.01). Significantly more Muslims in Conakry 
claimed to hunt animals for wild meat than respon
dents from other religious groups (χ2 = 9.32, df = 1, p  
< 0.01). In Nzérékoré, significantly fewer Muslims 
than other religions stated they buy wild meat in 
this town (χ2 = 24.01, df = 1, p < 0.01). Significantly 
more women than men in Nzérékoré responded 
‘Yes’ to ‘I buy it in this town’ (χ2 = 19.31, df = 1, p <  
0.01). No other results were significant after the 
Bonferroni adjustment.

������������ �	�
������� ������	� ��	� ����	����

When asked ‘Where do you most commonly eat wild 
meat outside your household?’, across the urban 
centres, the majority of people said they ate wild 
meat in bars/restaurants (Figure 2(A)). Of note, 
23.3% of women in Faranah who stated that they 
eat wild meat claimed to eat in someone else’s 
house (n = 42/180 excluding those that did not 
know their age), while in Nzérékoré 73.0% said 
they eat wild meat at the market (n = 257/352) 
(percentages include respondents who did not 
know their age). However, these trends were not 
consistent across urban centres.

The best-fitting model of respondents that stated 
they eat wild meat in a bar, varied between urban 
centres (Table 2A). Our models show that in all three 
urban centres, non-Muslims were less likely to eat 

wild meat in bars/restaurants. In Conakry and 
Faranah, men were more likely than women to eat 
wild meat in these eateries. In Conakry and 
Nzérékoré, the best-fitting models contained an inter
action which included Age; however, we found no 
trends that suggested whether people ate wild meat in 
bars/restaurants changed as they aged (see detailed 
statistics below).

There were no significant results from Conakry. In 
Faranah, men were significantly more likely to claim 
to eat in bars/restaurants than women (β = 1.51, CI: 
2.24–0.79, p = 0.00). Also in Faranah, respondents 
aged 46+ were significantly less likely to claim to eat 
in a bar than 18–25 year olds (β = −1.71, CI:- 
0.51–2.92, p = 0.00), but no comparisons against 
18–25 were statistically significant (although the 
effects were slightly negative as respondents got 
older). In Nzérékoré, those aged 26–35 were signifi
cantly less likely to claim to eat wild meat than the 
other age groups (β = −0.71, CI: −0.06- −1.35, p =  
0.03). Non-Muslims were significantly less likely than 
Muslims to state that they eat in bars/restaurants (β = 
−0.82, CI: −0.24- −1.41, p = 0.01), with the exception 
of 26–35 and 46+ year old non-Muslims, who were 
significantly more likely to claim they eat in these 
types of eatery (non-Muslims aged 26–35: (β = 1.55, 
CI:2.39–0.71, p = 0.00), non-Muslims aged 46+: (β = 
1.50, CI:2.52–0.47, p = 0.00)).

�����
����� �	�
������

In answer to the question ‘Where do you most com
monly purchase wild meat in this town?’, the option 
with the highest frequency of positive responses 
across all urban centres was Market, and this 
response was used as the binary response variable 
for the subsequent models (Figure 2(B)). In all three 
urban centres, the simplest model for predicting 

Table 2. The best-fitting logistic regression models with 
binomial distribution of yes responses at each urban centre 
for where respondents �. most commonly eat wild meat in a 
bar/restaurant, and �. purchase wild meat from a market.

Urban 
centre Model formula AIC Δi

��������� ��� ������	�� ��������� �����
�������� ���	
��� ��� �����
���	������
Conakry eat_in_a_bar~age+religion+gender 

+age*gender
522.76 7.68

Faranah eat_in_a_bar~age+religion+gender 276.73 1.34
Nzérékoré eat_in_a_bar~age+religion+gender 

+age*religion
788.55 9.78

������������������	�����������������	���
��������
����
	������
Conakry buy_from_a_market~age+religion 

+gender+youbuy
366.92 0.61

Faranah buy_from_a_market~age+religion 
+gender+youbuy

335.62 0.44

Nzérékoré buy_from_a_market~age+religion 
+gender+youbuy

114.42 2.95

Youbuy refers to a variable of whether the respondent is responsible for 
the household food shop. 
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whether people buy wild meat from markets was the 
best fitting: Age, Religion, Gender and whether the 
respondent is responsible for the household food 
shop (Table 2B). However, different demographics 
behaved differently across urban centres.

In Conakry, no age groups were significantly more 
or less likely to claim to buy from a market compared 
to 18–25 year olds. Non-Muslims were significantly 
more likely to claim they buy from markets than 
Muslims (β = 1.86, CI: 2.40–1.32, p = 0.00). 
Respondents who buy meat for their household 
were significantly more likely to state they go to the 
market for wild meat than people who were not the 
primary food shopper (β = 0.72, CI:1.36–0.07, p  
= 0.03).

In Faranah, respondents aged 36–45 were signifi
cantly more likely to state they shop in markets (β = 
0.94, CI: 1.75–0.12, p = 0.02) than those aged 18–25, 
and there was weak evidence of this also being true 
for 46+ year olds (β = 0.85, CI:1.74- −0.04, p = 0.06). 
Non-Muslims were significantly less likely to shop in 
markets than Muslims (β = −1.87, CI:-1.32- −2.42, p  
= 0.00). Although not statistically significant, respon
dents who purchase the food for their household 
tended to state they were more likely to buy wild 
meat from a market than respondents that do not 
have this responsibility (β = 2.08, CI:4.36- −0.20, p  
= 0.07).

In Nzérékoré, the only significant finding was that 
men were less likely to buy from markets than 
women (β = −1.51, CI: 0.99–2.00, p = 0.05). There 
were trends towards all age groups being less likely 
than 18–25 year olds to buy from markets, however 
the only age group for which this was approaching 
significance was 36–45 years (β = −1.60, CI: 0.14- 
−3.33, p = 0.07).

�����
����� ��	��	���

In response to ‘Typically how frequently do you purchase 
wild meat?’ we found people claimed to purchase wild 
meat more frequently (at least 2–3 times a month) in 
Faranah (n = 261/335, 77.9% of respondents who stated 
they buy wild meat, excluding those who did not know 
their age) compared to Nzérékoré (n = 259/587, 44.1%) 
and Conakry (n = 123/337, 36.5%). The simplest model 
including Age, Religion, and Gender was found to be 
the best fitting for each urban centre. We found reli
gious identity to have the strongest differences in all 
three urban centres. Non-Muslims stated they bought 
wild meat significantly more frequently than Muslims, 
with a greater effect size in Conakry (β = 2.08, SE = 0.26, 
p = 3.48e-15) and Nzérékoré (β = 2.26, SE = 0.56, 
p = 6.04e-06) compared to Faranah (β = 1.11, 
SE = 0.40, p = 0.01) (Figure 3).

We found inconsistent effects of gender across the 
urban centres. In Nzérékoré (β = 0.64, SE = 0.30, t =  

2.22, p = 0.03), men claimed to purchase wild meat 
significantly more frequently than women claimed. 
However, there was no significant difference between 
genders in Faranah (β = −0.20, SE = 0.30, p = 0.51) 
and Conakry (β = 0.27, SE = 0.23, p = 0.24) (Figure 4).

Age was not a strong predictor of purchasing 
frequency across urban centres. The only significant 
result was in Nzérékoré where respondents aged 
36–45 bought wild meat significantly more often 
than 18–25 year olds (β = 1.04, SE = 0.40, t = 2.60, p  
= 9.60e-03) (Table 3).

Discussion

We aimed to understand wild meat consumption and 
purchase behaviour in three urban centres in Guinea 
and identify demographic factors that influence these 
behaviours. Nationwide, bars/restaurants (hereafter 
bars) were important eateries for wild meat, but we 
found differences between urban centres. The con
sumption of wild meat at other people’s houses was 
more important in Conakry and Faranah than 
Nzérékoré. This was particularly apparent for women 
in Faranah, suggesting wild meat potentially performs 
an important social function for this group. In 
Nzérékoré, markets and bars are important eateries 
for women. Markets were the most utilised point of 
sale for wild meat across Guinea, followed by bars, 
particularly in Conakry and Nzérékoré. In Nzérékoré, 
women claimed to buy wild meat from bars more often 
than men. While Nzérékoré had the greatest proportion 
of respondents that claimed to eat wild meat, the stated 
wild meat purchasing frequency across the country was 
polarised. Respondents, irrespective of their religion or 
gender, claimed they either never/rarely bought wild 
meat, or bought it at high frequencies. Participants 
claimed they purchased wild meat most frequently in 
the smallest urban centre, Faranah, and the least fre
quently, in the coastal capital Conakry. This may be 
because residents likely have greater access to fish and 
imported meats in the capital, where these proteins may 
be cheaper than wild meat. Religion had a strong effect 
on all best fitting models. According to their responses, 
people who do not identify as Muslim buy and eat more 
wild meat than those that do. It is possible that this 
result may reflect a difference in social desirability bias 
(Ibbett et al. 2021) between the different religious 
groups. For example, there may be no social pressures 
or restrictions on non-Muslim participants when 
admitting to a stranger that they consume wild meat, 
whereas Muslims may feel shame or fear of recrimina
tion by society if they admit to consuming haram meats. 
We mitigated for this bias by only including partici
pants who claimed to eat wild meat and by not distin
guishing between types of wild meat, as some wild 
meats are haram. Nevertheless, we consider that some 
respondents may claim they eat less wild meat than the 
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actual quantities consumed. We did not find any coun
trywide patterns relating to gender or age.

The importance of markets as wild meat trade 
hubs reflects other studies. Anstey (1991) in 
Monrovia, Liberia found c. 76–88% of wild meat 
purchases were from markets. In Río Muni, 
Equatorial Guinea (East et al. 2005), Yaoundé, 
Cameroon (Edderai and Dame 2006) and Pointe 
Noire, Brazzaville and Kinshasa in the Congo 
Basin (Wright 2018; Wright et al. 2022), the major
ity of wild meat in urban areas is consumed at 
home. Wright et al. (2022) report a variety of 
urban wild meat outlets are available in 
Brazzaville and Kinshasa, targeting different consu
mer groups. These can range from high-end hotels 
for wealthier urbanites to simple outdoor stalls. 
The diversity of these eateries means urban wild 
meat is available to most budgets (van Vliet et al.  
2011). According to our data, one third of people 
in Conakry (population c. 2.3 m [UN 2024]) con
sume wild meat. If the consumption rate of those 
people was only 1 kg once or twice a year, 

c.759–1,518 tonnes of wild meat would be con
sumed annually in Conakry.

The sociodemographic variable with the strongest 
effect, in all best fitting models, was religion. We 
interpret our findings relating to religion as broad 
correlations, recognising that different branches of 
religions have different teachings, and that correlation 
does not equal causation. We found that where people 
acquire wild meat varied among people of different 
religions and across urban centres. Non-Muslim 
respondents bought wild meat significantly more fre
quently than Muslims, particularly in Conakry and 
Nzérékoré. The religious demographic of our sample 
reflects that of the wider population, with the majority 
of people in Conakry and Faranah ascribing to Islam, 
whereas in Nzérékoré around half the population are 
Christian. Across the three cities, we found Muslim 
respondents were more likely to claim they eat wild 
meat in bars, than people from other religions. One 
explanation for this may be found in research con
ducted in Faranah. Previous studies have indicated 
that in Faranah, when some Muslims consume meat 

Figure 3. (A) Proportional wild meat purchase frequency of respondents from different religious groups in Conakry, Faranah and 
Nzérékoré. (B) Purchase frequency based on a priori categories of different religious groups in each urban centre.
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in a bar/restaurant, they are more relaxed about their 
religious limitations/consumption taboos and do not 
always ask what animal the meat is from i.e. they will 
consume any meat in these public eateries, but are 
stricter at home (Konate A, personal communication, 

2015). In Conakry, we found more Muslims either 
hunted or were given wild meat by people from 
Conakry or villages/rural areas, than non-Muslims, 
although we note that the sample of urban residents 
who stated they hunt was very small.

Figure 4. (A) Purchasing frequency of male and female respondents in Conakry, Faranah and Nzérékoré. (B) Purchase frequency 
based ona priori simplified categories for genders. Note that in (B) Nzérékoré, it appears women buy meat significantly more 
than men which contradicts the OSM finding that men purchased wild meat significantly more frequently than women. This is 
because the “once per month” bars depict infrequent purchases. Therefore, more women make infrequent purchases than men, 
meaning men buy wild meat more frequently than women.

Table 3. OSM model output for wild meat purchasing frequency of different ages across the three 
study sites in the Republic of Guinea.

Urban Centre Age ß SE T P N

Conakry† 18–25 −0.17 0.44 −0.39 0.69 41
26–35 −0.50 0.30 −1.65 0.10 104
36–45 −0.01 0.29 −0.05 0.96 123

46+ – – – – 214
Faranah 18–25 – – – – 70

26–35 −0.48 0.39 −1.22 0.22 133
36–45 −0.33 0.42 −0.79 0.43 98

46+ −0.64 0.51 −1.26 0.21 72
Nzérékoré 18–25 – – – – 212

26–35 0.59 0.33 1.77 0.08 189
 !"#$ %�&# &�#& ’�$( &�&% (%

46+ 0.56 0.37 1.50 0.14 111
†due to the small sample size for 18–25s we changed the reference category to 46+ for this model. Reference 

category for each model is depicted in italics. 
Bold text to depict significance. 
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Differing religious doctrines may explain the 
higher consumption rates among non-Muslim 
respondents. Broadly speaking, Christian teaching, 
for example, dictates that humans are separate from 
and dominant over nature, natural resources are pro
vided by God, and therefore supply is protected by 
God (Gifford 2014; Bachmann et al. 2019). This has 
seen Christianity superseding traditional cultural 
norms alongside the erosion of traditional hunting/ 
consumption taboos that previously restricted or pro
hibited the use of some species (Luzar et al. 2012; 
Knoop et al. 2020; Supit et al. 2021). Islam, on the 
other hand, teaches that Allah created humans as part 
of a holistic system for which they are responsible 
(Gifford 2014). In Islam, it is also required that ani
mals are killed and prepared to halal (permitted) 
specifications. Wild meat hunting in Guinea increas
ingly involves the use of guns (Duonamou et al.  
2021), as elsewhere across West and Central Africa 
(Ingram et al. 2025), however if the animal dies 
instantly (by trap or gun) it is haram to consume 
it’s flesh (Njiforti 1996). Our finding that Muslims in 
Conakry hunted or were gifted wild meat (at low 
prevalence), may be due to the assurance of its 
source. By killing the animals themselves, or having 
meat gifted by a trusted party, it allows the consumer 
to be certain of the species and that it was killed 
according to halal stipulations. However, it is impor
tant to note that haram stipulations may only apply 
to consumption, and not extend to the killing or sale 
of meat, as Bonwitt et al. (2017) found in Sierra 
Leone. In Faranah, Duonamou et al. (2021) found 
religious taboos surrounding the killing and con
sumption of red river hog (Potamochoerus porcus) 
by Muslims were weakening. Muslims typically will 
not eat the meat of this species; however, there are 
examples where Muslims kill these crop raiding ani
mals and trade/offer the meat to non-Muslims 
(Duonamou et al. 2021). Urban markets offer oppor
tunities to benefit financially from the sale of meat to 
non-Muslim consumers. Indeed, our results align 
with those of Bangoura et al. (2025), who found 
that the prevalence of wild meat consumption was 
lower among Muslims respondents.

We found little difference in the consumptive beha
viours between women and men across the urban 
centres. This is not typical of findings from other 
urban environments in Central Africa. We offer four 
explanations why we did not find differences in con
sumption patterns between men and women in our 
study. Firstly, to our knowledge, our study has a typi
cally larger number of participants in a survey of 
urban wild meat consumers, so it may be as straight
forward as a reduced sampling effect. Secondly, it is 
possible that as Guinea sees an increase in urbanisa
tion, we may be seeing a narrowing of the differences 
between the roles typically played by genders, as is 

currently taking place in other parts of West Africa 
(i.e. Nigeria) as women’s lifestyles, particularly of the 
younger generation, become more comparable to men 
(Luiselli et al. 2019). Thirdly, women play a pivotal 
role in trading wild meat (Willis Key et al. 2025). In 
urban Africa, wild meat is predominantly traded by 
women either in markets or restaurants (Bachmann et 
al. 2019; Jones et al. 2019; Randolph et al. 2022; Wright 
et al. 2022). This may explain why women eat in 
markets and bars in Nzérékoré. Finally, it is often 
women who purchase food for the household, as we 
found in Faranah and Nzérékoré, so there is a high 
likelihood that the family eat the same foods together.

We found no influence of age on wild meat con
sumption, meaning people are not claiming they con
sume more or less wild meat as they get older, nor are 
we seeing a generational shift in consumption pat
terns. An explanation for our result might be a 
dichotomy between urban migrants (maintaining 
rural wild meat consumption habits) and urban- 
born people (with lower wild meat consumption 
habits), thus potentially diluting the effect of age. 
Future studies could investigate this hypothesis.

Rural communities often have limited access to 
animal protein beyond wild meat, whereas alterna
tives, such as domestic meat or fish, are typically 
available in urban areas. Nevertheless, urbanisation 
does not guarantee food security. In contrast to rural 
livelihoods, access to food in urban areas is governed 
by a market economy, with low resilience to shocks 
and little room for diversification (Bachmann et al.  
2019). Although food availability is high in urban 
areas, access is restricted to those with the financial 
means to purchase groceries. This can result in food 
or nutritional insecurity for households living on low 
incomes (Garekae and Shackleton 2020; Chaves et al.  
2024). This was evident in South Africa, 2017, where 
63% of households living with hunger were in urban 
areas and, for many, over 50% of their monthly 
household expenditure went on food (Garekae and 
Shackleton 2020). As urban expansion continues, 
social inequalities are expected to increase. Without 
hunting opportunities or access to land to absorb 
environmental or financial shocks, it is likely hunger 
in urban areas will also rise (Sneyd 2016; Barthel et al.  
2019). This may impact wild meat consumption in 
two ways. Poorer households may become more reli
ant on cheaper imported domestic meats as they 
become priced out of even the cheapest wild meat 
species, e.g. cane rats (Thryonomys sp.) and porcupine 
(Atherurus sp.). At the same time, the consumption of 
wild meat could accelerate as consumer demand is 
driven by wealthy urbanites. This could see an 
increase in both wild meat consumption in general 
and demand for the more prestigious meats with a 
higher retail value (Brashares et al. 2011; Bachmann 
et al. 2020). Shortly after our study was conducted 
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(2023–4), we note that Guinea started to experience 
political and economic uncertainty (ISS 2025), which 
may similarly have impacts on urban-rural migration 
trends, income, and diets including the consumption 
of wild meat.

The greatest consumers of wild meat were the 
minority non-Muslim population, suggesting that 
initiatives designed to improve the sustainability of 
wild meat use may want to engage with this group. A 
possible approach could be to work with the church 
to contextualise wild meat into existing Christian 
teachings on good stewardship. Pope Francis was 
influential in these teachings in his encyclical On 
Care for Our Common Home (Chan et al. 2016). 
Here, he wrote of the failing of humanity to act as 
‘caretakers’ and that due to human activities, plant 
and animal extinctions mean ‘thousands of species 
will no longer give glory to God’ (Francis 2016). 
These progressive teachings steer away from the 
belief that all God’s creatures are for use, and rather 
emphasise the importance of being a good neighbour 
and a steward of God’s creations (Mcleod and Palmer  
2015). Another avenue may be to tackle this issue 
indirectly through Christian leaders teachings (Supit 
et al. 2021). In Cameroon, Simo et al. (2024) found 
that, among urbanites that consume wild meat, the 
most trusted messengers were religious leaders and 
teachers. Thus, engaging with the Christianity-based 
church is likely to be important in reducing urban 
wild meat consumption in this region, in circum
stances where it is deemed unsustainable and/or 
illegal.

Nationally, we found that women have similar 
eating habits to men, so demand reduction efforts 
should not focus on a single gender. We also found 
no clear trend across age groups, which is concerning 
as it suggests that wild meat purchasing and con
sumption may not simply reduce steadily over time. 
It also means that age may not be a useful grouping 
factor for targeting initiatives. However, our finding 
that the majority of people ate in bars does offer an 
opportunity to reduce consumption. Where deemed 
unsustainable and/or illegal, approaches could 
include demand reduction/supply alternatives cam
paigns (e.g. Chaves et al. 2018; Cisse et al. 2025), 
engaging with restauranteurs (e.g. Wright et al.  
2022), or enforcement (where species are sold illeg
ally), although alternative economic opportunities 
may be needed for those whose income is reliant on 
selling wild meat in bars.

Reducing demand for wild meat can have unin
tended consequences for public health and the 
environment. A decrease in wild meat consumption 
may cause an increase in unhealthy alternatives, 
such as ultra-processed foods high in salt and satu
rated fats, and known to increase the risk of cancers 
(Chaves et al. 2024). Domestic livestock rearing is 

well documented to cause widespread habitat loss 
and contribute to greenhouse gas emissions 
(Pendrill et al. 2022). Therefore, demand reduction 
alone is not sufficient to reduce wild meat consump
tion sustainably. Management strategies need to 
incorporate sustainable alternatives. One option 
could be to support urban households establish 
mini-livestock opportunities such as small-scale rab
bit, cane rat, chicken, or insect production or adopt 
more plant based proteins into their diets. This type 
of scheme has seen success in East Africa and Asia 
(Jori et al. 2005; Durst and Hanboonsong 2015; 
Johnson et al. 2024) and requires minimal input 
whilst offering food security for urban households. 
However, it is important to note that animals are 
not inherently interchangeable in food cultures.

Conclusion

Guinea, alongside the rest of Africa, is predicted to 
see a rapid increase in urbanisation. Compared to 
rural residents, urban residents are generally better 
educated, wealthier and exposed to influences from 
the media, technology and a market economy. This 
is likely to cause an increase in consumption gen
erally, and possibly a higher demand for wild meat. 
Responding to increases in demand is vital for the 
conservation of wildlife populations and human 
food security, before wildlife is depleted. Our work 
directly contributes and builds on understanding the 
dynamics of urban wild meat consumption. Our 
findings and management recommendations are 
directly relevant to policy makers for Target 5 of 
the Convention on Biological Diversity (i.e. ensure 
sustainable, safe and legal harvesting and trade of 
wild species). Further our work supports the United 
National Sustainable Development Goals, particu
larly goals 2 (Zero Hunger), 5 (Gender Equality), 
11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities) and 15 
(Life on Land) (UN 2025) (Appendix Figure 1).

Acknowledgements

The authors wish to thank the Ministry of Environment 
and Sustainable Development (MEDD) and local town 
authorities for providing permits for this work. We also 
thank all participants for their time and responses.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s). 

Funding

This work is part of the Food and Nature Programme. HP, 
JB, NY and DJI, as well as field work costs, are funded by a 
UK Research and Innovation Future Leaders Fellowship 
(awarded to DJI: [MR/W006316/1]).

ECOSYSTEMS AND PEOPLE 13



ORCID

Natalie Yoh http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6171-3800
Daniel J. Ingram http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5843-220X

Data availability statement

Anonymised data is available in the Kent Data Repository 
https://data.kent.ac.uk/id/eprint/621.

Use of artificial intelligence statement

ChatGPT – GPT-4o was used to improve code writing and 
troubleshoot issues when using R.

References

Akoi Boré J et al. 2024. Serological evidence of zoonotic 
filovirus exposure among bushmeat hunters in Guinea. 
Nat Commun. 15(1):4171. https://doi.org/10.1038/ 
s41467-024-48587-5

Anderson JA. 1984. Regression and ordered categorical 
variables. J R Stat Soc B (Statistcal Methodol). 46(1):1– 
22. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1984.tb01270.x

Anstey S. 1991. Wildlife utilisation in Liberia. WWF/FDA 
wildlife survey report. Dorset.

Bachmann ME et al. 2019. Disentangling economic, cul
tural, and nutritional motives to identify entry points 
for regulating a wildlife commodity chain. Biol 
Conserv. 238:108177. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon. 
2019.07.022

Bachmann ME et al. 2020. Saving rodents, losing primates 
—why we need tailored bushmeat management strate
gies. People Nat. 2(4):889–902. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
pan3.10119

Bangoura ST et al. 2025. Bushmeat consumption in 
Guinea: implications for public health and one health 
perspective. PAMJ-One Health. 18:18. https://doi.org/10. 
11604/pamj-oh.2025.18.18.48047

Barthel S et al. 2019. Global urbanization and food produc
tion in direct competition for land: leverage places to 
mitigate impacts on SDG2 and on the Earth system. 
Anth Rev. 6(1–2):71–97. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
2053019619856672

Bene JCK, Gamys J, Dufour S. 2013. Marketing channel of 
hunting products in northern Nimba County, Liberia. 
Livest Res Rural Devel. 25(1)

Bonwitt J et al. 2017. Participation of women and chil
dren in hunting activities in Sierra Leone and implica
tions for control of zoonotic infections. PLOS Negl 
Trop Dis. 11(7):e0005699. https://doi.org/10.1371/jour 
nal.pntd.0005699

Brant R. 1990. Assessing proportionality in the propor
tional odds model for ordinal logistic regression. 
Biometrics. 46(4):1171. https://doi.org/10.2307/2532457

Brashares JS et al. 2014. Wildlife decline and social conflict. 
Science. 345(6195):376–378. https://doi.org/10.1126/ 
science.1256734

Brashares JS, Golden CD, Weinbaum KZ, Barrett CB, Okello 
GV. 2011. Economic and geographic drivers of wildlife 
consumption in rural Africa. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA. 108 
(34):13931–13936. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1011526108

Brondz I. 2018. Why Judaism and Islam prohibit eating 
pork and blood as a food? Voice Publisher. 4(2):22–31.  
https://doi.org/10.4236/vp.2018.42003

Brugiere D, Magassouba B. 2009. Pattern and sustainability 
of the bushmeat trade in the Haut Niger National Park, 
Republic of Guinea. Afr J Ecol. 47(4):630–639. https:// 
doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2028.2008.01013.x

Burnham KP, Anderson DR. 2004. Multimodel inference: 
understanding AIC and BIC in model selection. Sociol 
Method Res. 33(2):261–304. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0049124104268644

Buschmann A. 2019. Conducting a street-intercept survey 
in an authoritarian regime: the case of Myanmar. Soc Sci 
Q. 100(3):857–868. https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12611

Chan KMA et al. 2016. Why protect nature? Rethinking 
values and the environment. Proc Natl Acad Sci. 113 
(6):1462–1465. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525002113

Chausson AM, Rowcliffe JM, Escouflaire L, Wieland M, 
Wright JH. 2019. Understanding the sociocultural dri
vers of urban bushmeat consumption for behavior 
change interventions in Pointe Noire, Republic of 
Congo. Hum Ecol. 47(2):179–191. https://doi.org/10. 
1007/s10745-019-0061-z

Chaves WA et al. 2024. Urbanization and food transition in 
the Brazilian Amazon: from wild to domesticated meat. 
People Nat. https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10746

Chaves WA, Valle DR, Monroe MC, Wilkie DS, Sieving 
KE. 2018. Changing wild meat consumption: an experi
ment in the central Amazon, Brazil. Conserv Lett. 11(2): 
e12391. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12391

Chaves WA, Wilkie DS, Monroe MC, Sieving KE. 2017. 
Market access and wild meat consumption in the central 
Amazon, Brazil. Biol Conserv. 212(A):240–248. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.06.013

Cisse A, Englander G, Ingram DJ. 2025. Conserving wild
life through demand reduction and supply alternatives: 
two experiments in restaurants in Kinshasa. People Nat. 
1–15.

Clarke S, Milner-Gulland EJ, Bjørndal T. 2007. Social, 
economic, and regulatory drivers of the shark fin trade. 
Mar Resour Econ. 22(3):305–327. https://doi.org/10. 
1086/mre.22.3.42629561

Coad L et al. 2019. Towards a sustainable, participatory 
and inclusive wild meat sector. CIFOR. BCoad1901.pdf.

Colding J, Folke C. 2001. Social taboos: “invisible” systems 
of local resource management and biological conserva
tion. Ecol Appl. 11(2):584–600. https://doi.org/10.1890/ 
1051-0761(2001)011[0584:STISOL 2.0.CO;2

Csárdi G et al. 2024. Remotes: R package installation from 
remote repositories, including ‘GitHub’. R package ver
sion 2.5.0. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=remotes

Csárdi G, Hester J. 2024. Pak: another approach to package 
installation. R package version 0.8.0. https://CRAN.R- 
project.org/package=pak

Duonamou L, Konate A, Xu J, Humle T. 2021. Temporal 
evolution of bushmeat traded in High Niger National 
Park, Guinea, West Africa. Oryx. 55(5):717–724. https:// 
doi.org/10.1017/S0030605319001443

Durst PB, Hanboonsong Y. 2015. Small-scale production of 
edible insects for enhanced food security and rural live
lihoods: experience from Thailand and Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic. J Insects Food Feed. 1(1):25–32.  
https://doi.org/10.3920/JIFF2014.0019

East T, Kümpel NF, Milner-Gulland EJ, Rowcliffe JM. 
2005. Determinants of urban bushmeat consumption in 

14 H. PHEASEY ET AL.

https://data.kent.ac.uk/id/eprint/621
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-48587-5
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-48587-5
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1984.tb01270.x
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.07.022
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.07.022
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10119
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10119
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.11604/pamj-oh.2025.18.18.48047
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.11604/pamj-oh.2025.18.18.48047
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/2053019619856672
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/2053019619856672
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pntd.0005699
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pntd.0005699
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2307/2532457
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1256734
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1256734
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1011526108
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4236/vp.2018.42003
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4236/vp.2018.42003
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2028.2008.01013.x
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2028.2008.01013.x
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124104268644
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124104268644
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12611
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525002113
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-019-0061-z
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-019-0061-z
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10746
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12391
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.06.013
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.06.013
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1086/mre.22.3.42629561
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1086/mre.22.3.42629561
https://BCoad1901.pdf
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2001)011[0584:STISOL
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2001)011[0584:STISOL
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=remotes
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=pak
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=pak
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605319001443
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605319001443
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3920/JIFF2014.0019
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3920/JIFF2014.0019


Río Muni, Equatorial Guinea. Biol Conserv. 126(2):206– 
215. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.05.012

Edderai D, Dame M. 2006. A census of the commercial 
bushmeat market in Yaoundé, Cameroon. Oryx. 40 
(4):472–475. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0030605306001256

Fa JE, Currie D, Meeuwig J. 2003. Bushmeat and food 
security in the Congo Basin: linkages between wildlife 
and people’s future. Environ Conserv. 30(1):71–78.  
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892903000067

Fa JE et al. 2019. Mapping the availability of bushmeat for 
consumption in Central African cities. Environ Res Lett. 
14(9):094002. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab36fa

[FAO] Food and Agriculture Organization. 2017. 
FAOSTAT. [accessed 2024 Oct 15]. http://www.fao.org/ 
faostat/en/#home

[FAO] Food and Agricultural Organization, IFAD, 
UNICEF, WFP and WHO. 2025. The state of food 
security and nutrition in the world 2025 – addressing 
high food price inflation for food security and nutrition. 
Rome. https://doi.org/10.4060/cd6008en

Fargeot C, Drouet-Hoguet N, Le Bel S. 2017. The role of 
bushmeat in urban household consumption: insights 
from Bangui, the capital city of the Central African 
Republic. Bois et Forêts des Tropiques. 332:31–42.  
https://doi.org/10.19182/bft2017.332.a31331

Farouk M et al. 2021. Industrial halal hunted-game and 
feral animals’ meat production. Meat Sci. 181:108602.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2021.108602

Fox J, Weisberg S. 2019. An R companion to applied 
regression. 3rd ed. SAGE Publications Ltd.

Francis P. 2016. Laudato Si’: on care of our common home 37. 
https://www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/encyclicals/ 
documents/papa-francesco_20150524_enciclica-laudato-si. 
html

Garekae H, Shackleton CM. 2020. Foraging wild food in 
urban spaces: the contribution of wild foods to urban 
dietary diversity in South Africa. Sustainability. 12 
(2):678. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12020678

Gelman A, Su Y. 2024. arm: Data analysis using regression 
and multilevel/hierarchical models (R package version 
1.14-4). https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=arm

Gifford R. 2014. Environmental psychology matters. Annu 
Rev Psychol. 65(1):541–579. https://doi.org/10.1146/ 
annurev-psych-010213-115048

Golden CD, Fernald LCH, Brashares JS, Rasolofoniaina 
BJR, Kremen C. 2011. Benefits of wildlife consumption 
to child nutrition in a biodiversity hotspot. Proc Natl 
Acad Sci. 108(49):19653–19656. https://doi.org/10.1073/ 
pnas.1112586108

Hansen MC et al. 2013. High-resolution global maps of 
21st-century forest cover change. Science. 342 
(6160):850–853. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1244693

Hockings KJ, Sousa C. 2013. Human-chimpanzee sympatry 
and interactions in Cantanhez National Park, Guinea- 
Bissau: current research and future directions. Primate 
Conserv. 6(1):57–65. https://doi.org/10.1896/052.026.0104

Ibbett H, Jones JPG, St John FAV. 2021. Asking sensitive 
questions in conservation using randomised response 
techniques. Biol Conserv. 260:109191. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.biocon.2021.109191

Ikeda S. 2006. Luxury and wealth. Int Econ Rev. 47(2):495– 
526. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2354.2006.00386.x

Ingram DJ. 2018. Quantifying the exploitation of terrestrial 
wildlife in Africa [dissertation]. University of Sussex.

Ingram DJ. 2020. Wild meat in changing times. J 
Ethnobiol. 40(2):117–130. https://doi.org/10.2993/0278- 
0771-40.2.117

Ingram DJ et al. 2018. Assessing Africa-wide pangolin 
exploitation by scaling local data. Conserv Lett. 11(2): 
e12389. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12389

Ingram DJ et al. 2021. Wild meat is still on the menu: 
progress in wild meat research, policy, and practice from 
2002 to 2020. Annu Rev Environ Resour. 46(1):221–254.  
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-041020-063132

Ingram DJ et al. 2025. Regional patterns of wild animal 
hunting in African tropical forests. Nat Sustainability. 8 
(2):202–214. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-024-01494-5

[ISS] Institute for Security Studies. 2025. Return to consti
tutional order in Guinea: a major stress test. ISS PSC 
Report of the African Union Peace and Security Council; 
[accessed 2026 Feb 3]. https://issafrica.org/pscreport/ 
psc-insights/return-to-constitutional-order-in-guinea-a- 
major-stress-test.

Jaureguiberry P et al. 2022. The direct drivers of recent 
global anthropogenic biodiversity loss. Sci Adv. 8(45): 
eabm9982. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abm9982

Jedwab R, Christiaensen L, Gindelsky M. 2017. 
Demography, urbanization and development: rural 
push, urban pull and . . . urban push? J Urban Econ. 
98:6–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2015.09.002

Johnson KE, Hayes J, Davidson P, Tinago CB, Anguyo G. 
2024. ‘Never cry for food’: food security, poverty, and 
recurring themes in news media regarding rabbit farm
ing in East Africa. Renewable Agric Food Syst. 39:e2.  
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742170523000480

Jones S et al. 2019. Incentives and social relationships of 
hunters and traders in a Liberian bushmeat system. Biol 
Conserv. 237:338–347. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon. 
2019.06.006

Jori F, Edderai D, Houben P. 2005. A review of the farming 
of African rodents. In: Paoletti MG, editor. Ecological 
implications of minilivestock (Role of Rodents, Frogs, 
Snails, and Insects for sustainable development). Science 
Publishers Inc. p 25–46.

Knoop SB, Morcatty TQ, El Bizri HR, Cheyne SM. 2020. 
Age, religion, and taboos influence subsistence hunting 
by indigenous people of the lower Madeira River, 
Brazilian Amazon. J Ethnobiol. 40(2):131–148. https:// 
doi.org/10.2993/0278-0771-40.2.131

KoBoToolbox. 2018. KoBoToolbox. Harvard Humanitarian 
Initiative.

LaCerva G. 2016. Untamed and rare: access and power in 
DRC’s emerging luxury bushmeat trade. In: Pierce 
Colfer CJ, Basnett BS, Elias M, editors. Gender and 
forests: climate change, tenure, value chains and emer
ging issues. Earthscan Routledge. p 243–260.

Lescuyer G, Nasi R. 2016. Financial and economic values 
of bushmeat in rural and urban livelihoods in 
Cameroon: inputs to the development of public policy. 
Int Rev. 18(1):93–107. https://doi.org/10.1505/146554 
816819683726

Lüdecke D. 2018. Ggeffects: tidy data frames of marginal 
effects from regression models. J Open Source Softw. 3 
(26):772. https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00772

Lüdecke D, Ben-Shachar M, Patil I, Waggoner P, 
Makowski D. 2021. Performance: an R package for 
assessment, comparison and testing of statistical models. 
J Open Source Softw. 6(60):3139. https://doi.org/10. 
21105/joss.03139

ECOSYSTEMS AND PEOPLE 15

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.05.012
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/s0030605306001256
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892903000067
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892903000067
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab36fa
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#home
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#home
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4060/cd6008en
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.19182/bft2017.332.a31331
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.19182/bft2017.332.a31331
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2021.108602
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2021.108602
https://www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/encyclicals/documents/papa-francesco_20150524_enciclica-laudato-si.html
https://www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/encyclicals/documents/papa-francesco_20150524_enciclica-laudato-si.html
https://www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/encyclicals/documents/papa-francesco_20150524_enciclica-laudato-si.html
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.3390/su12020678
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=arm
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115048
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115048
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1112586108
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1112586108
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1244693
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1896/052.026.0104
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2021.109191
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2021.109191
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2354.2006.00386.x
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2993/0278-0771-40.2.117
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2993/0278-0771-40.2.117
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12389
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-041020-063132
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-041020-063132
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-024-01494-5
https://issafrica.org/pscreport/psc-insights/return-to-constitutional-order-in-guinea-a-major-stress-test
https://issafrica.org/pscreport/psc-insights/return-to-constitutional-order-in-guinea-a-major-stress-test
https://issafrica.org/pscreport/psc-insights/return-to-constitutional-order-in-guinea-a-major-stress-test
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abm9982
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2015.09.002
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742170523000480
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742170523000480
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.06.006
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.06.006
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2993/0278-0771-40.2.131
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2993/0278-0771-40.2.131
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1505/146554816819683726
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1505/146554816819683726
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00772
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03139
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03139


Luiselli L et al. 2019. Understanding the influence of non- 
wealth factors in determining bushmeat consumption: 
results from four West African countries. Acta Oecol. 
94:47–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actao.2017.10.002

Luiselli L et al. 2020. Bushmeat consumption in large urban 
centres in West Africa. Oryx. 54(5):731–734. https://doi. 
org/10.1017/S0030605318000893

Luzar JB, Silvius KM, Fragoso JMV. 2012. Church affilia
tion and meat taboos in indigenous communities of 
Guyanese Amazonia. Hum Ecol. 40(6):833–845. https:// 
doi.org/10.1007/s10745-012-9521-4

Macdonald DW et al. 2012. Bushmeat trade in the cross– 
Sanaga rivers region: evidence for the importance of 
protected areas. Biol Conserv. 147(1):107–114. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.12.018

Mcleod E, Palmer M. 2015. Why conservation needs reli
gion. Coastal Manag. 43(3):238–252. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/08920753.2015.1030297

McMillan L, Fernández Martínez D, Cui Y, Matechou E. 
2024. Clustord: clustering ordinal data using propor
tional odds model, ordered stereotype model or binary 
model. R package version 1.1.3; [accessed 2025 Jan 15]. 
https://github.com/vuw-clustering/clustord

McNamara J, Fa JE, Ntiamoa-Baidu Y. 2019. 
Understanding drivers of urban bushmeat demand in a 
Ghanaian market. Biol Conserv. 239:108291. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108291

Morsello C et al. 2015. Cultural attitudes are stronger 
predictors of bushmeat consumption and preference 
than economic factors among urban Amazonians from 
Brazil and Colombia. Ecol Soc. 20(4). https://doi.org/10. 
5751/ES-07771-200421

Mundfrom DJ, Perrett JJ, Schaffer J, Piccone A, 
Roozeboom M. 2006. Bonferroni adjustments in tests 
for regression coefficients. Multiple Linear Regres 
Viewpoints. 32:1–6.

Newing H. 2011. Conducting research in conservation: a 
social science perspective. Routledge, Oxon.

Ngoufo R et al. 2014. Social norms and cultural services— 
community belief system and use of wildlife products in 
the northern periphery of the Korup National Park, 
South-West Cameroon. Change Adapt Socio-Ecol Syst. 
1(1):26–34. https://doi.org/10.2478/cass-2014-0003

Nguyen LB, Fossung EE, Affana Nkoa C, Humle T. 2021. 
Understanding consumer demand for bushmeat in 
urban centers of Cameroon with a focus on pangolin 
species. Conserv Sci Pract. 3(6):e419. https://doi.org/10. 
1111/csp2.419

Nielsen MR, Meilby H, Smith-Hall C, Pouliot M, Treue T. 
2018. The importance of wild meat in the global South. 
Ecol Econ. 146:696–705. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecole 
con.2017.12.018

Nijhawan S, Mihu A. 2020. Relations of blood: hunting 
taboos and wildlife conservation in the Idu Mishmi of 
Northeast India. J Ethnobiol. 40(2):149–166. https://doi. 
org/10.2993/0278-0771-40.2.149

Njiforti HL. 1996. Preferences and present demand for 
bushmeat in North Cameroon: some implications for 
wildlife conservation. Environ Conserv. 23(2):149–155.  
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892900038534

[OECD] Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development, African Development Bank, Cities Alliance, 
United Cities And Local Governments Of Africa. 2025. 
Africa’s urbanisation dynamics 2025: planning for urban 
expansion, West African studies. OECD Publishing.

Pendrill F et al. 2022. Disentangling the numbers behind 
agriculture-driven tropical deforestation. Science. 377 
(6611). https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abm9267

[PNUD] Programme des Nations Unies pour le 
Développement. 2022. Ministere du plan et de la coop
eration internationale, annuaire statistique 2021. Institut 
National De La Statistique.

R Core Team. 2024. R: a language and environment for 
statistical computing. In 1185 (version R version 4.4.1). 
R Foundation for Statistical Computing. http://www.R- 
project.org/

Randolph SG, Ingram DJ, Curran LM, Holland Jones J, 
Durham WH. 2022. Urban wild meat markets in 
Cameroon: actors and motives. World Devel. 160:106060.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2022.106060

Sabry F. 2024. Normal good. Unlocking your economic 
choices, a guide to normal goods. One Billion 
Knowledgeable.

Simo FT et al. 2024. Urban wild meat and pangolin con
sumption across southern forested Cameroon: the lim
ited influence of COVID-19. People Nat. https://doi.org/ 
10.1002/pan3.10634

Sneyd L. 2016. Wild food consumption and urban food 
security. In: Crush J, Battersby J, editors. Rapid urbani
sation, urban food deserts and food security in Africa. 
Springer International Publishing. p 143–156.

Supit A, Telew A, Bawiling N. 2021. The church, food 
culture, and ecotheology: an ongoing church effort in 
reducing bushmeat eating in Minahasa, Indonesia. 
Christian J Global Health. 8(1):64–68. https://doi.org/ 
10.15566/cjgh.v8i1.537

Tecsult. 2009. Tecsult for AICD study, with input from 
Direction Nationale de l’Entretien Routier (DNER). 
First order mapping of primary and secondary road 
network road data – Guinea (GN). World Bank Group 
Guinea Roads | Data Catalog.

Thomas S. 2008. Urbanisation as a driver of change. WIT 
Trans Ecol Environ. 117:95–104. https://doi.org/10.2495/ 
SC080101

Townsend B. 1987. Market segmentation: using demographics, 
psychographics, and other segmentation techniques to 
uncover and exploit new markets. Am Demogr. 9:10–11.

Translators Without Borders. 2025. Language data for 
Guinea. Language data for Guinea - Translators without 
Borders; [accessed 2025 Nov 2].Language data for 
Guinea - Translators without Borders

[UN] United Nations. 2024. Conakry, World population 
review; [accessed 2025 Oct 10]. https://worldpopulation 
review.com/cities/guinea/conakry

[UN] United Nations Department of Economic and Social 
Affairs. 2025. United Nations sustainable development 
goals. THE 17 GOALS | Sustainable Development.

[UN] United Nations, Department of Economic and Social 
Affairs, Population Division. 2018. World urbanization 
prospects, the 2018 revision; [accessed 2025 Oct 10]. 
https://population.un.org/wup/

van Vliet N et al. 2022. How do local folks value wild meat, 
and why it matters? A study in the Democratic Republic 
of Congo. Hum Ecol. 50(1):195–203. https://doi.org/10. 
1007/s10745-021-00275-4

van Vliet N, Mbazza P. 2011. Recognizing the multiple 
reasons for bushmeat consumption in urban areas: a 
necessary step toward the sustainable use of wildlife for 
food in Central Africa. Hum Dimens Wildl. 16(1):45–54.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/10871209.2010.523924

16 H. PHEASEY ET AL.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actao.2017.10.002
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605318000893
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605318000893
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-012-9521-4
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-012-9521-4
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.12.018
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.12.018
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/08920753.2015.1030297
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/08920753.2015.1030297
https://github.com/vuw-clustering/clustord
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108291
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108291
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-07771-200421
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-07771-200421
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2478/cass-2014-0003
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.419
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.419
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.12.018
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.12.018
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2993/0278-0771-40.2.149
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2993/0278-0771-40.2.149
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892900038534
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892900038534
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abm9267
http://www.R-project.org/
http://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2022.106060
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2022.106060
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10634
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10634
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.15566/cjgh.v8i1.537
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.15566/cjgh.v8i1.537
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2495/SC080101
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2495/SC080101
https://LanguagedataforGuinea-TranslatorswithoutBorders
https://LanguagedataforGuinea-TranslatorswithoutBorders
https://worldpopulationreview.com/cities/guinea/conakry
https://worldpopulationreview.com/cities/guinea/conakry
https://population.un.org/wup/
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-021-00275-4
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-021-00275-4
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/10871209.2010.523924
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/10871209.2010.523924


van Vliet N, Nasi R, Taber A. 2011. From the forest to the 
stomach: bushmeat consumption from rural to urban 
settings in Central Africa. In: Shackleton S, Shackleton 
C, Shanley P, editors. Non-timber forest products in the 
global context. Springer. p 129–145.

Venables WN, Ripley BD. 2002. Modern applied statistics 
with S. 4th ed. Springer.

Wickham H et al. 2019. Welcome to the Tidyverse. J Open 
Source Softw. 4(43):1686. https://doi.org/10.21105/joss. 
01686

Wilkie DS et al. 2005. Role of prices and wealth in con
sumer demand for bushmeat in Gabon, Central Africa. 
Conserv Biol. 19(1):268–274. https://doi.org/10.1111/j. 
1523-1739.2005.00372.x

Willis Key J et al. 2025. Gender dynamics of tropical wild
meat systems: a systematic map of women’s roles and 

influence. People Nat. 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
pan3.70133

World Atlas. 2025a. Religious beliefs in Guinea (Conakry); 
[accessed 2025 Oct 18]. Religious Beliefs In Guinea 
(Conakry).

World Atlas. 2025b. What languages are spoken in Guinea? 
[accessed 2025 Oct 18]. What Languages Are Spoken in 
Guinea?.

World Bank. 2016. Statistics: Countries and economies. 
World Bank.

Wright J. 2018. Bushmeat consumption across the cities of 
Pointe Noire, Brazzaville and Kinshasa. Wildlife 
Conservation Society.

Wright JH et al. 2022. Profiling the types of restaurants that 
sell wild meat in Central African cities. Afr J Ecol. 60 
(2):197–204. https://doi.org/10.1111/aje.12993

ECOSYSTEMS AND PEOPLE 17

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.01686
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.01686
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2005.00372.x
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2005.00372.x
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.70133
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.70133
https://ReligiousBeliefsInGuinea(Conakry)
https://ReligiousBeliefsInGuinea(Conakry)
https://WhatLanguagesAreSpokeninGuinea?
https://WhatLanguagesAreSpokeninGuinea?
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/aje.12993

