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Abstract 
 
This paper presents a preliminary analysis of empirical data from a research project on New 

Partnerships for Sustainability (NEPSUS) in Tanzania. It follows research in eight villages in 

Rufiji and Kilwa districts where six months of fieldwork was conducted over the period 

February 2017 to February 2019. We seek to understand wildlife conservation partnerships 

in north-eastern section of the Selous ecosystem. We examine the processes that have given 

shape to these partnerships and provide a preliminary picture of ecological and livelihood 

sustainability outcomes. Data were collected through structured interviews using Open Data 

Kit and semi-structured interviews with key informants as well as focus group discussions. In 

total, 354 households were involved in the survey, plus 27 group discussions and 44 key 

informant interviews across eight villages. In this paper we deal primarily with perceptions of 

change, as reported to us by questionnaire data and qualitative research. This preliminary 

analysis suggests some surprising findings. Wildlife presents a cost to many people both in 

terms of the damage it does, the opportunity costs of the land and resources it occupies, and 

the failures of existing governance regimes to provide benefits from it. But these misfortunes 

are concentrated on a minority of people; for most people the measures to deal with wildlife, 

to improve their governance and increase benefits, are not a cause for concern. While there 

is dissatisfaction with current affairs, there is also a lot of indifference and lack of knowledge 

of what is happening. The partnerships we examine are not defined by high levels of local 

participation. This lack of participation allows influential stakeholders to shape arrangements 

that facilitate forms of dispossession. This makes it harder for partnership outcomes to be 

just and generally beneficial.  

 

Key words: Conservation partnerships, wildlife, perceptions, Selous Game Reserve, Rufiji and 

Kilwa, Tanzania 
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1. Introduction  
 

This paper presents empirical data from a research project on New Partnerships for 

Sustainability (NEPSUS). The project seeks to explore new partnerships, which are emerging 

in natural resource governance and consider whether and how they lead to more equitable 

and sustainable outcomes (Ponte et al 2017). 

 

Key to the research design is the notion of complexity in partnerships. This refers to the fact 

that more actors and stakeholders are becoming integrated into different mechanisms of 

natural resource governance. Instead of simply different levels of state government (central 

conservation authorities, district and village governments) we have private companies 

(dealing in timber or tourism) forming contracts with different organs of government, assisted 

by various NGOs and overseen and supported by national level associations of stakeholders 

and certification groups. This project examines the idea that as partnerships become more 

complex, so they also become more sustainable, as measured by both social and economic 

outcomes. Accordingly, the selection of study sites was constructed according to whether 

they are part of ‘complex’ partnerships, ‘simple’ partnerships or control sites (with no 

partnerships). 

 

In the whole project we consider three sectors of natural resources – wildlife, forest and 

coastal. In this paper, we seek to contribute to the understanding of the wildlife conservation 

partnerships in north-eastern section of the Selous ecosystem in Rufiji district. We examine 

the processes that shaped them and some of the ecological and livelihood sustainability 

outcomes. In doing so, we present empirical data from eight villages in which fieldwork was 

conducted for over six months since February 2016.  

 

The main form of innovation that we are concerned with in this paper are the ‘Wildlife 

Management Areas’ (WMAs) - large areas of village land close to protected areas which are 

set aside for wildlife. Access to them is sold to hunting and/or photographic tourism 

companies, with revenues from bed nights, trophy fees and other benefits channelled to 

village (and district) authorities. It is through WMAs that the more complex partnerships can 

develop. In practice WMAs tend to bring combinations of villages together to form large 

blocks of territory. Their creation also entails mapping and planning land use on all village 

lands, so that villages are allocated farming land, grazing land, village forest reserves and so 

on as well as wildlife areas.  

 

Our work derives from studying the variable effects of different forms of WMA. This is a 

preliminary paper and presents preliminary analyses. More will follow as we explore how 

different forms and levels of complexity affect the workings of governance arrangements and 

their outcomes. It also deals primarily with perceptions of change, as reported to us by 
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questionnaire data and qualitative research. Other reports will provide different perspectives 

on the nature and forms of change. 

 

Nonetheless, although this is nascent work, we want to use this paper to present a surprising 

argument that appears to be emerging. We can show that for many people wildlife presents 

a cost – both in terms of the damage it does and the lost opportunity to benefit from it. At 

the same time these misfortunes are concentrated on a minority of people. For most people 

the measures to deal with wildlife, to improve governance of them, and increase benefits 

from them, are not an issue that pre-occupies them. It is a matter of relatively low salience. 

Thus, while there is dissatisfaction with current affairs, there is also a lot of ignorance and 

relative indifference. These new partnerships, whether complex or simple, are not defined by 

high levels of local participation. This makes it harder for their outcomes to be just and 

generally beneficial.  

 

More than that, as we will show, the lack of participation allows influential stakeholders to 

influence arrangements to facilitate forms of dispossession. This bodes ill for the justice of 

outcomes in the longer term. It is particularly concerning given that incidences of wildlife 

damage appear to be increasing in villages with partnerships (complex or simple). As the need 

to manage and govern wildlife issues effectively and fairly grows, the apparatus for doing so 

is not forming adequately. 

 

The paper is organized in five main sections. After this introduction, the second section 

presents the methods used to report the findings presented. The third examines the context 

of conservation in Rufiji District and describes the general economic status of the study sites, 

and the place of wildlife in rural livelihoods. Section four provides a specific context of 

conservation partnerships in Rufiji district as they relate to the national and global 

conservation objectives. In this section we attempt to provide the current set up of 

partnerships including their typology and key drivers of their formation. Likewise, the section 

provides information about local people’s perceptions about why and how partnerships have 

evolved as well as the levels of their involvement in conservation activities. Section 5 explores 

the perceptions of villagers to the changes that have happened to the landscapes around 

them. Section 6 discusses the findings. 

 

2. Methods 
 

We selected Rufiji district to work on wildlife conservation issues. The district is an important 

entry into the game reserve’s photographic and hunting sections through Matambwe and 

Kingupira gates respectively. A rich variety of partnerships are available to study here. In total, 

eight villages were selected for this study to represent different kinds of partnership 

configurations (Figure 1 and Table 1). 
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Four villages (Ngarambe, Tapika, Ngorongo and Mloka) are also adjacent to the reserve but 

with formal and more complex partnership configuration built on WMAs (MUNGATA and 

JUHIWANGUMWA WMAs respectively). Two of these villages joined WMA schemes relatively 

early (Ngarambe and Tapika), and two joined relatively late (Ngorongo and Mloka). Two 

villages (Kandawale and Ngarambi) are adjacent the Selous Game Reserve and represent 

‘simpler’ partnerships. Two more villages (Tawi and Nambunju) are relatively far from the 

game reserve and these were selected as ‘control’ sites for the project.  

 

Note that the boundaries of the Selous Game Reserve appear to extend far into Mloka village. 

This reflects the fact that the boundaries move – and are aggressively pushed outwards into 

neighbouring villages. 

 

Figure 1. The study area.  
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Table 1. Site selection. 

 

Table 2: Summary of Partnership Complexity Score Values 

Complexity 

score 

Weight 

(Out of 

100) 

Score MUNGATA 
JUHIWANG

UMWA 

GAME 

RESERVE 

VILLAGES 

CONTROL 

VILLAGES 

Actor 

categories 

Scale 0-1 

      

Central 

government 

and/or other 

government 

agencies and 

parastatal 

agencies 

14.3 0.143 0.143 0.143 0.143 0.143 

Local/District 

government 
14.3 0.143 0.143 0.143 0.143 0.143 

Villages/local 

communities 
14.3 0.143 0.143 0.143 0.143 0.143 

Private sector: 

business 

operators 

hunting 

companies, 

tour operators 

14.3 0.143 0.143 0.143 0 0 

 Simpler partnerships 

(SP) 

More complex 

partnership (CP) 
Control sites 

 Nr Game Reserves WMAs Non-WMA 

Characteristics 

Selected sites next to 

Selous Game Reserve 

(part of the ecosystem 

in Kilwa that is linked to 

wildlife open areas in 

Rufiji) 

MUNGATA and 

JUHIWANGUMWA 

WMAs in Rufiji 

Villages next to 

Rufiji 

Open Area 

Villages Kandawale, Ngarambi 
Ngarambe, Tapika 

Ngorongo, Mloka 
Nambuju, Tawi 
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Civil society: 

international 

NGOs 

14.3 0.143 0.143 0.143 0.143 0 

Civil society 

local - 

Consortium  

14.3 0.143 0.143 0.143 0 0 

CBO/WMA 14.3 0.143 0.143 0.143 0 0 

Sub-total 100 1 1 1 0.572 0.429 

Wildlife-

related 

institutional 

set up (Scale 0-

1)  

      

General 

framework  

(Policies, 

Wildlife Act, 

Hunting 

regulations) 

20 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
0.2 

 

Partnership-

specific 

frameworks 

(MoU, Land 

use plans, 

WMA 

regulations, 

business 

agreements) 

20 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 0 

Division of 

functions 

(administration

, resource 

protection, 

utilization) 

20 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 0 

Revenue 

distribution 

(formula 

clarity, 

20 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 
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stability, 

acceptability) 

Access rights 

(rules about 

access rights to 

hunting, 

photographic, 

bush meat, 

non-wildlife 

products) 

20 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 0 

Sub-total 100 1 1 1 0.4 0.2 

Grand total   2 2 1 0.63 

 

The selection of these villages was based on the degree of complexity that NEPSUS project 

was designed to analyse. The degree of complexity is determined and measured by three 

aspects; number of actors involved, their composition and institutional set up for wildlife-

related partnership. The discussion about number of actors is covered in a separate working 

paper on social network analysis while Table 2 presents partnership complexity scoring for 

actor categories and institutional setup. Equal weight is allocated out of 100 for different 

aspects and the scoring is done in a scale of 0-1 (which stands for either presence or absence). 

 

Table 2 shows quantitatively that the complexity of the partnerships does vary along the 

gradients we sought to capture. A closer focus on actor categories suggests that the 

government is strongly present across all the study sites. This is a typical character istic of 

Tanzania’s wildlife governance, which has not been changed by the current conservation 

partnerships. This signifies that the state maintains its strong presence and power over 

wildlife resources wherever they are found. Other actors have their specific interests with, 

for example, the private sector, civil society/international NGOs and community-based 

organizations maintaining their presence in areas that host wildlife. No wonder that in the 

end, WMA sites scores 1 to signify high degree of partnership complexity followed by the 

score of 0.572 for game reserve villages to signify simpler configurations. Control villages 

score the lowest value of less than 0.5, which qualifies them as a no partnership sites. 

However, the complete absence of partners in control villages may not, in this case, mean 

there are no actors with different interests in these villages. Rather, they could be in 

partnership for resources other than wildlife. This was the case for WWF, which had strong 

presence in Nambunju village but specifically in relation to forest and not wildlife protection. 
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In relation to the institutional setup, there are five values that share equal weight of 20 points. 

The framework for wildlife protection applies for the entire country (even in areas with no 

wildlife resources). Similarly, the formula for sharing wildlife-related revenues is applied 

across villages that share borders with protected areas regardless of whether or not they have 

formal agreements to protect these resources. This leads game reserve villages to score the 

same value with WMA sites when it comes to benefit sharing. Other aspects of institutional 

set up have skewed distribution between sites. The WMAs and game reserve villages are 

similar in terms of partnership-specific frameworks, division of functions and rules that define 

access to wildlife resources. Therefore, based on the scores in Table 2, WMA villages qualifies 

to be sites with more complexity in partnership as they score a total of 1 value while game 

reserve villages score 0.4 hence simpler partnership. The control villages score the lowest 

(0.2) indicating that there are no relevant partnerships.  

 

Both secondary and primary data were collected from these villages, the district council, 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism as well as from different conservation NGOs and 

bilateral partners. Secondary data involve various minutes of meetings, investment contracts, 

financial reports, various project fliers as provided to village offices by different partners, 

statistics on wildlife, tourism and investments within villages and the district. Primary data 

were collected through structured interviews (using Open Data Kit) and unstructured  

interviews with key informants as well as focus group discussions (FGDs). In total, 354 

households were involved in the survey across the eight villages, in addition to 27 FGDs and 

44 key informant interviews. Respondents were mostly male (Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2: Gender of respondent in household survey 
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3. Wildlife Conservation and Rural Life in Rufiji district 
 

3.1 Wildlife Conservation 
 

Rufiji is a well-conserved district. Sixty percent of its land area is wildlife conservation estate. 

This proportion does not include village areas that have recently been set aside for wildlife 

and forest protection to form village forest reserves or WMAs. Of this 60%, about 47.9% is 

taken by the Selous Game Reserve and 12.1% by national forest reserves (URT, 2016).  

 

This proportion of conservation land is high. It compares to 40% of land which is conserved in 

Tanzania as a whole, which is itself one of the most conserved countries in the African 

continent. To put this in perspective, target 11 of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets of the 

Convention on Biological Diversity hopes to see just 17% of terrestrial areas being ‘conserved 

through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and well connected 

systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures, and 

integrated into the wider landscapes and seascapes.’2 

 

The concentration of conservation activity and investment reflects both the value of the 

conservation lands and the need for effective conservation to be integrated into the 

landscape. It should be noted that before elephant numbers dropped to 43,000 in the mid-

2010s and 13,000 in 2014 (WWF, 2016), the 50,000 km2 of Selous was famous for hosting 

almost 60% of the country’s total elephant population (Stephenson, 2004). However, 20% of 

this population is found at any given time outside the reserve boundaries in an area larger 

than 100,000 km2 (Siege and Baldus, 2000), that is to say almost twice as large as the Reserve 

itself.  

 

Maintaining safety, security and habitat availability for the elephants requires altering local 

land use and varying legal and protection status. This in turn requires novel methods, efforts 

and strong commitments towards establishing multi-layered legal and institutional 

frameworks to support the required transformations in the local land use and natural 

resource institution. This calls for dedicated coordination of all the conservation stakeholders 

(Jones et al., 2009). 

 

Such co-ordination now frequently also entails public-private partnerships which respond 

largely to the theme of the World Parks Congress of 2003 in Durban (Protected Areas: Benefits 

beyond Boundaries) and the creation of the IUCN category VI of protected areas known as 

Community Managed Resource Areas (IUCN, 2003). The latter provides a framework for 

accommodating ecosystems and habitats outside national parks, game and forest reserves 

through the establishment of wildlife buffer zones, migratory corridors and dispersal areas. 

Within this context, interests of different actors have converged to support various efforts 

 
2 https://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/. 
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towards securing land for wildlife and creating ecological connectivity within large landscapes 

and ecosystems. The increasing scale of conservation activity and landscapes calls for an 

increased support from different actors – public, private, bilateral and conservation partners 

– particularly in co-financing, co-planning and co-management conservation projects.  

 

Over 38 wildlife corridors were identified in 2009, all of which transcended state protected 

areas to include village lands (Jones et al., 2009). WMAs have become one of the main devices 

in Tanzania by which such corridors can be established so to protect more effectively the 

wildlife populating them. As Outside of conservation areas, farming remains the main 

economic activity for most people who are composed of four main ethnic groups, namely, 

Ndengereko, Matumbi, Ngindo and Makonde. Farmers grow rice, benefitting from periodic 

flooding of alluvial soils, as well as maize and other crops such as cassava, millet, sesame, 

cashew nuts and fruit trees. Animal husbandry and associated farming practices are relatively 

new and mainly introduced by the Sukuma ethnic group. 

 

Figure 3 shows, WMAs cover substantial areas of land (7% of the surface of Tanzania). 

 

Supporters of WMAs argue that apart from supporting gene flow, wildlife movement and 

dispersal and reducing pressure on ecosystems, buffer zones and wildlife corridors will 

potentially increase income-generating activities for local communities through the 

capitalisation of the significant tourism potential of these areas (Riggio and Caro, 2017; Jones 

et al., 2009). Moreover, WMAs would protect human lives and livelihoods by placing the 

emphasis on human-wildlife conflict mitigation. Mwakaje et al., (2013) suggests, however, 

that the identification of village land parcels for conservation has mainly been informed by 

species-based research (particularly the migratory requirements of elephants). Villagers’ 

needs are not prominent, which enhances the potential for conflict with existing local land 

uses. 

 

3.2 Main Economic Activities and Livelihood Configurations 
 

Outside of conservation areas, farming remains the main economic activity for most people 

who are composed of four main ethnic groups, namely, Ndengereko, Matumbi, Ngindo and 

Makonde. Farmers grow rice, benefitting from periodic flooding of alluvial soils, as well as 

maize and other crops such as cassava, millet, sesame, cashew nuts and fruit trees. Animal 

husbandry and associated farming practices are relatively new and mainly introduced by the 

Sukuma ethnic group. 
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Figure 3. WMAs in Tanzania. 

 
Source: Ruth John. 

 

This region of Tanzania is well known for its relatively low levels of economic development. 

The tourist trade does not bring in many visitors, there is little industry and, until recently, 

poor infrastructure. Education levels are low (Figure 4), and farming is the main source of 

livelihood. Our survey data, as presented in Figure 5, shows that 96% of respondents (N = 

354) depend on farming as their main livelihood activity. Other sources of income (3%) come 

from casual labour and civil servants. Business as a livelihood option is carried out by only 1% 

of the villagers. However, business is found to be the second main source of livelihood by 23% 

of the respondents. This implies that people farm but also do business seasonally (mainly in 

food vending and kiosks).  

 

Livelihood activities of most of households in Rufiji district have little to do with the current 

proportion of land under conservation. In one sense, this is not surprising as conservation 

laws mean that people are not allowed to live in or use natural resources from these lands. 

In other sense, it is disappointing because it shows that, despite the much-vaunted economic 

benefits that were expected to emerge from wildlife corridors that crossed village lands, these 
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are yet to feature. The situation becomes more stark when we consider the problems of 

human wildlife conflict. 

 

Figure 4. Education Levels. 

 

Figure 5. Main sources of household livelihoods.  

 

 

We can break livelihood data down according to partnership type. This reinforces the point 

that, throughout the study area, farming dominates (Figure 6). Many families, however, also 

96%

1%

3%

Farming

Business
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combine other livelihood activities, although these are less common in the simple partnership 

areas than they are in the other locations (Figure 7). 

 

Figure 6. Livelihood activity by partnership type. 

 

Figure 7. Secondary livelihood activity by partnership type. 
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3.3 Assets 

 

The relative poverty of this region is apparent in the paucity of assets owned (Figure 8). This 

is common across the partnership types, although there are some indications that there are 

higher levels of bicycle and motorbike ownership in the simple partnerships. 

 

Figure 8. Asset ownership by partnership type. 

 

For what concerns housing, most structures are basic, with just some improved roofs and 

floors (Table 3 to Table 5) As the tables indicate, most of the houses are grass-roofed with 

mud walls and earthen floors. Although housing condition is not the only measure of wealth, 

it provides a broad picture of wealth conditions of the study villages. 

 

Table 3. Roofing material in wildlife study sites. 

Partnership Grass 

Iron 

sloping 

Iron 

pitched Total 

Complex 62% 14% 24% 172 

Simple 58% 8% 34% 88 

Control 41% 16% 43% 94 

Overall 55% 13% 32% 354 
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Table 4. House walls in wildlife study sites. 

Partnership Mud Rock 

Sun baked 

bricks 

Burnt 

Bricks Cement Total 

Complex 88% 1% 7% 3% 1% 172 

Simple 81% 17% 2% 0% 0% 88 

Control 88% 4% 5% 1% 1% 94 

Overall 86% 6% 5% 2% 1% 354 

 

Table 5. Floor condition in wildlife study sites. 

Partnership Earth 

Clay 

Plaster Cement n 

Complex 79% 19% 2% 172 

Simple 80% 20% 0% 88 

Control 84% 15% 1% 94 

Overall 81% 18% 1% 354 

 

We have combined these different elements of housing condition into a housing index (Table 

6). The lowest score is 3 (worse possible construction with respect to walls, floor and roof). 

Improvement in roofing (any metal sheeting), or walls (burnt brick or cement), or floor 

(cement) could raise the score to a maximum of 6. A score of 4 means one of these variables 

is improved by one step. This shows that just over half of the homes (53%) are in poor 

condition, substantially below national average scores as shown by Living Standard 

Measurements Survey (LSMS) data, which are national representative. Furthermore, the 

villages involved in partnerships have slightly poorer housing stock than the control villages. 

 

Table 6. Housing condition score (3, poor, 6 good). 

Partnership 3 4 5 6 n 

Complex 60% 21% 10% 9% 172 

Simple 55% 28% 15% 2% 88 

Control 40% 44% 11% 5% 94 

Overall 53% 29% 11% 6% 354 

LSMS 2011 26% 20% 19% 35% 3,924 

Note LSMS data are from authors’ own analysis, but these findings are unweighted . 

 

In summary, these are generally poor areas. Housing stock is generally worse than other parts 

of the country, and most people are pursuing agricultural livelihoods which have been 

associated with slow growth rates and relatively little change. What is the consequence of 

living in such a highly conserved area on the livelihoods of people there?  
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Survey data show that many people experience crop damage. 70-77% of families in all 

communities, not just those in partnership villages experience some form of crop loss (Table 

7). 

 

Table 7. Have you experienced loss of crops to wildlife? 

Partnership Yes No n 

Complex 77% 23% 172 

Simple 70% 30% 88 

Control 77% 23% 57 

Overall 75% 25% 317 

Note 36 people did not reply 

 

However, in most instances few lose more than 25% of their crop and most people ‘only’ 

loose up to 25% of their crop (Table 8). Note however that 79 people (33% of the sample) did 

not respond to this question. Given that it is more likely that these people do not experience 

heavy losses (if respondents are more likely to tell us about that sort of thing) then this means 

that significant losses (over 25% of the crop) is a minority experience (affecting 31% of the 

population).  

 

Table 8. How much damage you have experienced? 

Partnership 

No 

Answer <25% 25-50% 51-75% >75% n 

Complex 23% 37% 28% 6% 5% 172 

Simple 50% 31% 27% 4% 4% 88 

Control 34% 39% 10% 1% 0% 94 

Overall 33% 36% 23% 5% 3% 354 

 

Concentrations of misfortune are evident in these data. Higher levels of crop loss were 

reported from both complex and simple partnership villages. Moreover, those who report 

higher levels of damage from crops are also more likely to report that crop damage is 

‘frequent’ (Table 9).3 76% of people who experienced levels of crop damage that took less 

than 25% of the harvest said that this damage was frequent. 87% of those who lost more than 

25% of the harvest complained that damage was frequent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3 We did not have standard definitions of what ‘frequent’ means in the survey, this was a free text response, and frequent 

(‘maranyingi’ in Swahili) was the most common word used by far in the responses. 
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Table 9. How frequently does damage occur? 

Row Labels <25% 

25-

50% 

51-

75% >75% n 

Damage ‘Frequent’ 96 70 16 11 193 

Total Responses 127 83 16 12 193 

 

People who experience these losses are keenly aware of the injustices involved. As one 

participant told us: 

 

‘The thing is, humans have no financial value, but animals have. The government has 

acted in support of this in different ways. For example, do you know that elephants are 

in the highest value note of Tanzania? That is, the note of 10,000 has elephants in i t. 

5000 thousand has Rhino and giraffe. 2000 has a lion, 500 has buffalo. Then comes 

small valued animals; the coins have impala, Ostrich, rabbit etc. You see that the 

government has put elephants as a symbol of the highest valued thing? This is an 

image of the country. When you come down here, people do not live the image – we 

live in the real world of these animals. There is no one with 10,000 in the pocket, just 

like that! The value of these animals does not come to us but the costs of protecting 

them does. Conservation is not for humanity but financial valuation’ Source: 

WILD021KII. 

 

From these data it is apparent that living with wildlife can be a problem. Yet, it is not a 

universal problem affecting everyone in the same way, being mostly inconvenient for a 

minority of people. It is not a defining experience for all residents. Thus, there is both the 

need and opportunity for the partnerships that this project has explored to make a substantial 

difference to people’s lives in two ways. First, it could reduce the harm done by crop damage, 

and second, it could bring more economic benefits from wildlife. Both measures would have 

a significant impact on the lives of poor rural people. 

 

4. Wildlife Conservation Partnerships in Rufiji District: Contexts, Configurations and Social 

Networks  
 

4.1 Chronology of Partnership Development 
 

To understand conservation partnerships in Rufiji, we have to observe how various 

stakeholders associate themselves with the current threats to the Selous ecosystem.  One of 

the most important is the Tanzania Wildlife Authority (TAWA), which is in charge of the 

protection of wildlife in and outside the reserve, and who is concerned about the placement 

of the reserve in the list of World Heritage Sites in danger in 2014 (TAWA, 2017). The 
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government has since then taken momentous actions in restoring the ecosystem in 

collaboration with its conservation and development partners.  

 

The Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI) – an organ (under the Ministry of Natural 

Resources and Tourism (MNRT)) responsible for conducting and coordinating research in the 

county collaborates with scientists, development and conservation partners as well as other 

central and local government institutions – is responsible for raising awareness about the 

increasing threats to wildlife. For example, the theme of TAWIRI’s 10th biannual conference 

in Arusha 2015 was ‘Wildlife Conservation in the face of Increasing Anthropogenic Demands’. 

The conference had a representation of a total of 135 conservation projects and 549 research 

scientists in addition to policy makers, conservation NGOs and Civil Society representatives. 

The financial support from the government was backed up by organizations and companies 

such as World Elephant Center, The Grumeti Funds Tanzania, The Nature Conservancy, 

Wildlife Conservation Society, Tour Operators of Tanzania to mention a few. Through support 

for research, TAWIRI provides legitimate grounds for interventions in wildlife protected by 

different partners.  

 

It is important to appreciate how powerful national and international forces are. A paper by 

Noe (2019) shows that the World Heritage Commission of UNESCO has stipulated that 

additional land should be gazetted to the Selous Game Reserve to compensate for the 

perceived damage to the sanctity of ‘the property’ (to use WHC language). Thus, proposals to 

mine uranium inside the Reserve, or build a dam at Stiglers’ Gorge come together with strong 

international pressure to expand the Reserve to compensate for the losses related to such 

activities (Noe, 2019). The pressure takes the form of explicit threats to remove the property 

from the list of World Heritage sites.4 

 

At the Rufiji district level, bilateral partners such as German government (through its different 

development agencies – namely KfW, GIZ and FZS), the US (through USAID) and conservation 

NGOs, such as WWF, are working closely with the District Game Office, the Selous 

management sectors at Matambwe and Kingupira, as well as the villages adjacent to the 

reserve. These international partners are currently implementing a co-financed Selous 

Ecosystem Conservation and Development Program (SECAD) that started in 2017 with over 

18 million Euro from the German government and 400,000 Euro contributed by WWF and 

other partners. The main objective of the program is to strengthen the capacity of the game 

reserve management to protect wildlife by improving communication systems, ranger skills 

and baseline ecological assessment. This support focuses on specific species, namely the black 

rhinos and elephants in the ecosystems that are shared with local communities. Specifically, 

FZS coordinates these partnership activities within the game reserve, while WWF does so 

 
4 It is not clear what ecological data these recommendations are based on, or whether this is driven by 
arguments based on the amount of land involved. 
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mainly in the reserve buffer zones and wildlife corridors. This makes WWF visible and better 

known in our study villages and the WMAs. 

 

The current local partnership networks should, however, be understood in the context of 

their long history of conservation interventions in the area. By tracing the work of these 

partners on the ground, we captured narratives from our key informants in the villages who 

recall first visits of foreign technical advisers such as Rolf Baldus (1988), David Kaggi (1993), 

Rudolf Hahn (1996) – all of them relating to GTZ Selous Conservation Program. In the words 

of one key informant: 

 

‘There was resistance since the days of David Kaggi (1993) and Rudolf Hahn (1996). 

However, these people enticed us with our most favourable thing; wild meat. They told 

us that we were stealing it from ourselves because we had no clear procedure for 

harvesting. We believed them because we ate wild meat but knowing that it was illegal’ 

(WILD020KII) 

 

These people were working with a project of the German government which has pioneered 

community-based conservation schemes through its GTZ funded Selous Conservation 

Program in over 46 villages around the reserve since 1988 (Noe, 2010). The schemes required 

partnerships between state government, village and district governments and tourist hunting 

companies. 

 

In the current study villages of Ngarambe and Tapika, Selous Conservation Program pioneered 

conservation partnerships which are locally described as ‘Maliasili’. Local narratives suggest 

that WWF started to work in the villages in early 1990s, at the same time as the Selous 

Conservation Program and with the similar objective of strengthening Maliasili committees 

and local security systems to protect wildlife in village lands. Meanwhile, an influential 

individual - Mr. Muhsin Shein and his private hunting company Game Frontiers of Tanzania– 

was also present in the villages starting from the mid 1990s (as far as people can recall). Other 

partners who seek to support community involvement in conservation came later with, for 

example, the Belgian Technical Cooperation introducing the Eastern Selous Conservation 

Project in Mloka and Ngorongo villages from 2006. Again, these were based on partnerships 

between tourist hunting companies, the state government and district government 

authorities. 

 

The primary focus of partnerships has been to promote wildlife as a competitive land use 

through anticipated increase of tourism attractions in village lands. The concerted efforts to 

create WMAs are primarily directed at making wildlife attractive to local communities 

through tourism businesses, which are considered key elements for bridging between 

conservation efforts and local development needs. In this view, partnerships are claimed to 

improve the effectiveness of biodiversity governance by securing land while also creating 
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business links for local development. How far this has been the case in the study villages is 

subject of discussion in later sections of the paper.  

 

The partnership network in the study villages that are involved in the creation of the two 

study WMAs (MUNGATA and JUHIWANGUMWA) is as visualized in Figure 9.  

 

                                                                                                                                                      

Figure 9. Partnership social networks in Rufiji WMAs. 

 

This social network of partners suggests that the government through its central (TAWA, 

TAWIRI and Wildlife Division) and local organs (Rufiji District Council and Selous Matambwe 

and Kingupira sections) are at the core of the network. This is most likely attesting to the fact 

that ownership and control of wildlife resources in Tanzania are still highly centralized hence 

requiring other partners to coordinate their activities through from the top. Bilateral partners 

(Japanese, US, German and Belgium governments or their agencies) are well represented due 

to their funding roles. WWF represents international conservation interests, which is also 

linked to local development through ASEA Brown Boveri, a private company taking part in an 

Access to Electricity Program. 

 

It is crucial to note that village councils are partners mainly through WMAs which have 

representation through their national Consortium (Community Wildlife Management Areas 

Consortium (CWMAC). The consortium acts as a go-between for hunting companies and 

villages. It promotes business opportunities in WMAs to hunting companies and it helps with 

tender arrangements that authorities governing WMAs need in order to attract companies. 

This explains its links to private hunting companies (GTF and HK Safaris) that have had 
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operations in WMAs. Other business partners in the network are also private hunting 

companies (TAWISA, PPS and LUKASAMALA) who operate within the game reserve. Since 

villages are represented and do not appear to be directly connected to business partners, 

their participation and benefits thereof will continue to be shaped by other actors in the 

network.  

 

Partnerships generalize conservation benefits without differentiating hunting from 

photographic tourism. Yet, in the villages studied, the difference is significantly reflected in 

the lack of representation of private but non-hunting tourism businesses. In fact, on the one 

hand, photographic tourism business in the villages lack documentation, transparency and 

central coordination of partners by the village councils. On the other hand, hunting tourism, 

as it is generally in the country, is centrally captured and controlled by the state. 

 

4.2 Partnership Network Typologies 
 

Our categorization of partnerships responds to the overall project definitions of ‘complex’, 

‘simpler’ and ‘control’ as described in the introduction. We also include the control site for 

comparison. In this section, we present WMAs as ‘complex’ partnership sites mainly due to 

the density of network when compared to other sites.  

 

Complex partnership 1: MUNGATA WMA 

 

The social network of MUNGATA WMA is differentiated by the partner roles and the weight 

of that role (measured by number of arrows towards a node). The difference is minimal when 

compared to Figure 10.  

 

The heaviest node for MUNGATA is towards the Rufiji District Council, the representative of 

central government, with 16 arrows pointing to it. TAWA is the second influential partner with 

10 arrows pointing to it. This implies that all other partners must be connected to the 

government before commencing their activities in villages. The District Game Officer monitors 

all wildlife-related activities in the villages while the District Council Advisory Board provides 

legal and technical support for all the investments in WMA (URT-Wildlife Conservation (WMA) 

Regulation (2012). TAWA and Wildlife Division are connected to the WMA through wildlife 

utilization and protection responsibilities. These two actors have close connection also with 

the Selous Matambwe and Kingupira sectors. These government actors are connected to 

WMAs through patrols that go beyond borders to village areas. Their main interest is 

therefore to ensure wildlife protection outside their borders. 
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Figure 10. MUNGATA WMA partnership network. 

 

As the main conservation NGO, WWF facilitated the establishment of MUNGATA WMA since 

2003 by supporting capacity building and awareness raising among the local communities 

about the benefits of WMA. This was mainly by organizing trainings and supporting leaders 

and Village Game Scouts in attending them. As a way of connecting conservation and 

development, WWF also collaborated with ASEA Brown Boveri. ASEA Brown Boveri provided 

power from a diesel–fired generator in Ngarambe village to light up four hours a day at a 

school, dispensary, mosque, local government office, small businesses on the main road and 

a few homes (Hopkins, 2007). 

 

Whereas the U.S. Embassy collaborates with TAWA and Wildlife Department to protect 

wildlife through a wide range of governance support efforts, USAID is implementing this 

bilateral partnership with focus on improving game ranger’s capacity in planning and 

conducting patrols. Precisely, it provides support for mapping, GPS system and vehicles as 

well for renovating park ranger posts. The same agency is also in this network as provider of 

social support to ophanages in Rufiji and the neighboring districts through Jipeni Moyo 

Women and Communty Organization (JIMOWACO) since 2017. It also supports Campaign for 

Female Education (CAMFED), an International NGO that promote secondary school 

enrolment for girls. USAID has been providing financial support for WWF in the past, however, 

recently, its policy changed from supporting NGOs to contracting private companies 

(Interview, USAID, Dar es Salaam). This is a new model that was developed by USAID to start 

funding the Private Voluntary Organizations with contractual agreements to work in WMAs 

instead of NGOs. The new model will generate money from wildlife related businesses 

because the private sector can only survive where it earns money. 
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The World Bank provides financial support for infrastructure development in the game 

reserve Selous Game Reserve through a national-wide project called Resilient Natural 

Resources Management for Tourism and Growth (REGROW) (COWI, 2017). Whereas TAWA 

represents the government as an implementing agency of the REGROW project at Selous 

Game Reserve, the World Bank supported the construction of water wells at Ngarambe village 

through the Rufiji District Council in 2005. 

 

Network arrows are fewer between MUNGATA WMA and hunting safari companies such as 

TAWISA, PPS and Luke Samaras that operate inside the game reserve, those being mainly  

connected with Kingupira section, TAWA and Wildlife Department. Although their 

connections are typically for operational reasons, they are also required to have ‘moral 

obligations’ for local development, hence involvement in providing health services and 

support to schools. As discussed in the previous section, Game Frontiers of Tanzania and 

Hamis Said Kibola’s HSK are private hunting companies that appeared on the scene in mid 

1990s and 2013 respectively. They have their connections with government agencies at 

different levels but most importantly, with the Community Wildlife Management Area 

Consortium (CWMAC). The consortium works to establish good relations, markets and 

business opportunities that are in line with conservation objectives.  

 

It is important to note that, the consortium was set up by WWF with financial support from 

USAID in a signed Memorandum of Understanding in 2012. As such, USAID pays the salary of 

the Executive Director of the consortium – Mr. George Wambura. Also, USAID extends 

support through contracted partners who then works with WMAs. This includes Promoting 

Tanzania’s Environment Conservation (PROTECT) – a private company contracted by USAID 

to provide financial and technical assistant to start business enterprises in WMAs. Since the 

private company is a partner of USAID, it is also automatically partner to CWMAC. PROTECT’s 

activities in WMAs include, for example, strengthening and diversifying the nature-based 

economy, support ant-poaching and trafficking, policy, research and advocacy. The presence 

of other partners such as Centre for Environmental Law and Governance (CELG) and TASAF is 

noted for their legal and health support provision to communities. 

 

Complex partnership 2: JUHIWANGUMWA WMA  

 

As for MUNGATA WMA, the network of actors for JUHWANGUMWA is densely concentrated 

at the district, TAWA, Wildlife Department, Selous Matambwe and Kingupira sections. 

Belgium Technical Cooperation has provided financial support to Eastern Selous Project since 

2006 and continued to do so since 2013 through a new project called KILORWEMP. Since the 

WMA has not yet started to operate any business, its other partners are those providing social 

support, including TASAF, JIMOWACO, and CAMFED. Other livelihood support is received in 

some of the WMA villages from the Japanese government through Rufiji District Council (RDC). 
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This support includes new improved rice seeds. Although this site is considered complex due 

to the formalized structure of the WMA, the time of entry into WMA makes a difference in 

the partnership. It could be argued that business partners contribute significantly to the 

density of network (Figure 11), meaning also that in the absence of business, the network is 

less complex. 

 

Figure 11. JUHIWANGUMWA partnership network. 

 

Simpler partnership 

 

The two study villages of Kandawale and Ngarambi are simpler partnerships because they 

have not formalized their relationship with the game reserve or any other conservation actors. 

Although these villages are close to the reserve, with ample opportunities for generating 

wildlife revenues, Belgian Technical Cooperation’s support to Eastern Selous project did not 

successfully complete the WMA of the Matumizi Bora ya Maliasili Kata ya Miguruwe, Njenjo 

na Kandawale (MBOMAMINJIKA), WMA of which these villages were meant to be part (Figure 

12).  
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Figure 12. Simpler partnership network. 

‘The Eastern Selous project phased out before that was achieved. The villages are therefore 

related informally with the Selous Game Reserve’s Kingupira, Miguruwe and Matambwe 

sections, which is responsible for patrols and wildlife protection anywhere they are found. 

The two villages work under TAWA and with connections to other conservation partners in 

the reserve (FZS, GIZ and WWF). As elsewhere, TASAF supports poor households through 

Rufiji and Kilwa district councils. 

 

Control villages: No wildlife-related partnership 

 

The two villages of Nambunju and Tawi are relatively far from the reserve hence they have 

not been directly targeted for wildlife protection campaigns. Yet, this would be said with 

caution given the fact that (the two) villages have large forest reserves of Kiwengoma and 

Namakutwa that host a large number of elephants which move in from the Selous during dry 

season. No formal arrangements exist for participation in wildlife protection, yet WWF is at 

the center connecting other 8 partners within the network (Figure 6). The organization works 

to support forest protection since 2000, together with Mpingo Conservation and 

Development Initiative (MCDI) who collaborated with WWF since 2009 in providing training 

for villagers. MCDI directs financial support for patrols and monitoring of forests by the 

villages. The two are also connected to district councils and Tanzania Forest Services as well 

as TAWA, Wildlife Department and Selous Matambwe sections. 
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Figure 13. No-wildlife related partnership network. 

 

 

Other partners are the Rufiji Sugar Company, a private entity of an influential Tanzanian 

business tycoon – Mohamed Dewji – which entered into a formal agreement with the villages 

in 2013 to acquire land for sugarcane investments. The company has not started any 

operations yet. A carbon zero company signed an agreement with Tawi village in 2007 to 

support the village in the purchase of a tractor for agricultural activities. As for the 

neighbouring villages, USAID is supporting CAMFED to educate poor girls and people living 

with AIDS through JIMOWACO while TASAF supports poor households.    

 

5. Local Perceptions About Partnerships and Their Socio-Economic Outcomes 
 

5.1 General Tendencies 
 

It should be plain from the previous section that a considerable amount of energy, time, 

money and activity has gone into forming different forms of partnership. Even their simpler 

versions are a significant feature in the institutional architecture of local governance. In 

contexts of general poverty and significant problematic interactions with wildlife, what might 

their impact be? 

 

Two scenarios come to mind. One possibility is that new conservation initiatives will begin to 

bring benefits. After all, current mainstream state-based protected areas bring relatively few 

benefits to the locals and these have to be shared among many recipients. Changing the 

arrangements and creating new business opportunities and partnerships on villagers’ lands 
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can set in process new value chains, employment opportunities and activity within local 

economies.  

 

Alternatively, given other research on the inadequacies of WMAs in Tanzania and their 

failures to devolve real power to villagers, or provide real benefits, then it is possible that 

these new arrangements may make things worse. They increase the reach of dangerous 

wildlife and aggressive conservation authorities who are prone to extend their scope and act 

violently. 

 

The results of our survey, however, support a slightly different and more ambiguous reality. 

There is a clear local view that access to resources use has been reduced because of the 

restrictions set by the new partnerships. But, at the same time, once in place, the activities of 

wildlife conservation affect the lives of most people relatively slightly for good or ill. They 

experience few benefits, few immediate extra harms (at least in the short-term), and the day-

to-day politics of wildlife governance are not salient in their everyday lives. There are, 

however, some indications that the more complex partnerships may have more beneficial 

outcomes than the simpler ones. These findings are visible in a mixture of qualitative and 

quantitative data. 

 

The restrictions on wildlife resources are most clear in the complex partnerships where 80% 

say that access to wildlife resources is much reduced (Table 10). 

 

Table 10. How do you compare rules about access and use of wildlife resources between now 

and 10 years ago? 

 

Partnership More  Same Less 

Prefer not to 

say 

Don’t 

know NA n 

Complex 80% 12% 2% 1% 6% 0% 172 

Simple 39% 3% 13% 0% 14% 32% 88 

Control 38% 9% 1% 0% 7% 46% 90 

Total 59% 9% 5% 0% 8% 20% 350 

 

 

From the quantitative data, most people report no benefits from new wildlife partnerships. 

In fact, 65% of respondents in the complex partnerships and 88% in the simple partnerships 

could not specify any benefit from the partnerships in their village (Table 11). 
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Table 11. Benefits reported by new governance partnerships. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yet, while access to wildlife resources is diminished, only 25% of people in complex 

partnership and 7% in simple partnership thought that the change in wildlife governance was 

changing resource use for their family, and  only 34% of respondents in complex partnerships 

(15% in simple partnerships) thought that it was changing resource use for the community. 

Moreover, only 12 families in the respondents had lost land (8 in the complex partnerships, 4 

in the simple). This may indicate some adaptation (at least in terms of perception) to wildlife 

resources, or it may reflect the fact that, in the round, wildlife resources are a relatively minor 

part of natural resource use. 

 

Perhaps more importantly, most people thought that the new rules brought in were fair, clear 

and acceptable or they expressed no opinion about them (Table 12). The people who were 

dissatisfied with the rules were a minority. A substantial share, approaching or exceeding 50%, 

was generally satisfied. These patterns are also apparent in Figure 14 

 

Table 12. Perceived clarity, equity and acceptability of new access rules. 

 

Partnership 

Very 

Fair Fair Neutral Unfair 

Very 

Unfair 

Don’t 

know NA n 

Complex 22% 34% 12% 9% 5% 16% 2% 172 

Simple 16% 20% 5% 2% 0% 13% 43% 87 

Total 51 77 24 17 9 39 134 351 

 

Row Labels 

Very 

Clear Clear Neutral Unclear 

Very 

Unclear 

Don’t 

know NA n 

Complex 22% 36% 14% 8% 1% 17% 2% 172 

Simple 11% 19% 7% 3% 0% 15% 43% 87 

Total 51 77 24 17 9 39 134 351 

 

Row Labels 

Very 

Accpt’le Accpt’le Neutral Uaccpt’le 

Very 

Unaccpt’le 

Don’t 

know NA n 

Complex 17% 30% 15% 8% 5% 23% 3% 172 

Simple 6% 20% 8% 0% 0% 22% 43% 87 

Total 51 77 24 17 9 39 134 351 

Partnership Jobs 

Game 

Meat Training 

Increased 

wildlife Other none n 

Complex 6% 8% 8% 4% 9% 65% 172 

Simple  1% 2% 5% 5% 88% 94 

Control     1% 99% 88 

Total 10 15 16 11 20 282 72 



Figure 14. Levels of Satisfaction. 

 

 

 



At the same time, it was also clear that many people thought that wildlife damage was 

increasing (Table 13). A substantial minority (40%) of respondents in control villages reported 

that this damage was increasing or increasing a lot. Over 60% of people in partnership villages 

perceived the damage to be increasing. If this continues, then it may make the rules assessed 

in Table 12 less acceptable and fair. 

 

Table 13. Perceptions of change in wildlife populations. 

 

However, at the present moment, it is clear that there are high levels of ignorance with regard 

to who is working in the different study sites. Surveyed households in the wildlife villages 

were asked to mention organizations working with their respective villages in managing or 

conserving wildlife resources. The responses are summarized in Figure 15. 

 

Figure 15. Knowledge of Wildlife Conservation organizations. 
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q4.1/Don't know 7 9 31 33 63 53 40 31

q4.1/Other 9 6 5 10 3 3 14 31

q4.1/Community 17 22 29 18 13 21 37 27

q4.1/Business 0 3 2 5 0 0 0 2

q4.1/Private 4 15 2 3 0 0 0 4

q4.1/NGOs 42 34 10 10 3 12 2 0

q4.1/Government 20 11 21 20 19 12 7 4

Partnership 

Incr’d a 

lot Incr’d Same Dec’d Dec’d a lot 

Don't 

know n 

Complex 34% 28% 13% 18% 6% 1% 172  

Simple 21% 49% 26% 5% 0% 0% 86  

Control 16% 24% 21% 25% 12% 1% 91  

Grand Total 26% 32% 18% 17% 6% 1% 349 
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From the figure above, we can observe that over 30% of respondents thought that the work 

is mainly done by the communities through their own initiatives to conserve wildlife resources. 

This was primarily noted in Ngarambi and Kandawale villages. The two are villages adjacent 

to the Selous Game Reserve where the MBOMAMINJIKA WMA did not reach the operational 

stage. 23% of respondents identified different NGOs to be working with their villages in 

wildlife conservation. 42% and 34% of respondents in Ngarambe and Tapika, the two villages 

that form MUNGATA WMA, were of this understanding. 20% of respondents identified the 

government to be working with villagers in conserving wildlife resources. From the figure 

above, this observation was mostly made in Ngarambe, Mloka, Ngorongo and Nambunju, 

while government involvement is perceived relatively low in Ngarambi and Kandawale. 

However, it should be noted the percentage (over 40%) of respondents who were not aware 

of the presence of any conservation organization in their villages. These included Nambunju 

(63%), Tawi (53%), and Kandawale (40%). 

 

Villager’s knowledge of how conservation partners implement their plans is ma inly limited to 

presence or absence of specific actors on the ground. They associate presence or absence 

with agreement or disagreement among the actors. For example, village leaders in Ngarambe 

relate current low profile of GTZ and WWF with the central government’s prominence, 

especially through allocation of hunting blocks. In their view, ‘GTZ and WWF came to protect 

wildlife and not to harvest’ (WILD01FG). The allocation of the WMA to the hunting investor is 

also linked with decline in wildlife numbers, which confirm to villagers why GTZ and WWF 

became dormant in the area.  

 

In particular, women have limited access to information on how the partnership will work and 

with what benefits. This happens despite their participation in the initial village assembly 

discussing the plans and electing the leaders. This was confirmed by those who participated 

in meetings for the establishment of JUHIWANGUMWA, a relatively new WMA; 

 

‘… we know there is [an WMA] but we have no idea how it runs. We see leaders going 

and coming to meetings, but it is not clear what progress has been made. Initially, the 

village assembly was held, and we participated to elect 5 representatives to the WMA. 

After that, there is nothing coming back to us (WILD21FG)  

 

In other cases, however, the disengagement and lack of knowledge and understanding of 

what is going on comes on the back of decades of imposed government policy and top-down 

development planning that makes decision-making opaque and difficult to comprehend, even 

if the consequences remain hard to live with. As one key informant expressed it: 

 

‘Now we have the wilderness to our necks. And I can bet, we still see this land here just 

because it cannot be moved to another place. WMA is not anything real (niulaghai). 

The land is ours, but we have given it willingly to wildlife that we have no control over. 
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The few benefits that can be driven from them have taken ages to come. Only those 

who knows how the world is working can understand the direction of the wind and tap 

it’ (WILD35KII) 

 

5.2 Important Minority Views 
 

The findings of the previous subsection are in line with the earlier findings regarding wildlife 

crop damage. Most people experience relatively minor loss, or no loss at all. The largest 

misfortunes are concentrated on a minority. In the same vein, most people appear to be 

generally approving of or otherwise disengaged from new governance arrangements for 

wildlife, as the data above show.  

 

We cannot leave it there. In contrast to the general tendencies in the survey, there are 

important minority views and strident objections to the status quo that we must capture. 

These are best brought out by the more qualitative data which demonstrate some of the 

significant fault-lines of inequality and disadvantage which permeate the politics and, 

ultimately, the sustainability of partnerships in the wildlife sector.  

 

Instances of human wildlife conflict can include personal tragedies. During one of the team’s 

field visits in February 2017, researchers came close to these day-to-day experiences when a 

hyena injured an elderly man and killed a young boy in the same night at Ngarambe village. 

In Tapika village, a family lost two children to a leopard that broke into the house while the 

children were sleeping. A full record of these events is rarely available at the district game 

office but narratives around them abound.  

 

An element of callousness is visible in some of the conservation authorities (including fellow 

villagers) responses to these disasters. This is visible in the words of a village game scout: 

 

 ‘yes, animals kill people, but this is just like any other accident; cars knock people in 

the cities too. Do people get rid of them?’(WILD01FG) 

 

A more egregious form of violence takes place between reserve authorities and some local 

residents. In Mloka village, strong voices emerged from youth groups. These pointed to lives 

lost in the Reserve due to shooting by rangers. In the past, villagers used to fish in Rufiji  river 

which meanders but roughly follows the border of the reserve. It is highly risky to engage in 

fishing because the border is not clear in the river. Moreover, villagers are still tempted to 

fish in temporary lakes in the Reserve which can be well stocked with large fish. If caught, 

illegal fishers will be shot at sight, and if killed, their bodies cannot be retrieved and buried. 

More than ten people were reported dead in Mloka village in a span of ten years.  The voices 

are summarized in the following clips; 
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‘we speak of the bullets… they kill us. Many people from this village have disappeared 

after they went fishing and this has become an everyday thing. It happened hardly two 

weeks ago when a group of villagers went fishing but one was killed whilst in the boat, 

the other two returned to the village. Several others were detained and tortured’  

(WILD24FG) 

 

‘…We are human beings. We crave for meat. However, those who attempt to enter the 

game reserve for meat or fish they don't come back. It has become more and more 

common’ (WILD27KII) 

 

The violence works both ways; 

 

‘Two of our Village Game Scouts plus the Village Executive Officer (VEO) were badly 

injured when they were doing patrols in the WMA area. They met Wasukuma 

pastoralists who beat them to near death. One woman Village Game Scout broke her 

arm twice and she has never recovered. Since Village Game Scouts are not employees 

but just volunteers, there is nothing she can get from the WMA she was working for. 

Her children are just wondering around because she is currently attending clinics in 

Dar es Salaam. This testifies that you can take care of these animals but nothing in 

return for your life’ (WLD35KII)  

 

5.3 Stymied Hopes in the Absence of Investment 
 

The practical business of forging sustainable partnerships which meet conservation objectives 

and local development goals hinges on working effectively with hunting companies whose 

clients and trophy fees can bring money into the area. This is particularly clear in the case of 

MBOMAMINJIKA WMA, made up of the land of a collective of 9 villages and distinguished by 

the fact that the process of WMA establishment has somehow stopped before it could 

become fully operational. All the committees are in place, the village game scouts have been 

trained and go on patrol, there are land use plans and a large area of village owned wildlife 

habitat ready for a suitable company to take over for tourist hunting. But the crucial final 

steps that would allow the company to set up shop, and which would also allow for wildlife 

to be harvested for local consumption have not been taken. And as a result, the land sits 

unused and the villagers gain nothing at all from being so close to the Selous and all its wildlife 

resources.  

 

This is galling for all the people we spoke to. It is galling because they have seen their 

neighbours (in Ngalambe village in Rufiji District) legally sharing harvested wild meat for local 

consumption, and benefit from the presence of tourist hunting and its revenues. It is galling 

because they have done so much work and set aside such a large area. It is galling that the 

wildlife is causing serious problems of crop damage. It seems that, in the last 2-3 years, there 
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has been an upsurge of elephants in the area. In fact, when the village game scouts began 

their patrols 10 years ago there were many signs of poaching, which now has subsided, with 

the number of elephants that is rebounding. Elephants were particularly troublesome in 

Ngarambi, which is close to Selous, where they drink from the village water points every night 

and leave scattered dung around the village. This is particularly galling because the elephant 

damage is stalling an incipient development path that these villages looked set to benefit 

from.  

 

These villages have been doing rather well from the sesame seed business. This has been 

resurgent in several parts of Tanzania and it is bringing considerable benefits, in part because 

of higher commodity prices and in part because of new marketing arrangements. As a result 

of their sesame seed sales, people described building good houses and buying motorbikes. 5 

of 10 elders in the not particularly representative focus group in Ngarambi village had bought 

motorbikes. Sesame has the advantage of being relatively wildlife damage proof, in that it is 

not eaten by elephants but only baboons, monkeys and rodents. It can be trampled, but not 

eaten out of existence like maize and millet.  

 

So, despite the malfunctioning WMA, some people had been improving their lives, and village 

economies were growing. But, particularly in Ngarambi, that was becoming hard in the last 2-

3 years because people have been losing their food crops to elephants. This happened to 17 

of 18 people in the focus groups as well as to every single key informant in Ngarambi. It makes 

it hard to save and build up assets if sesame sales have to compensate for food crop losses.  

 

5.4 The Benefits and Hazards of Living with Investors 
 

So, if the only thing worse than having investors is not having investors, what is the experience 

of giving these companies access to village land? In this context, two contrasting impressions 

need to be emphasized. First, these investors can be good at cultivating local support and 

trying to provide meaningful forms of local benefit that are noted, and appreciated, by 

villagers. This was clear in the focus groups. 

 

The first investor (Game Frontiers of Tanzania) sponsored 20 children for secondary 

education. Also employed youths - some of which are teachers and Sheikh/Imams – 

who have changed the generation. Others have managed to move to Dar es Salaam. 

These things have direct impacts in the family level’ (WILD01FG) 

 

‘The first investor Game Frontiers of Tanzania (who offered education/scholarships) 

was good but had political motives (choosing who to work with and also influencing 

decisions). However, he was still the one doing many things including the first two 

motorcycles, taking youths to school (40 youths – all men), building the mosque etc. In 



 

NEPSUS Working Paper 2019/3 40 

2014, there was hunger and he brought many tonnes of food, sugar and dates’ 

(WILD02FG) 

 

‘Game Frontiers of Tanzania came in and assisted with many things – protection of 

wildlife by supporting patrols, youth employment, bush meat and food 

donations’(WILD04FG) 

 

‘The investor started to support the villages through paying of Village Game Scout 

salaries and hunting’(WILD021KII) 

 

‘In the five years that the investor was there, about 30 youths were employed, about 

20 got scholarships. However, no girls were taken (no answer why) – but likely that 

these were to make tents, study Islamic religion to become Sheikhs’ (WILD05FG) 

 

Specifically, the foregoing narratives make reference to the hunting areas of MUNGATA WMA. 

In the other WMA where photographic tourism is prominent, these narratives change. In one 

of group discussion in Mloka village, the following were reported; 

 

‘Tourists pay Bed nights – this comes to the village income for community development 

activities such as dispensary building and servicing of the village boat’ 

 

‘Direct donations have been made by investors – an English medium primary school, 

tractor and ambulance - were donated by owners of Barker and Sons, Mbega and 

Selous Kinga Lodge respectively. These investors have private contracts with the village 

council for running their tourism businesses but are not legally bound binding to 

support community development’ 

 

‘A boat with capacity of 35 people was bought by the village government from tourism 

revenues that private investors pay as land rent’ 

(WILD18FG) 

         

And yet, these are not always simple cases of altruism. They can be much more cunning, 

indeed Machiavellian, than that. We can illustrate this with the case of MUNGATA. Between 

2002-2012, the were four land uses in the MUNGATA WMA: farming and settlement, resident 

hunting, tourist hunting and village forest harvesting. After 10 years, the WMA general 

management plan was revised – supposedly by the partner villages (through representative 

to the Authorized Association). The new plan (2012-2022) included significant changes with 

two important livelihood areas omitted from the map (Figure 16). These are forest harvesting 

and resident hunting, both of which have been merged to form one contiguous tourist-

hunting block. This leads the entire land of the two villages to have only two uses: farming 
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(combined with settlements) and tourist hunting. Villages are virtually surrounded by wildlife 

areas with little room for expansion. 

 

Figure 16. Changes to Land Use in MUNGATA. 

 

This is not a new process. Border conflicts between the villages and the Selous Game Reserve 

have existed even before the recently started partnerships (Noe, 2019). Almost all the villages 

that border the reserve reported these conflicts (some of which still fresh and on-going). In 

some instances, it is the State, not capital in collusion with the state, that dispossesses village 

land. Examples are: 

 

1. In Ngarambi and Kandawale, the game reserve passed a grader recently in 2016 

for the purpose of making the border visible. However, a significant portion of 13 

village lands was included in the reserve by this new boundary. While this is the 

most recent event, the process of establishing JUHIWANGUMWA WMA was 

delayed by a similar event, which required time to resolve. 

 

2. A conflict over the extension of Ngarambe-Rufiji village border, which took land 

belonging to Ngarambi-Kilwa village. This happened during the process of 

establishing MUNGATA WMA because that is where land was given value. 
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Ngarambi village realised this change much later and the WMA borders could not 

be changed 

 

But, in the case of MUNGAT, we can name this process. It is called ‘primitive accumulation’ 

or, in Harvey’s recent formulation, ‘accumulation by dispossession’. In this case, the interests 

of capital are represented by entrepreneurial hunting companies effectively allied with local 

leaders, district and village government. The aim is to persuade them to hand over significant 

areas of land which then will be used for their own revenue generating projects and which 

villagers will not be able to touch for their own purposes. Meanwhile, the possibility of 

dangerous or damaging wildlife growing in number and straying onto villagers’ farms 

increases. 

6. Discussion: Actor Networks, Power and Conservation Paradox 
 

In Fortress Conservation, Dan Brockington argued that conservation could be successful and 

sustained if the misfortunes of wildlife conservation in Tanzania were concentrated on a 

minority (2002). Writing with respect to the Mkomazi Game Reserve (now national park) he 

argued that few people had lived in the reserve before a conservation clampdown, few 

people went in and few people suffered from evictions and exclusion. For the majority, the 

Reserve was an irrelevance. It was a large area of land dangerous to get too near , but their 

lives were orientated elsewhere. That is, despite proximity to the reserve, livelihood 

strategies for most villagers has nothing to do with wildlife.  

 

In the research we have studied there is an interesting parallel to that finding, with two 

important exceptions. Most people are not directly affected by conservation area or by the 

new partnerships governing the land around them. A minority have benefitted or lost out. 

Very few people have lost any land. And most people are reasonably happy (or at least not 

too unhappy) with the new arrangements. But to understand the politics and problems facing 

any moves to ‘just conservation’, we will have to understand the tails of these distributions  

at both ends. 

 

The important exceptions are that most people perceive the access to wildlife resources as 

more restricted than it once was and that most people have frequently experienced some 

form of crop damage. For most people, it is relatively minor, in the sense that they do not 

lose everything. Instead, living with wildlife is like being taxed by a callous but hands-off 

government. They always take something and will not give you anything back. But we cannot 

tell yet what the implications of these losses are for food security. And most people think that 

these problems are increasing.  

 

So, we have a strange situation where people are suffering and being irritated because they 

live with wildlife, possibly in ways which make a fairly significant loss in the family budgets. 
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They think that these problems are increasing (as wildlife numbers increase) and stronger 

conservation policies over larger land areas mean that they will further escalate. But they are 

largely indifferent to or happy with these new arrangements. Conservation remains a 

marginal issue in their lives and wildlife a thorn in their sides. The economic engines of their 

lives are elsewhere. 

 

This should not change the fact that this is an area where conservation injustices are being 

perpetrated, generating considerable resentment among those affected. There is little useful 

livelihood change brought by partnerships. Some people are resentful and angry about the 

unfulfilled promises of change. Others have experienced more food and life insecurity, with 

increased crop damage, injury and deaths from problem animals and killings of villagers from 

the ‘shoot to kill policy’. These insults are combined with restricted access to fertile lands and 

forests. The realization of recent forms of accumulation by dispossession will enhance these 

negative impacts even more.  

 

Nonetheless, in the main, we have a paradox of costly wildlife but locally irrelevant 

conservation. The politics hinges on activities and interests of minorities (bad contracts, 

corruption, lack of transparency, unkept promises). The progressive possibilities that WMAs 

contain cannot be entirely ruled out. As Victor Corey Wright has argued, the new structures 

can be used to challenge power structures, but as this analysis of the partnerships at work 

shows, this will not be easy. 

 

Our focus on partnership complexity is novel in that we have managed to compare sites with 

different concentration and type of partners as well as institutional frameworks. Yet, our 

analyses of partnership configurations, processes and outcomes have mainly reinforced the 

view that rather than local empowerment, different actors have created conditions for 

recentralisation – where securing land and strengthening wildlife protection are prioritised 

over community needs. Regardless of partnership complexity, funds and technical support 

from different partners have mainly increased security for wildlife and insecurity for local 

livelihoods.  

7. Conclusion 
 

This paper has mainly presented preliminary analysis of rich empirical data. More will follow 

as we explore how different forms and levels of partnership complexity affect the dynamics 

of governance arrangements and their outcomes. The primary data analysed deal primarily 

with perceptions of change, as reported to us by our respondents. However, the analyses of 

different reports from the government and other actors provided more insights into our 

interpretation of perception data. 
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The strength of NEPSUS project rests on its design and analysis of partnership complexity as 

well as sustainability impacts. Our data provide evidence that considerable amount of energy, 

time, money and activity has gone into forming different kinds of partnership. Even their 

simpler versions are a significant feature in the institutional architecture of local governance. 

However, the impact of these partnerships in terms of general poverty and the increasing 

interactions with wildlife is becoming significantly problematic.  

 

Although this initial analysis is more concerned around perceptions, the paper represents the 

beginning of an important argument. The argument is that, with or without conservation 

partnerships in villages that border protected areas, wildlife constitutes a cost to many people 

both in terms of damages created and lost opportunities to benefit from it. These costs are 

carried only by a minority. For most people the measures to deal with wildlife, to improve 

their governance, and to increase benefits from them, are not an issue which pre-occupies 

them. Thus, while there is dissatisfaction with current affairs, there is also a lot of ignorance 

and relative indifference. Therefore, new partnerships, whether complex or simpler, are not 

defined by high levels of local participation but rather by top-down directives mostly coming 

with facilitation and funding from different actors.  

 

The lack of participation allows influential stakeholders to benefit from their technical, 

political and financial powers to facilitate forms of dispossession by accumulation. This bodes 

ill for the justice of outcomes in the longer term. It is particularly concerning given that 

incidences of wildlife damage appear to be increasing in villages with partnerships (complex 

or simple). As the need to manage and govern wildlife issues effectively and fairly grows, the 

apparatus for doing so is not forming adequately. This makes it harder for their outcomes to 

be just and generally beneficial.  

 

Some of our survey data suggest a more ambiguous scenario in relation to rights of access to 

wildlife. These restrictions are mostly evident in the complex partnerships where wildlife 

numbers have rapidly increased in the village lands. Most people experience few benefits 

related to employment, but others have received extra harms. Some of the most problematic 

situations are those related to deaths and injuries that are increasingly caused by wildlife 

rangers who implement the ‘shoot to kill’ policy. Although such issue is raised by minority 

voices in all the villages bordering the game reserve, it is important for future analysis of the 

emerging resource militarization.  
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