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Abstract

Tanzania is famous for it’s beautiful nature and rich wildlife. Proud of it’s natural 
heritage, Tanzania has dedicated over 20% of it’s territory as protected areas to shield the 
wildlife from human interference. But the wildlife is regarded as a menace by the local 
communities that lives close to the impressive national parks. At the same time, the 
increasing human population threatens the survival of the large migratory species in the 
parks by blocking vital dispersal areas.

This essay describes the human/wildlife conflict around Tarangire National Park and 
focuses on communities close to park borders. The intention is to examine if a buffer 
zone could solve the conflict in this area. By studying the political ecology of wildlife 
conservation in Tanzania, from local to global scale and through a historical perspective, 
it is concluded that the poor state-society relation as experienced in local communities is 
a crucial factor for the diminishing wildlife.

Keywords: Conservation, Human-Wildlife conflict, Buffer zone, Tarangire National 
Park, Political Ecology
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1. Introduction
This essay is about the conflict between the wildlife and the human settlements around 
Tarangire National Park, Tanzania. The work took its beginning in February/March 2006 
when our class went on a field study trip to Tanzania in south-east Africa. We spent most 
of our time in Babati District with surroundings in the northern parts. I first intended to 
focus on the ecological and social effects of buffer zones but as I conducted my 
interviews I become more and more aware of the connection between human/wildlife 
conflicts and poor state-society relations being an important aspect of the conflict. This 
fueled my interest for the wildlife management and the wildlife regulations. Especially 
the guidelines presented in the Wildlife Policy from 1998 which, compared with earlier 
regulations, acknowledged the importance of community-based conservation. The 
political system and the situation experienced by the local people become vital factors in 
this research since this is the reality and of fundamental importance for a sound wildlife 
management and utilization in Tanzania. 

1.1 Background
Tanzania is widely known for its rich wildlife and astonishing nature which has attracted 
many tourists and hunters throughout the years. This has been an important source of a 
much-needed foreign currency for a poor country. The problem is that the local people 
and communities hardly benefit from these activities at all. Wildlife has become a 
burning issue that divides the citizens from the state. This is nothing new but goes back to 
the days of colonialism when the impression of Africa’s mighty nature and wildlife 
nurtured the image of the continent as an untouched Eden. Since then local people have 
been excluded from wildlife management due to regulations based on this image. This 
has among local people resulted in the perception of wildlife as a problem and with time 
the hostility towards wildlife grew. 

Today the wildlife in Tanzania is threatened by an increasing number of human 
settlements and cultivation of land and livestock populations. Its inevitable that 
communities and wildlife come in contact with one another.
In recent years there has been a notable increase in the number of human settlements 
around Tarangire National Park and correspondingly, there has been an increase in 
conservation-threatening activities including farming, tree cutting and charcoal burning. 
This is a result from natural population growth and immigration from other parts of the 
country. Many immigrants are looking for opportunities in these areas such as 
employment in tourism-related businesses outside the park. 1

1 Baldus, R.D & Siege, L  (2001) p. 1-4
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1.2 Objectives
My intentions are to describe and analyze the wildlife situation in the surroundings of 
Tarangire National Park. I will focus on wildlife conservation and land utilization in areas 
close to the borders of the National Park and especially the situation in the human 
settlements adjacent to Tarangire National Park. The main question that I will try to 
further investigate is if introduction of Buffer zones could be a solution to the 
human/wildlife conflict in this area? To be able to do this I will also need to answer these 
questions:

• How does the communication between local people, Park Management, the 
government and NGOs work?

• How does local people living adjacent to Tarangire National Park experience the 
situation?

• How does human settlements close to Tarangire National Park threaten wildlife 
conservation?

• What laws and regulations concerns wildlife issues in the area?

1.3 Methodology
This essay is mainly based on written and digital sources such as published or 
unpublished reports, articles, data and other secondary materials. It is a qualitative study 
since a deeper understanding of the study object is necessary to fulfill the objectives. The 
secondary sources has been used to get the historical perspective and a theoretical 
approach as well as information of regulations, management and ecology in the area.

Between the 28th February and 19th March I had the opportunity to go on a field study trip 
to Tanzania. We spent most time in Babati district in the Manyara region. During this trip 
I conducted a series of interviews to get a better understanding of the human/wildlife 
conflict in the area. During my stay I was given the opportunity to interview the District 
Wildlife Manager, a representative from Tarangire National Park Management, a 
representative from AWF, a Game Warden and people in Mamire village. The interviews 
was semi structured and conducted in groups with other students from Södertörns 
college-university.

To get a better perspective of the problems as experienced by local people and farmers 
living in settlements close to park boundaries I also carried out a case study in Mamire 
village(Babati district, Tanzania), Mamire is a typical village close to the park. This was 
done mainly through interviews with some farmers and the village representatives but 
also through secondary sources.

The purpose of the interviews with representatives from Park management, AWF, the 
Game Warden and District Wildlife Manager was to get an understanding of the wildlife 

6



situation as experienced in the different authorities involved as well as some additional 
empirical information.

The information collected through the interviews was then analyzed and used to describe 
the wildlife situation in Mamire as an example of how the wildlife situation is in local 
communities close to Tarangire National Park.

The interviews was conducted with the help of English-speaking interpreters. This may 
result in some involuntary distorted interpretations due to the different languages 
used(swahili-english-swedish). We had no possibility to triangulate and confirm the 
veracity of the answers but had to depend on common sense as a mean of verification. 
The interviews and the case study should be considered more as an illustration or 
example and not as statistically correct data. We simply didn’t have enough time to 
gather that kind of information. There is also no appendix with the questions given and 
answers received since the interviews where semi-structured and conducted in open 
group-sessions. This was the preferred method since it gives the possibility of getting a 
deeper understanding of the attitudes and issues at hand and also the possibility to follow 
up with questions if an unexpected answer is given. Sometimes there is a lot of 
bureaucracy involved in getting an appointment for an interview. An interview with 
TANAPA would have been desirable but was unfortunately impossible due to the 
complex bureaucracy.

To get information of the threat local settlements possess towards a successful wildlife 
conservation I have mainly relied on conclusions from written resources and not 
conducted any own research in this matter. An alternative would have been to evaluate 
this threat by using recognized theories such as the metapopulation theory or Island 
biogeography. Doing this in addition to explain the local communities situation through 
political ecology would surely give a better understanding of the complex nature of the 
human/wildlife conflict. Due to lack of time and space, this information was based solely 
on written information. Mainly from TANAPA but also some other written sources 
where used.

2. Theoretical Approach

2.1 Political Ecology
Political ecology is a broad field made up by several different intellectual approaches. It 
aims to understand environmental problems by observing the centrality of politics and 
focus on the interactions between people and environment as an explanation. Political 
ecology recognizes the importance of unequal relations between different actors in 
explaining the interaction of society and environment. Thus making it a powerful tool to 
further understand the complex nature of environmental problems. Political Ecology is 
used since conventional analyses of environmental issues tend to draw on mainly 
scientific explanations with the social and political dimensions ignored or downplayed. It 
acknowledge that the definition of environmental problems is also socially mediated. 
Environmental problems tend to be defined in a way that makes them suitable to 
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technical solutions but technical solutions do not appear from nowhere, but are 
themselves highly political.  
Before ‘Environmental issues’ can be defined, the environment is experienced by people 
with different relations to nature, for instance scientists or pastoralists. The different ways 
people will experience the environment will influence different understandings and 
different discourses will therefore vary. People with differences of view will then interact 
in a political process. This may be people with other claims of rights, or between those 
with different environmental knowledge such as scientists and lay people. The status of 
the actors will be reflected in the power of their arguments: ‘hardcore’ natural scientists 
may downplay the insights of ‘soft’ anthropologists or bureaucrats. Urban businesspeople 
may as well seek to ignore the views of African pastoralists and likewise, men may 
downplay the environmental knowledge’s and understandings of women.
In political ecology the exercise of power over other humans and over nature, has to be 
understood through different levels and in a wider kontext.

Political Ecology is, like many other approaches in the field, both new and old. It has 
been altered and reinvented since the 1970s. From the mid 1970s to the mid 1980s it was 
built on neo-Marxism and used structural explanations of human-environment relations. 
Development during this period was slow partly because of Marxist scholars lack of 
interest in environmental issues and partly because of the radical aversion to the neo-
Malthusian explanations of environmental problems using ecological approaches to 
understand environmental change. In the 1980s however the approach changed. Political 
Ecology become more complex with a greater focus on the role of grassroots actors and 
social movements. It has reached a greater awareness of discursive dimensions of 
society-environment interactions.

The main innovation of political ecology  has been the search for explanations that 
recognizes both the natural and social sciences. This is off course a very appealing 
synthesis considering the complex nature of environmental issues but the intellectual 
coherence can be somewhat more questionable. Through the Political Ecology literature 
two key themes can be identified. The first is in the way in which unequal power 
relations relate to conflicts over access to and use of resources; the second is about the 
ways in which power relations are reflected in conflicting discourses and knowledge-
claims about the environment and development.

Knowledge’s about the environment is a social construction and can itself be the means 
by which power is exercised over both nature and society. Rather than single 
understandings of ‘environmental issues’ there are multiple realizations of all levels of 
environmental problems. Today many suggest that political ecology should be even more 
open to new understandings of culture and nature, and embrace a post structural Political 
Ecology. Political Ecology also attempts to integrate explanations over spatial and 
temporal scales. Thus local environmental problems need to be seen as the product of 
several factors and not only of local processes like farming practices. Often political 
economy at local, national and international scales needs to be considered. This is called 
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‘the chain of explanation’. An explanation that leaves out the wider political economy 
leaves out a vital part of the story.2

2.2 Political Ecology and Wildlife Conservation
The impact of conservation through protected areas on local people is widely discussed 
and a global problem. The recognition of the costs of conservation for local people has 
given way for a worldwide policy reforms and helped stimulate the creation of strategies 
such as ‘Community Conservation’. 

Political Ecology can be used on conservation policy at an international scale. 
For instance, The Biologist E.O. Wilson described the “awful symmetry” of economic 
wealth and biodiversity, “whereby the richest nations preside over the smallest and least  
interesting biota’s, whilst the poorest nations, burdened by exploding populations and 
little scientific knowledge, are stewards of the largest”. 
This can be recognized over the globe and has it’s roots in a  standardized, global 
conservation ideology that originates from the western world. It was created, visualized 
and spread by the literate urban elite and media in the industrialized world. This ideology 
is built upon the view of nature as a separate cognitive category and is very different from 
those in the south.

The huge impact this ideology have on worldwide conservation today is represented by 
the high membership and great number of environmental NGOs in industrialized 
countries and the limited number in the south, often with a purely elite membership. The 
relationship between Donors and NGOs in the west and the NGOs in the south is mainly 
characterized by the western NGOs defining the problem and offer ideas and values. 
They suggests technical and bureaucratic structures and carry out their work by aiding 
and sometimes capturing grassroots environmental movements. 
The Rio conference in 1992 is a typical example of this hierarchy. The first world 
governments and NGOs established a forum that Third World governments where invited 
to attend and urged to sign agreements for further conservation.
There was a distinctive difference in the power between a small number of mainly US 
based environmental NGOs and the attendants from the southern countries. The leaders 
wore business suits and used the power-language of bankers and world leaders.
They had the resources, expertise and experience to lobby for some changes compared to 
the other 4,200 other lobbyists who where mostly confused, disoriented and disorganized.

The international conservation movement seeks direct influences on policies within Third 
World countries and is somehow successful in this by also being able to fund and provide 
capital for different projects. It also seeks to lobby the governments in the first world to 
push them to disburse money in particular ways.

All of these things is not necessarily a bad thing. Conservation doesn’t always involves 
actions against local communities but historically, it has often done so and sometimes 

2 Adams, W.M. (2001) p. 251-255
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still does. It shows that conservation policy is highly political from all scales, local to 
global, and can therefore be understood through political ecology.3

2.3 Combining Biodiversity Conservation and Poverty 
Alleviation
Today there is a increasing concern regarding the conflict between wildlife conservation 
and the efforts to eradicate poverty. The problem is that the main strategy for wildlife 
conservation, namely the establishment of protected areas, has severe impacts on local 
peoples economies. When establishing a protected area you also cause the foreclosure of 
future land use by these people. There has been several approaches introduced throughout 
the years to combine a sound biodiversity conservation with poverty alleviation.
This combination is off course very appealing and may be possible to incorporate in 
certain cases such as long-lasting field projects in small human communities in fragile 
ecosystems. Given that the institutional, ecological and developmental conditions is right. 
In most cases there has to be hard choices between the goals, with significant cost to one 
goal or the other. Different organizations will then have different acceptability of these 
costs even if there is often a desire to package projects as clear win-win solutions and 
downplay the incompatibilities between the different goals. Behind these packages you 
can discern four different ways of looking at the connections and disconnections behind 
poverty alleviation and biodiversity conservation:

• Poverty and conservation are separate policy realms. This position sees 
conservation as a legitimate goal that can be pursued independently from any 
goals in poverty reduction. Both are different problems belonging to different 
sectors and compromising different policy concerns.

• Poverty is a critical constraint on conservation. This position makes the 
conclusion that poverty limits conservation success to a sufficient degree that 
biodiversity conservation will fail if it does not successfully address poverty 
elimination. For example in situations when starving people poaches wildlife in 
order to survive. Poverty alleviation in this case would be undertaken in order to 
achieve a more effective conservation.

• Conservation should not compromise poverty reduction. This position holds 
true to that conservation agencies have conservation as their primary goal. But in 
doing so they should in no way increase poverty or undermine the livelihoods of 
the poor. This position was adopted at the Fifth World Parks Congress in 2003 
and resulted in strategies such as social impact assessment of protected areas and 
payment of local community costs of conservation. It differs from the second 
position in taking account on locals through independent moral and political 
obligations.

• Poverty reduction depends on living resource conservation. This position 
claims that poor and marginalized people depend on living species in ecosystems 
with high biodiversity for livelihoods and ecosystem services, and that their 
livelihoods can be improved through appropriate conservation activities. 

3 Adams, W.M. (2001) p. 276-277
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Conservation is here a tool for poverty alleviation and conservation benefits are 
somehow secondary. For example; empirical measuring conservation through 
sustainable yield of  harvestable species and ecosystems rather than pure 
biodiversity conservation. 

Even though combining poverty alleviation and biodiversity conservation is driven by 
different moral attitudes it is important to recognize that the practical work can also be 
overlapping both goals.4

3. Wildlife in the Tarangire Area

3.1 Tarangire Ecosystem

The ecosystem of which Tarangire National Park is a part of is an vital ecological 
stronghold for the wildlife of Northern Tanzania. Stretching over approximately 35000 sq 
km and is comprised of both Tarangire National Park and Lake Manyara as well as 
several other protected areas such as game controlled areas(appendix 1). This area 
contains a vast number of species. The animals however straddles over vast areas during 
the dry and wet seasons of the year and therefore the Tarangire National Park cannot be 
seen in isolation of a greater ecosystem. 
The Wildlife resources in Tarangire National Park and surroundings are extraordinary 
and the park functions as a refugee for the wildlife. Much thanks to the Tarangire river, 
flowing northward along the park’s axis and gives the park its name and defines much of 
the surrounding ecosystem(Appendix 2). 5

3.2 Vegetation
The park is located in a wooden steppe that is a part of an arid Acacia savannah belt, 
mainly dominated by Acacia and Commiphora species. The most significant vegetation 
types comprise of a combination of Riparian woodland, Acacia tortilis parkland, 
wetlands and seasonal flood plain, Acacia-Commiphora woodland, Riverine grassland, 
Combretum-Dalbergia woodland, Acacia drepanolobium woodland, kopjes vegetation, 
deep gully vegetation, and grasslands with scattered baobab trees. There is also a stand of 
African Ebony, Dalbergia Melanoxyla, today a protected and very rare tree species.6

3.3 Wildlife
Tarangire National Park contains a large diversity of fauna. Thanks to Tarangire River 
the park functions as a safe haven for wide range of animals from the Maasai Steppe 
during the dry season. It harbors one of the largest concentrations of wildlife with a 
biomass totals of at least 25 metric tons per km2. 
4 Biodiversity Conservation and the Eradication of Poverty: 
http://www.povertyandconservation.net/Adams_Science.pdf 06-05-24
5 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001). p.1
6 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001) p.8
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The park contains a large number of elephants and is often referred to being the most 
elephant-richest National Park in Northern Tanzania. Other important wildlife found in 
the park include: lesser and greater Kudu, Cheetah, Zebra, Leopard, Wildebeest, Elands, 
Warthog, Lion, Giraffe, Hyena, Oryx, Buffalo, Hartebeest, Baboon, Impala, Waterbuck, 
Gerenuk, Reedbuck, Bushbuck, Bat eared fox, Thompson gazelle, Grant’s Gazelle, 
Mountain Redbuck and Jackals. The wide range of vegetation types also provide an 
permanent and seasonal habitat for 550 bird species. Ranging from Ostrich to Parrots, 
Eagles to different varieties of Kingfishers, Weavers, Owls and sandpipers.
An important aspect of the park is the number of threatened, endangered, endemic or rare 
mammals that is believed or known to exist in the park. Of these species, the most 
seriously threatened are Elephant, Wild dog, Cheetah and Leopard.7

4. Tarangire National Park

4.1 Park Purpose and significance
Tarangire National Park was established in 1970 and is of great importance from a 
national, regional and international point of view. As the park is located in the core of the 
entire Tarangire Ecosystem, all actions implemented inside the park have influence on 
and are influenced by activities occurring in that larger ecosystem. One of the absolutely 
most important aspects of the park is Tarangire River. It’s hydrological regime ensures a 
permanent year round water source for the ecosystems different species.
The purpose of Tarangire National Park can be summarized in 7 different categories:

• To protect a critical dry season watering place that serves both the resident and 
migratory wildlife species of the entire Tarangire ecosystem.

• To protect and conserve species and genetic diversity, non-living resources and 
ecology critical to the integrity of the entire Tarangire ecosystem.

• To protect one of Tanzania’s most important wetlands and hydrological regimes 
that supports a variety and abundance of both fauna and flora.

• To protect the unique association and mosaic of habitats and landforms that give 
the park a character unique in the National park system.

• To protect the wildlife corridors and dispersal areas, to promote sustainability of 
existing resource use, and to restore resources threatened by extinction.

• To protect the scenic quality and aesthetic attributes of the park, and encourage 
low impact tourism.

7 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001). p.9
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• To protect the variety of habitats for a wide range of species including 
endangered, threatened and rare species of exceptional value. 8

4.2 Tarangire National Park Management
With 3-year intervals Tarangire National Park Management in cooperation with 
TANAPA produces a General Management Plan(GMP). In this plan the Park 
Management describes the current issues at hand and produce a long-term strategic 
management plan to combat these issues. The main management objective is to face the 
increase of human populations adjacent to park boundaries, constituting a great threat to 
the survival of the parks migratory species.9 
The main human/wildlife issues as described in the General management plan is the lack 
of law enforcement in the migration corridors and dispersal areas, the increase of 
unplanned settlements and poaching around the park.10

The GMP is agreed upon by a interdisciplinary planning team consisting of 
representatives from TANAPA, Park Managers, NGOs, scientists, representatives of 
local and business communities and natural resource management specialists from district 
governments.11

To combat these problems the Park has released a list of objectives:

• Ensure the development of camps on village land is done through collaborative 
efforts with the park staff and business communities and is guided by 
accountability and transparency.

• Promote cultural tourism activities in areas adjacent to the park.
• In collaboration with the Wildlife Department, assist local communities that 

establish WMAs in engaging their own village scouts.
• Control livestock and wildlife diseases to ensure the quality of livestock and to 

minimize transmission of diseases from and to humans.
• Strengthen and extend park outreach and conservation education programs in the 

villages around and adjacent to the park; raise awareness of community 
contributions made by TANAPAs SCIP fund.

• Establish and facilitate land-use plans through participatory land-use 
mapping(PLUM) by the park and stakeholders.

• Ensure that only environmentally sensitive and economically viable projects are 
implemented in wildlife movement routes, corridors and dispersal areas.

• Encourage investments that promote income-generating projects in communities 
around the park.

• Promote employment opportunities in community-based, income generating 
activities that are linked to the conservation and sustainable use of resources.12

8 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001) p.14
9 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001). p. vii
10 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001). p.20
11 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001). p.38
12 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001). p.45
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The park management also stresses the vital importance of education in wildlife-related 
issues to make the public more aware of the threat to parks species. Helping the villages 
by financing conservation-schools and engage in benefit-sharing programs is what’s 
proposed to solve this issue.13

5. Wildlife Management in Tanzania

5.1 History
European ideas has shaped Africa’s conservation policies during the course of history.
The first form of what could be called ‘modern wildlife legislation’ was introduced in 
Tanzania by the German colonial government in 1896. There were 15 game reserves 
covering 5% of Tanganyika before the first world war, making them the first protected 
areas in Africa. The idea behind much of the conservation policies was heavily built 
around the image of Africa as an untouched Eden. Far away from industrialized urban 
societies in Europe, Africa made an remarkable impression with its exceptional wildlife 
and scenic beauty. Historically, the conservation strategies in African states has often 
meant the exclusion of local people from national parks and reserves to protect the 
wildlife and it’s habitat. The strategies and regulation has seldom been based on 
participation and consent from the people whose lives they have affected. This has had an 
effect on the attitude of local communities towards every new conservation initiative 
proposed.14

The colonial government introduced hunting-licenses, fees, quotas and regulations for 
firearms and conduct while hunting. These new rules where difficult for the local people 
to comply with and therefore they were further excluded from wildlife management.
In order to bring tribes and communities that were considered as a source of trouble 
under control the Colonial government established a strong central administration to 
strengthen their power. Several uprisings against the colonial powers occurred which 
only strengthened the centralistic policies of the colonial government. Even after the 
independence in 1961 the new administration feared the tribalism and continued to 
discourage traditional local structures in the same vein as the colonial government. Very 
soon the traditional chiefs where removed and local governments disintegrated. The 
government took over and established public services like schools, medical care and 
agricultural extension. Protection of crops from wild animals were now tasks of the 
government and its representatives were put into the villages. The central government 
managed to take care of these businesses in the beginning but due to the economic 
difficulties that occurred during the seventies the situation went bad.

During the seventies the new government establishes several new protected areas. These 
were managed under the so called “fences and fines” approach. This meant that 
communities were not allowed into these areas, besides few exceptions. 
Wildlife outside protected areas was unwanted and heavily reduced in different crop 
protection schemes. This approach resulted in a change in attitudes of both 
13 Interview with representative of Tarangire National Park Management, 06-03-09
14 Baldus, R D & Siege, L (2001) p. 1
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conservationists and game wardens. The locals was now seen as potential poachers and 
the conflict between locals and conservationists hardened. The government upheld the 
illusion of being in control of the situation and being able to protect the natural resources 
but in reality the situation was different. After the colonial rule the African administration 
started to underperform. Many officials and institutions got themselves involved in 
different illegal activities like poaching, the same criminal act they claimed to counteract. 
Due to the “fences and fines” approach the wildlife inside the parks could be protected 
but outside the parks the situation quickly became critical. Wildlife resources was being 
killed at unsustainable levels. Due to the severe poaching several species but foremost the 
Elephant population was threatened and between 1973-1978, hunting was banned by the 
government. This ban led to an even greater extend of poaching activities far beyond 
governmental control so the government permitted hunting again.15

5.2. Community Based Conservation(CBC)
In mid-eighties the wildlife population decreased heavily despite the number of protected 
areas and the focus turned to the wildlife situation outside these areas. This situation 
required a new approach to deal with the problem. Foreign wildlife management was 
studied heavily and regarded as models and the basic principle that could be discerned 
was that natural resources are owned and managed by the people and institutions that 
lives with them. These could be private landowners or whole communities but also the 
state in the case for some protected areas. At the same time a new political approach 
based on decentralization, participation and political pluralism appeared and formed a 
foundation for developing community based wildlife management.

Several new community based management-approaches emerged in southern Africa 
during the mid-eighties and CAMPFIRE (Communal Areas Management Program For 
Indigenous Resources) in Zimbabwe is one of the largest. CAMPFIRE recognized the 
fact that a large number of wild animals live outside protected areas and therefore need 
some kind of protection as well. The program introduced a new management regime on 
land where there previously had been a management vacuum.
Tanzania followed this example with Serengeti Regional Conservation Strategy in 1986 
and the Selous Conservation Program in 1987. The two Tanzanian programs aimed to 
establish buffer zones to improve the protection of the core protected area. The 
management of the protected areas where asked to cooperate with and to make use of the 
village law enforcement organs in anti-poaching. For the first time there was a workable 
approach to protect the wildlife outside protected areas which went beyond pure law 
enforcement and centered around the self interest of communities by linking wildlife 
conservation and rural development.

The common principles of community based conservation are:

• Communities manage and utilize wildlife in their own long term interest 
according to land use and management plans.

15 Baldus, R D & Siege, L (2001) p. 38
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• Usually areas for wildlife are defined in these plans.

• Ownership rights or long-term user rights of wildlife are granted to the 
communities.

• Communities protect the resource with their own scout force.

• Annual off take, if any, is limited to sustainable levels.

• Community leaders have a steering function, but the internal process of decision 
making in the communities is left to the village. Projects and administrations 
usually insist on transparency of decision making and administration of funds. 

• Authorities on District and Central Government level control, advice and 
promote. Strict supervision by the authorities concerned is regarded as 
indispensable in order to prohibit malpractices.

• Main activities of wildlife management are anti-poaching and tourism related 
supervision (hunting and photographic tourism).

• How benefits are used or shared differs from country to country and even within 
projects. 16

6. Wildlife managing institutions in Tanzania

6.1 Wildlife Department
The Wildlife Department is the governments wildlife managing organization. It manages 
the wildlife situation outside National Park boundaries. The department work is 
structured in two different ways. Some Game Reserves are managed as National Projects 
with the Director of Wildlife as the responsible manager. Other protected areas and Game 
Controlled Areas are run by the District and Regional Game Offices.
In recognition of the increasing issues with the declining wildlife population outside park 
boundaries the division initiated the creation of a number of community-based natural 
resource management programs. These programs includes pilot projects that
enable rural communities to obtain benefits from wildlife, primarily through
hunting. The projects have been established with the assistance of international
conservation NGOs and donor agencies, Unfortunately these projects have only been 
confined to game reserves far away from national park boundaries, primarily because of 
TANAPAs resistance to such approaches.
An important aspect of these experimental efforts is that they are based on the willingness 
of local communities to comply with the conservation agencies vision of the wider 
landscape, habitat, and ecosystem. In practice this means that the communities will not 
benefit anything until they agree to the agencies land use planning and zoning decisions. 

16 Baldus, R D & Siege, L (2001) p. 18
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It does not lead to empowerment and could potentially transform rural communities into 
dependent clients of conservation agencies.17

6.2 Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)
Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA) is an organization that is responsible and manages 
all Tanzanian national parks. TANAPA is working with the conservation of habitats and 
the flora and fauna to conserve it for future generations.18 
In 1959 TANAPA was created since the growing roster of national parks needed to be 
overseen. The revenue from fees and other sources spent by visitors goes back to the 
national park system, making TANAPA a parastatal organization. This means that the 
organization is mainly self-financing and doesn’t rely on any subsidies from the 
government. The gate revenues are however not enough for Tarangire National Park to 
survive. Therefore TANAPA and Tarangire National Park are more or less depending on 
international donors.19

In the early 1990s, TANAPA established the 'Parks as Neighbors' Program (Ujirani 
Mwema) more commonly known as the Community Conservation Service (CCS). This 
program regulates so that social services are provided to rural communities near national 
parks. It does not provide communities control or ownership of wildlife and is therefore 
considered by some as a way of placating local communities and minimizing conflicts 
with TANAPA.20

An important part of the legal framework for wildlife conservation is the National Parks 
Ordinance of 1959 that covers wildlife in the Tanzanian national parks and is enforced by 
TANAPA. According to the National Parks Ordinance, TANAPA has no legal right to 
manage wildlife and questions connected to wildlife in areas outside the national parks 
without ministerial approval. Despite this, TANAPA must ignore the regulations in order 
to receive donor support from some NGOs and operates in wildlife areas and dispersal 
corridors outside national parks. The Wildlife Divisions owns the legal mandate to 
operate and manage the wildlife resources in these areas. Unfortunately the Wildlife 
Division is unwilling or unable to do so in lack of vital funding. This intervention from 
TANAPAs side in issues belonging to the Wildlife Division has created a conflict 
between the two of them. 

This legal and institutional status-quo has, in addition, extremely severe and far-reaching 
consequences for the relation between the state and rural communities. This competing 
“top-down” system has resulted in a wildlife management that is unsympathetic to the 
needs and concerns of local people and the use of a highly militaristic strategy in order to 
fulfill their mission. 21

17 Shauri, V (1999) p.3-4
18 Melamari (2001) p.2
19 Serengeti National Parks website: (http://www.serengeti.org/fzs_ta.html) 
20 Shauri, V. (1999) p. 3
21 Shauri, V. (1999) p. 7
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6.3 Non Governmental Organizations (NGOs) in Tanzania 
The history of civil society associations in Tanzania goes back to the early years of the 
British colonial rule. In 1922, the Tanganyika Territory African Civil Servants 
Association was formed to provide for the welfare of the native civil servants. Seven 
years later another organization - the Tanganyika African Association (TAA) - was 
formed, largely to promote sporting and cultural activities. But it was not until the 
beginning of the eighties that several NGOs appeared. As a result from the economic 
crises, the state's ability to provide services and welfare was eroded and the state could 
not longer legitimate its authoritarian practices. Throughout the continent, a number of 
movements demanding democratization of the state and society emerged. These 
movements also had an affect of the rapid blossom of the NGO sector. The states 
inability to provide a sound social welfare created a vacuum which the NGOs filled.

Today the number of NGOs in Tanzania is currently estimated to 2000, covering a wide 
range of issues and sectors such as human rights, environment, gender and rural 
development. The Tanzanian National Policy on NGOs defines an NGO as: “a voluntary 
grouping of individuals or organizations which is autonomous, non political… 
organized… for the purpose of enhancing the legitimate economic, social and/or cultural 
development or lobbying or advocating on issues of public interest or interest of a group 
of individuals or organizations”
This definition excludes Trade Unions, groups with a political agenda and even religious 
groups.
It is clear that the National Policy on NGOs has major deficiencies that will not help the 
continuing democratization of the state and civil society in Tanzania.22

Historically international NGOs have been highly involved in wildlife
management in Tanzania. Their role has been direct, through manpower, technical
and financial support to conservation agencies, but also ideological, through training 
within conservation agencies in methods, ideals, and philosophies of western nature 
conservation. The Wildlife Policy from 1998 envisions that this role will continue in the 
future. Because Western donors and conservation NGOs have been the source of 
financial resources and suppliers of technical equipment and personnel, the policy 
focuses heavily on the continued management objectives stated by international NGOs.
The government wishes to continue their cooperation with international NGOs in the 
future but at the same time is trying to limit local NGO activities. Both the government 
and local NGOs are competing for the same financial support from international NGOs or 
other donors. 23

Important NGOs covering wildlife issues in Tanzania is:

African Wildlife Foundation(AWF):
AWF was created by US based Washington Safari Club's Conservation Committee in 
1961 to ensure the wildlife and wild lands of Africa will endure forever. They are mainly 
financed by US AID, an American donor-organization. Their work is primarily focused 

22 Lissu, T. (2000) (http://www.leat.or.tz/publications/authoritarianism/4.1.ngo.definition.php) 
23 Shauri, V. (1999) p.9
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in different programs covering different environmental issues to help them achieve their 
task. For example, the African Heartland Program in which AWF made several studies 
and scientific research to identify Africa’s most viable conservation landscapes and 
establish cooperation with local partners to undertake concrete conservation activities.24

Lawyers’ Environmental Action Team(LEAT):
The Lawyers' Environmental Action Team is a public interest environmental law 
organization in Tanzania. It was established in 1994 and its mission is to ensure sound 
natural resource management and environmental protection in Tanzania. LEAT carries 
out policy research, advocacy, and selected public interest litigation. Its membership 
largely includes lawyers concerned with environmental management and democratic 
governance in Tanzania. LEAT is a part of the Environmental Law Alliance Worldwide 
network(E-LAW). This network aims at giving public interest lawyers and scientist 
around the world the skills to protect the environment through law.25

Wildlife Conservation Society of Tanzania(WCST):
WCST was established in 1988 and works towards conservation of the flora, fauna and 
environment of Tanzania for the benefit of mankind. It’s work is mainly conducted 
through environmental education and recreational activities such as bird walks. It is a 
lobbying and fund-raising organization with both individuals and companies as members. 
Some of it’s major sponsors and donors are AWF and US AID. But also western 
ornithological societies such as the Danish Ornithological Society or the Royal Society 
for the Protection of Birds.26

World Wildlife Fund(WWF):
WWF was created in 1960 and is a privately financed international conservation 
organization focused on the protection of endangered species and their habitats. They 
have created over 500 parks and protected areas in Africa, Latin America and Asia. 
WWF's work in Tanzania is mainly conducted through connecting partnerships with local 
governments, corporations and other international and local stakeholders to protect 
wildlife in keystone eco-regions. Projects conducted by the WWF in Tanzania is for 
example the management of the Selous Game Reserve or the Tanzanian environmental 
Education Program(TEEP) in which WWF involved the government and NGOs to 
implement environmental education in schools. Another important project is the 
Environment and Poverty Policy Program(EPPP) In which WWF lobby to make the 
Tanzanian government integrate environmental issues in their poverty reduction 
program27

7. Wildlife Legislation
Today there is two different documents regulating the wildlife sector’s laws and policies. 
These are the Wildlife Conservation Act (WCA) of 1974 and the Wildlife Policy of 1998. 

24 AWF website (http://www.awf.org/about/) 
25 LEAT website (http://www.leat.or.tz/) 
26 WCST website (http://www.wcstarusha.org/index.html) 
27 WWF website (http://www.worldwildlife.org) 

19

http://www.worldwildlife.org/
http://www.wcstarusha.org/index.html
http://www.leat.or.tz/
http://www.awf.org/about/


the WCA provides the basic legalization and legal framework for Wildlife management. 
The law deals with the provision of protected areas, foremost Game Reserves and Game 
Controlled Areas, but also the regulation of wildlife use in the Tanzanian mainland. 
The law also has several subsidiary regulations which functions as additional laws. The 
most recent is the Wildlife Conservation Regulations (WMA Regulations) that was 
released in 2002.
Despite all subsidiary regulations, an important element of the WCA is that it provides 
few opportunities for local communities to be involved in wildlife management. The law 
however is old so the idea is that the Wildlife Policy better shall address the rights of the 
communities and help implement Community Based Conservation in the country. But a 
new legislation is needed to implement the policy.28  

7.1 The Wildlife Policy
In 1998 Tanzania received a legal document that for the first time acknowledged the need 
to empower local communities by allowing them opportunities to participate in 
management and also some user rights to the wildlife. The policy realizes the importance 
for local communities to obtain benefits from wildlife since they often bear a significant 
cost by living with wildlife and managing them as well. Especially the villages close to 
protected areas.29

The Wildlife policy’s main objectives are: 
• To maintain the great biological diversity endowment which constitutes an important 
economic base to the nation.
• To  broaden the scope of players in the interpretation and implementation of the policy. 
• To increase the sectoral contribution to the Gross Domestic Product from 2% to 5%. 
• To enhance wildlife protection, utilization, management and development of protected 
areas and international cooperation. 
• To stimulate and guide the local communities and the private sector by administering, 
regulating and management of the wildlife resource.30   

One of the main strategy to transform these objectives into practice is the creation of 
Wildlife Management Areas(WMA). The idea behind WMA is to give local communities 
some control over wildlife resources on their lands and enable them to benefit directly 
from these resources. It states that rural communities are allowed to establish WMAs, 
defined in the policy as "an area declared by the Minister to be so and set aside by village 
governments for the purpose of biological natural resource conservation" In turn, 
communities may lease trophy hunting or game viewing
concessions to tourist outfitters.
The problem with the establishment of a WMA is the procedural difficulties it brings. 
The procedure is an eight step process that includes the ratification from the District 
Council which surveys the assigned area and often changes vital parts. Then the District 
Manager of Natural Resources must approve and publish a declaration before the area 

28 Catalyst, Kallonga et al (2003) p. 4
29 Shauri, V (1999) p. 2-3
30 Tanzania National Website: (http://www.tanzania.go.tz/naturalresourcesf.html) 
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can be classified as a WMA. The processes is lengthy and very complex for local 
authorities to comply with. The benefits they bring can easily be nullified when the area 
is finally classified as a WMA. The policy also sets rigorously regulations on wildlife 
based tourist industry resulting in only wealthy private tour operators with foreign 
connections can qualify.31

The Wildlife Policy is indeed a very important step towards a sustainable Community-
Based Conservation. But a crucial feature is that it is only regarded as a policy. It lacks 
the legal force of a law or a overall governing directive. The policy actually stresses that 
both the legal and institutional status quo shall be maintained. Further encourage the 
conflicts between competing institutions and heightens the conflict between state and 
communities. It is for this reason that national park agencies today more resembles armed 
paramilitary organizations in structure than wildlife managing institutions.32

8. Human settlements and problems with wildlife
The problems between wildlife and people in Tanzania is nothing new or anything typical 
for Tanzania. Since the early days of colonialism, local people have been considered as a 
threat to wildlife conservation and effectively been excluded from wildlife management. 
When the first colonialist arrived to Africa they where astonished by the impressive 
wildlife and scenic beauty. Africa quickly received a reputation of being an untouched 
Garden of Eden that needed to be protected. The wildlife was mainly to be used for 
recreational practices by white people. Since then the conservational practices, heavily 
relied on the establishment of protected areas, excluded the local population from wildlife 
resources. Over time, this exclusion nurtured the perception of wildlife as a problem and 
the hostility towards wildlife grew. 33

The situation outside Tarangire National Park today is critical. An increasing number of 
human settlements, cultivation of land and livestock populations results in the inevitable 
clash between communities and wildlife. The most severe issue for these people is crop 
raiding and predation of humans or livestock. Contact between livestock and wildlife also 
causes disease transmission, which is complicated by poor veterinary services to 
communities. Another issue is the possibility for cattle rustlers to hide stolen cattle inside 
Tarangire National Park, leaving the farmers with small possibilities to ever reclaim their 
cattle. In the past 10 years the human population outside Tarangire National Park has 
rapidly increased due to population growth and immigration. The immigrants generally 
come from other areas in Tanzania that are either crowded or unsuitable for agriculture or 
livestock raising. The heavily tourist-visited area offers several opportunities for these 
people, including employment in the tourism-sector. This accelerates the already heavy 
competition of limited natural resources and challenges the possibility to achieve a sound 
conservation.34  

31 Shauri, V (1999) p. 4
32 Shauri, V (1999) p. 7
33 Baldus, R.D & Siege, L  (2001) p. 1-4
34 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001) p. 35
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Tarangire National Park is only one part of a greater ecosystem. Many species are 
dependent on feeding grounds outside park boundaries such as the Elephant, Wildebeest 
and Zebra. The areas outside often works as key dispersal areas for these animals. The 
Maasai Steppe for example is a crucial calving ground for the Wildebeest. It is especially 
during the wet season the animals disperse across the land only to return to the vital 
Tarangire river during the hard times of the dry season. Due to the blocking of the 
migration corridors to the north and the crucial areas around the park, the survival of the 
large migratory species in the park is threatened. At best, the effect from human 
settlements close to the border will be a significant loss of the biodiversity. Nobody really 
knows how long it will take or how many human settlements the park can sustain but the 
situation is critical today and especially in the migration corridors.35

In 1994 a questionnaire survey was conducted in Tanzania among people living adjacent 
to National Parks. In this report over 71% of the respondents reported that they had 
problems with wildlife. 86% of those reported crop damage while 10% reported the 
killing of livestock and poultry. This survey also concludes that the human density on 
lands adjacent to a protected area was related in the number of reported conflicts. People 
living in high density areas relatively reported more conflicts than those in low density 
areas. Local people were also less effective in controlling wildlife at lower and higher 
human densities. The report suggests that people living in high density areas will 
continue to experience problems with wildlife at high human densities even if the 
protected areas would be abolished. To minimize the conflict, land uses associated with 
low human density that are non attractive to wildlife should be encouraged on lands 
adjacent to protected areas in Tanzania.36

9. Case study: Mamire Village

9.1 History
In may of 1929, a colonial officer, T.A.M. Nash, arrives to Mamire village. In his 
writings he describes the village as “a hamlet with about 15 inhabitants”. 
Since then, the area has undergone tremendous changes. The wilderness Nash describes 
in his writings has given way to fields, grazing areas and settlements. The most changes 
took place during the 70s due to both the drought and the oil-crisis. These events created 
a setting of increased social stratification and land degradation.
The distribution of land in (fairly) equal shares created new relations between 
households, divided into those with resources to plow, and those without. All these 
changes resulted in a increasing demand of production to withhold the average living 
standard of the society.37 
Today Mamire is a poor society plagued by social stratification and land degradation 
even though the soil fertility is relatively good. The current organization of production 
creates a society  where some possess not only livestock and tractors but also lorries and 
real estate while other people possess only the rags they wear on their bodies.38

35 Dept. of Planning and Projects Dev. TANAPA (2001) p. 40
36  Newmark, W.D & Manyanza, D.N & Gamassa, Deo-Gratias. M. & Sariko, H.I (1994) p.249-255
37 Lindberg, C. (1996) p. 62
38 Lindberg, C. (1996) p. 131
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9.2 Geography
Mamire is a village in the Babati District and covers 4,975 acres. It is located between the 
slopes of Mt. Ufiome and the plains to the west side of Tarangire National Park and is 
only 15 km from Babati town. The name, Mamire, derives from the Swahili word for 
birds – “madege”. The large number of Quela Quela birds, a problem to the farmers, is 
most likely the reason for the name. The population is estimated to be about 18,247 in the 
area.39 This number can be compared to the population of 1998 estimated to 4,551. 
Showing the rapid population increase during the ten past years. Mamire is actually made 
up of several sub villages located in the area. There is also a well defined centre made up 
from Mamire Kati, a sub village that functions as the commercial, administrative and 
social centre of the whole area. Here you can find several houses that have wall-paint and 
tin roofs.40 The largest building in Mamire centre is the co-operative movement’s storage 
that is financed by UNs Food and Agriculture Organization(FAO). This building is 
always empty though and sometimes functions as the village guesthouse41

In the centre of the village you can also find some small shops selling basic household 
items such as medicine, cigarettes, soap and Coca-Cola. (Appendix 3)

9.3 Land Tenure
In Tanzania the state owns all land. It is illegal for an individual to sell, buy or lease land. 
The only way individuals can obtain land is through leaseholds from the state which 
gives the right to use land. In practice however, the land is traded like any other 
commodity. Since this is highly illegal there is seldom any written contracts between the 
stakeholders. The official policy is that there is no more land available for allocation in 
Mamire. The village government should be consulted before new land is cleared but this 
does not always happens. When a farmers clears land without asking for permission the 
matter is sometimes, although not always, discussed in the Committee for Finance and 
Planning. This often results in allocating the parcel retroactively to the person who 
cleared it. Ultimately resulting in an ever continued expansion of the village cultivated 
landmass.42 Today the land is cultivated all the way to the very border of Tarangire 
National Park.

9.4 Wildlife Situation in Mamire
The major combination of crops in Mamire is maize and bananas but also pigeon peas, 
sunflowers and beans are common. Maize is primarily produced for own consumption 
while Bananas, pigeon peas, sunflowers and beans are more regarded as cash-crops.43

39 National Bureau of statistics – Tanzania website: 
((http://www.nbs.go.tz/Village_Statistics/PDF_files/Table_Manyara.pdf )
40 Lindberg, C. (1996)  P. 39
41 Interview with representative of Mamire Village 06-03-10
42 Lindberg, C. (1996) P. 70
43 Interview with representative of Mamire Village 06-03-10
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These crops and especially maize and bananas offers a nutritious option for the wildlife in 
Tarangire National Park. Especially the Elephants and Zebras but also Giraffe tend to 
wander out from the park into the farmers fields, causing a costly mayhem to the 
livelihoods of these farmers. It is not only the crop that the animals eat that gets 
destroyed. When large herbivores like elephants wanders into these fields they tend to 
destroy everything in their way. One farmer with a large part of his cornfield adjacent to 
Tarangire National Park estimated that wildlife destroyed at least 10-20% of his crop. It 
is not uncommon that elephants use their massive body to destroy the structures that the 
villagers keeps their harvest in.44

Current regulations allows farmers to use lethal countermeasures in order to protect their 
crop. The regulation however states that the animal must die when it is still on the 
farmers field, Otherwise it will be labeled as poaching if the animal survives the shot and 
makes it back into the National Park.45 The farmers are not very happy with this situation 
since the restrictions for possessing a gun is very hard for an ordinary farmer to comply 
with. Not to mention the skill it takes to bring down an Elephant on spot.

In order to protect their crop from wild animals the villagers first try to scare away the 
elephants using different, legal techniques such as chili-powder placed in the harvest-
storages or different kinds of scarecrows placed in the crops. They even place out guards 
with torches and drums in strategically-placed guard towers during the nighttime when 
the animals usually comes to feed(see picture on cover). On some smaller field the 
farmers have also constructed primitive barriers made from the branches of the Whistling 
Thorn.46 The Whistling Thorn is a common acacia tree on the eastern savannah with long 
sharp thorns up to 3 inches that can with ease puncture the tire of a car.47

But sometimes certain animal individuals and especially elephants become use to humans 
and ignores the non-lethal countermeasures. These animals constitute a significant threat 
to the farmers and their livelihoods.48

It also happens that predators like the Lion attack cattle and even people as well. Usually 
it is because the farmer happens to stand in the way between the Lion and his cattle but 
when it happens it is indeed a tragedy for the whole family. Approximately 20 people per 
year fall victim for lions in Tanzania.49

If a Farmer or his cattle gets killed, he or his family receives no compensation at all from 
the government or the Park Management. There is also no form of compensation for 
damaged crops but Tarangire National Park helped Mamire by building a small school 
and a dormitory in the village.50 

To protect the villagers and their crop from wildlife-threats the local community office 
sends a Park Ranger to deal with the issue. The Park Ranger first tries to scare the animal 
away and if that doesn’t work, they shoot the animal. Close to Mamire is a Ranger 

44 Interview with representative of Mamire Village 06-03-10
45 Interview with District Wildlife Manager 06-03-06
46 Interview with representative of Mamire Village 06-03-10
47 Savannah plants website:  http://www.blueplanetbiomes.org/savanna_plant_page.htm 
48 Interview with representative of Mamire Village 06-03-10
49 Baldus, R.D (2004) p. 26-27
50 Interview with representative of Tarangire National Park Management 06-03-09
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Outpost. Besides helping farmers with difficult animals the Park Rangers also police the 
area for poaching or any other illegal wildlife activities such as charcoal-burning or tree 
cutting.51 It is not uncommon that these rangers, in their task to uphold a sound wildlife 
conservation, consider local people as being troublemakers or poaching suspects that 
endangers the survival of Tarangires treasured wildlife. Even though the farmers grants 
possibilities to make money from land-conservation activities due to the WMA-
regulations, they show very little interest in wildlife protection.52 The situation between 
farmers and rangers are sometimes very tensed. A not very uncommon perception among 
farmers is that park rangers are on place as soon as a animal is hurt or threatened but 
when a farmer or his land is threatened it can take days before the park ranger turns up, 
showing no or little interest in the farmers case.53

The village of Mamire has not made any land-use plan with areas designated for wildlife 
conservation activities as described in the WMA-regulations of the Wildlife Policy. The 
perception among local people is that “there is nothing in it for us, If there is not even 
land enough for us to provide our people with food, How could we set aside land for 
wildlife conservation which is the governments issue”.54  

With the Wildlife Policy the government has given up some of the ownership and control 
of wildlife resources. The government still owns the wildlife and land but gives local 
communities the possibility to be involved in wildlife management and benefit from it.55 

Even if they submitted a part of their land for wildlife conservation, the benefits is to 
uncertain. The village lacks the fundamental capital and knowledge to compete with 
more established tourist-companies. 

10. Buffer zones
Finding solutions that will conserve Tanzania's wildlife and resolve competition for land 
use is an urgent matter. Recent attention has focused on "buffer zones”. Buffer zones is a 
designated area that serves the purpose of keeping two areas distant from another. In this 
area, certain non-destructive activities are allowed in order to stimulate development 
while all activities that threatens the protected area are prohibited. The term buffer zone 
became widely used in the 1970s when UNESCO launched their Man and Biosphere 
program (MAB) and the Biosphere Reserves(BRs). The first Biosphere Reserves 
designated in 1976 were selected mainly for their role in conservation. In the beginning 
the Biosphere reserves had similar objectives to those of national parks with the main 
purpose of preserving biodiversity. The National Park where used as the core area of the 
Biosphere reserve which consisted generally of three concentric rings. The inner ring was 
the core area while the second ring a buffer zone, and the third ring a transition zone.

51 Interview with District Wildlife Manager 06-03-06
52 Interview with Game Warden 06-03-14
53 Interview with representative of Mamire Village 06-03-10
54 Interview with representative of Mamire Village 06-03-10
55 Shauri, V. (1999) p. 3
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The Biosphere Reserves has had a great impact on the establishment of buffer zones 
around protected areas.56

Historically buffer zones originates from the idea that protected areas must be shielded 
from adjacent communities. Today the definition and role of a buffer zone differs 
somewhat due to their double task. Besides assuring a sound conservation in the 
protected area the buffer zone should also provide valued benefits to neighboring rural 
communities.
This double function comes from the realization by conservationists that conservation 
cannot be imposed with guns and fences. The goal however is still to protect the 
biodiversity but this protection has to be harmonized with the creation of benefits to local 
people. This understanding has resulted in a variety of different definitions throughout 
the years.
A commonly used definition is: 

“Areas peripheral to a national park or equivalent reserve, where restrictions are placed 
upon resource use or special development measures are undertaken to enhance the 
conservation values of the area”

This definition is more focused on the social impact and ecological goal of buffer zones. 
But for buffer zones to have a logical meaning there has to be another definition. 
Otherwise they would only be to expend the park boundaries in a way that raises less 
opposition. With a greater appreciation of the reality of the local community situation 
there has to be a definition that truly recognizes the ‘ideal mutual support’ between the 
national park and local communities. A more proper definition would therefore be: 

“any area, often peripheral to a protected area, inside or outside, in which activities are 
implemented or the area managed with the aim of enhancing the positive and reducing 
the negative impacts of conservation on neighboring communities and neighboring 
communities on conservation”57 

This definition doesn’t automatically assumes that the buffer zone should be placed 
outside the National park. It may very well be placed inside the park and therefore 
recognizes the local communities to a higher degree. Even if it is a delicate matter to 
agree on a clear definition the most important part when establishing a buffer zone is to 
always consider the local situation in every single case. The situation for locals and their 
ecological impact differs heavily from different protected areas around the globe. 
Historically the use of buffer zone has been a tale of both success and failure. Very much 
depending whether you focus on the socio-economic effects or the ecological effects. 
Most of the published articles evaluating buffer zones conclude that buffer zones mainly 
failed in their task to integrate conservation and development. These articles also stresses 
the crucial importance of the development aspect to achieve a successful buffer zone.58

56 Martion, D. (2001) Buffer zones around protected areas: A brief literature review: 
http://egj.lib.uidaho.edu/egj15/martino1.html
57 Martion, D. (2001) Buffer zones around protected areas: A brief literature review: 
http://egj.lib.uidaho.edu/egj15/martino1.html
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During the 1990s there was a buffer zone between Tarangire National Park and Mamire 
village. In this buffer zone, cultivation of land was considered illegal but certain grazing 
activities was accepted. The area was very small but within a couple of years the farmers 
realized that this buffer zone was not strengthen by the law resulting in a rapid cultivation 
of the land between the village and the national park.59 
Today both the farmers in Mamire village and Tarangire National Park Management 
want to establish a buffer zone between the park and the village that is strengthen by law. 
What should be allowed and what should be prohibited has not been agreed upon. The 
farmers want the buffer zone to be placed within park boundaries while Tarangire Park 
Management stresses the importance of locating it outside. 60 The park management also 
refers to the importance of the village to adopt a land-use plan with vital areas designated 
for wildlife conservation.61

58 Martion, D. (2001) Buffer zones around protected areas: A brief literature review: 
http://egj.lib.uidaho.edu/egj15/martino1.html
59 Interview with representative of AWF, 06-03-18
60 Interview with representative of Mamire Village , 06-03-10
61 Interview with representative of Tarangire National Park Management, 06-03-09
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11. Analysis

11.1 The Political Ecology of Wildlife Conservation in Tanzania
There is no doubt that the human/wildlife conflict near Tarangire National Park is a 
infected conflict. The contempt and frustration expressed about the Government, 
TANAPA and Park management are sometimes vicious from the farmers side. The 
feeling of being ignored and considered being a problem by these institutions further 
complicates the communication. The common perception about the farmers living near 
Tarangire National Park is that they lack the understanding of the severe wildlife 
situation. Even though they grants possibilities to benefit from conservation activities 
they doesn’t engage in them. There is a wide spread belief among the wildlife managing 
authorities that educating the farmers will prevent them from engaging in destructive 
activities. This is off course true to a certain degree. By educating people in wildlife 
management you will raise their consciousness about the issue. But the conflict as 
understood through political ecology is a bit more delicate. The People in Mamire village 
have not established a land-use plan with areas designated for wildlife management 
because they can’t afford it. Mamire village mostly consist of farmers struggling for 
everyday survival and doesn’t possess the resources or knowledge to effectively benefit 
from tourism-related business. It’s a lack of understanding from the authorities side of the 
farmers situation. Resulting in the militaristic approach towards the problem. The locals 
do grants the possibility to send representatives to Park Management meetings and 
influence the regulations that affects them. But their influence is somehow questionable. 
During this meetings, for example in the process of developing a General Management 
Plan for Tarangire National Park, you also have representatives from TANAPA, NGOs, 
scientist, park managers, business interests and a lot of other specialists. All being 
educated elite members of the society with a lot of research to back up their interests. The 
representatives from local communities will surely have a lot to do in order to affect the 
outcome. This is very well represented by the formulation of the problems in the General 
Management Plan and the strategies to combat these problems. Mainly defined as a lack 
of law enforcement and lack of education among locals. A belief that is also shared with 
many NGOs. The farmers experience the outcome as another regulation being brought 
upon them. Despite their everyday struggle for survival they now also have to engage in 
wildlife management. 
The wildlife managing institutions, TANAPAs and the Wildlife departments internal 
conflicts over management areas has further increased the gap between government and 
the local population. TANAPA is acting in areas outside National Park boundaries on 
land under the Wildlife Departments jurisdiction. This creates an insecurity of who owns 
the wildlife and managing-responsibilities and generates a political status-quo that gives 
the local communities even less opportunities to influence the politics. 

The local NGOs have a limited influence in Tanzania compared to the international. The 
government competes with the local NGOs for the donor support and hence limit their 
possibilities to improve democratization by narrowly defining them in a ‘national policy 
on NGOs. By doing so it becomes more difficult for them to influence the politics if they 
want to be classified as an NGO. 
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Western policies and ideologies have to a very high degree influenced wildlife 
management in Tanzania. The view of nature as something different from human society 
that needs to be protected from human interference was effectively implemented by the 
German colonial rule by establishing the first protected areas in Tanzania. After the 
independence the country continued in the same vein as earlier. Heavily dependent and 
influenced by first world donors and NGOs to uphold a sound wildlife conservation. 
Tanzania have today designated over 20% of the land for protected areas being the main 
strategy for wildlife conservation as thought by the international conservation movement. 
Today the western NGOs are primarily working through policy reforms, environmental 
education and different projects. Thus continuing to spread the western ideals and views 
on wildlife conservation. When the international conservation movement shifted view 
from the “fences and fines”-approach towards ‘Community Conservation’, Tanzania and 
many other African countries followed very shortly. For example with the Selous 
Conservation Program in 87, managed by WWF, and now through the new Wildlife 
Policy or TANAPAS Community Conservation Service(CCS). The AWF is a typical 
example of a major and influential NGO that is driven by foreign financial support. The 
WWF work is on the other hand conducted through direct lobbying the government to 
undertake conservation practices such as creation of protected areas or establishment of 
environmental education programs. Giving them a lot of power over Tanzania’s wildlife 
conservation action.

This shows very clearly that wildlife conservation in Tanzania is profoundly political, 
from local to global scales and with historical causes. Tanzania’s conservation policies is 
a way to strive towards modernity and a vital part of its foreign affairs strategy. However 
it is also very obvious that international interests have shaped the conservation policies to 
a high degree. The technical analysis by conservation biologists, stressing the need for 
further conservation, also means actions that engage with society. This does not 
necessarily have to be a bad thing but the situation as experienced by the farmers in 
Mamire village clearly shows that wildlife conservation in Tanzania today is a 
democratic problem and a cause for frustration among the grassroots.

11.2 Can buffer zones be a solution?
The increasing population around Tarangire National Park truly is a severe threat to the 
large migratory species that depends on the dispersal areas around the park. By blocking 
these areas with human presence, the species within the ecosystem are doomed to 
extinction. At best it only constitute a significant threat to the biodiversity. At the same 
time there is alarming need to engage local citizens in wildlife management, ensuring that 
the land-use practices conducted does not threaten wildlife conservation. The WMA-
regulations in the Wildlife Policy aims at overcoming this problem in areas outside the 
protected areas, but the Wildlife Policy is not strengthen by law and some local 
communities apparently feel that they don’t benefit enough from them.
Still, it is in the areas closest to park boundaries that the human/wildlife conflict is most 
severe. Buffer zones between human settlement and protected areas have been widely 
discussed in conservation authorities for the purpose of protecting the wildlife from 
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human interference. But there is an equal need to protect the local communities from 
conservation interference. A buffer zone must consider the importance of a sound 
wildlife conservation as well as a sound development in the designated areas. For a buffer 
zone to succeed in both it’s goals, it cannot merely be a extension of park boundaries. 
Earlier buffer zones failed to a high degree due to the complications of integrating both 
goals. Mostly because they failed to address the social impact. Historically buffer zones 
originates from the minds of conservation biologist that recognized the threat local 
communities possess to the wildlife. But when studying the wildlife conservation in 
Tanzania through Political Ecology, you will find that conservation policies are highly 
political and also means actions that engage with society. The tricky part is to make sure 
that a conservation policy or a project ensures that the action imposed takes mutual 
consideration of both the ecological impact and the social impact. This is truly not an 
easy task. Besides, projects that aims to combine wildlife conservation and poverty 
alleviation such as implementing a buffer zone, often follow different moral agendas that 
affects the outcome and the actions proposed. It is therefore very important to reflect over 
the connections and disconnections that is related to both goals because often there has to 
be hard choices between them. In the case of Tarangire National Park and surrounding 
settlements there is some crucial features that needs to be considered. 

Constructing a buffer zone between park and community is something that both the 
farmers in Mamire and the Park management want. But there is great differences in what 
park management and farmers want to achieve with it. There must be land set aside for 
wildlife conservation outside the park. The situation with an ever increasing population 
and cultivation of land is highly unsustainable. The farmers crops on the edge of the park 
attracts animals from within the park as well as the human presence blocks the animals 
vital dispersal areas. But these things is not “fixed” by another regulation or law on local 
scale that forces the communities to set aside land for wildlife management. The local 
communities plays a key role to ensure a successful wildlife conservation. Wildlife 
management by the state solely has proven insufficient and the local communities is an 
underutilized resource for this matter. For them to fully engage in it, there first has to be a 
recognition throughout the political spectrum that the hierarchy between the 
governmental institutions and local communities hasn’t been equitable since the creation 
of protected areas in Tanzania. The militarized organizations does not create the vital 
democratic foundation and forum to being able to appreciate the local communities 
situation. The wildlife managing institutions must change their internal culture and 
attitude towards wildlife management. This must be done in order for national wildlife 
managing  institutions to fully understand that local communities will not engage in 
wildlife management without insurance that they will benefit from wildlife resources. 
Changes in the attitudes of the wildlife managing institutions and creation of democratic 
forums is the first step towards a successful tradeoff between the park and the community 
and the possible creation of a mutual supporting buffer zone. If this is not recognized 
there is a high risk that the buffer zone will fail. Even if the Wildlife policy is a great step 
forward, local people doesn’t engage in the WMA-activities enough. If local people does 
not get the proper motivation and the understanding that wildlife is something that they 
can benefit from there is a overwhelming possibility that unsustainable practices such as 
poaching and tree-cutting will continue despite a buffer zone. 
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Due to the impact western donors and NGOs have on Tanzanian wildlife management, it 
is vital that these organizations also fully realizes the national and local prerequisites and 
impact their work have. The sudden policy change towards community conservation 
shows that there has been a paradigm shift in the international conservation movement 
and technical analysis by conservation biologist now also have to take the social impact 
into consideration. This is indeed necessary because their influence on the Tanzanian 
conservation policies is strong. When foreign NGOs or experts is planning projects that 
aims at combining wildlife conservation and development there is a need to reflect over 
the moral attitude towards the problem and selection of scientific methods to be used to 
analyze this problem. In the case of establishing a buffer zone between Tarangire 
National Park and surrounding settlements it is necessary that the buffer zone aims for 
mutual support of both goals. 

I suggest that “Conservation should not compromise poverty reduction” is the preferred 
moral attitude to achieve this. This position identify that poverty alleviation and wildlife 
conservation is two separate goals that both needs to be addressed but doesn’t take more 
consideration to one or the other. You may have to make tradeoffs between them but it 
gives the best opportunities to scientifically evaluate the ecological impact as well as the 
social of a possible buffer zone. This is not done by viewing wildlife conservation and 
poverty reduction as two different policy realms. They are indeed connected. Neither is it 
done by viewing local communities as something that must be compensated to raise less 
opposition against the conservation practices proposed. This attitude risk to downplay the 
vital part communities have to achieve a proper wildlife conservation in a possible buffer 
zone. If the social impacts is not considered fully the situation may not be improved by a 
buffer zone. It is also not wishful to neglect the alarming threat local communities 
constitute to the large migratory species in Tarangire National Park. By viewing wildlife 
resources purely as a mean to fight poverty you risk to downplay the conservation part. 

Mamire village is poor. The reasons for this is mainly the organization of production. 
Few farmers own much while others owns very little creating a situation where the 
farmers must cultivate more and more land in order to sustain their living standard. 
Hence increasing the human/wildlife conflict. With a buffer zone ensuring true benefit-
sharing from park revenues this situation can be helped given the preconditions that is 
stated above. The benefit-sharing regulations can, if rightly introduced, affect the 
organization of production so the farmers and especially the poor can make a living and 
still afford to set aside enough land and manpower for wildlife management so that a 
sound wildlife conservation can be achieved. True benefit-sharing is equally important as 
sharing of true management responsibilities. The communities plays a to vital part in 
wildlife conservation to not fully engage in it. It is thus important to ensure a strong 
revenue and property rights to local communities. By doing so you will also raise the 
incentives for a strong wildlife management.

31



11.3 Discussion
Buffer zones could theoretically be a solution to the human/wildlife conflict in areas 
adjacent to Tarangire National Park. But when studying the political ecology of wildlife 
conservation in Tanzania you will find that the problem is not just solved by 
implementation of a buffer zone. It is a democratic problem that needs to be solved in the 
first place. Without a proper communication between wildlife managing institutions and 
local settlements, wildlife conservation is impossible.

The most important part when establishing a buffer zone is to always consider the local 
situation in every single case. To being able to do this it’s essential to make a thorough 
and careful scientific evaluation of the basic conditions in the area, both social and 
ecological, before you draw any conclusions on what kind of benefit and responsibilities 
the local community should have. Otherwise it would just be a number of guesses based 
on individual preferences and nothing that would solve the human/wildlife conflict in 
areas adjacent to Tarangire National Park. 

Based on the knowledge of the wildlife situation presented in this essay there is some 
benefits and responsibilities that could further be examined.
In addition to building schools and educate local people in wildlife management the park 
could, in exchange for land designated for wildlife management and conservation 
practices, support the poor and marginalized people in the village by educating them in 
wildlife management and give them a reasonable salary for this. By doing so the park 
could play a positive role in the development of the village and affect the organization of 
production to the better. Besides the opportunity given by the WMA-regulations the park 
could also help the village to engage in tourism-related business. Both through economic 
subsidies and with their wildlife and tourism-related expertise. This would probably 
motivate the villagers to further explore the possibilities given by the WMA-regulations. 
Another option is to give the community a certain amount of money in exchange for 
areas designated for wildlife activities and as compensation for destroyed crops or even 
cases of deaths by wild animals. This money would then be distributed by the village. 
Acknowledging village self-determination by doing so. Another interesting idea is to 
allow a certain hunting-quota for local settlements. Making sure that the villagers could 
benefit from the wildlife resources and not only bear the costs. 

As already mentioned it is essential that the social and ecological impact on community 
and wildlife of these possible solutions is thoroughly examined. 

Another severe issue is the alarming increase of human population in this area. This is the 
most serious threat to wildlife conservation. It is uncertain if only true benefit- and 
responsibility-sharing could possible solve this. It is concluded in an report from 1994 
(The Conflict between Wildlife and Local People Living Adjacent to Protected Areas in 
Tanzania: Human Density as a Predictor) that people living in high density areas will 
continue to experience problems with wildlife at high human densities even if the 
protected area would be abolished. The factor of high density population is decisive for 
the experience of conflicts with wild animals. 
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Better benefits to people near parks could actually increase the population growth by 
tempting people in other areas to move to the these communities because of the 
possibilities and welfare provided there. This issue demands other measures than true 
benefit- and responsibility-sharing to be solved.  
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District Wildlife Manager, 06-03-06
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Representative of Mamire Village, 06-03-10

Game Warden, 06-03-14

Representative of AWF, 06-03-18
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Appendix

Appendix 162

Map of Tanzania showing all major protected areas. Notice the high concentration of 
protected areas in the northern parts.

62 Tanzania odyssey website:  http://www.tanzania-
web.com/maps_of_tanzania_game_reserves__islands/map_of_tanzania.htm 
06-05-23
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Appendix 263

Map of Tarangire National Park. Showing Tarangire River, roads and 
Mamire ranger post, located close to Mamire village on the western side of the park.

63 Ocker Safari website:  http://www.kiewaview.com/Ocker/TarangireNPmap.htm 2006-05-23
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Appendix 3 (pictures taken by author in Mamire 06-03-10)

Mamire center. In the background there is some 
buildings with wall-paint and tin-roofs.

Traces by Giraffe, crossing one farmers recently planted corn.
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Primitive scarecrow located in a farmers cornfield.
In the background, by the trees, is

Tarangire National Parks western border.
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